
MINUTES 
JOINT WORK SESSION 

OF  
PEQUOT LAKES CITY COUNCIL 

AND 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

JANUARY 18, 2007 
 
 
PRESENT:  Mayor Malecha, Councilmen Nagel, Oraskovich, Ryan and Sjoblad.  
Planning Commission Members:  Woog, Adams, Derksen, Habein, Pederson and 
Williams.  ABSENT:  Hallan and Varilek. 
 
STAFF:  Tim Houle, City Engineer; Tina Nolden, Water/Wastewater Dept.; Mike Loven, 
Street Superintendent; Sandy Peine, City Clerk; Chuck Marohn, City Planner; and Dawn 
Bittner, Zoning Administrator. 
 
The meeting was called to order by Planning Commission Chair Tom Woog at 6:05 p.m. 
 
 
Mr. Woog explained the agenda and the structure of these meetings. 
 
MARK HALLAN ARRIVED AT 6:07 p.m. 
 
A.  Who should be involved? 
 
Mr. Woog stated that the Mayor had received requests from the following organizations 
to attend meetings discussing the around-town route:  PLADO, Chamber of Commerce, 
Historical Society, School, Library, Concerned Citizens, and the Park Committee.  He 
then asked who else should be included:  Randy Ryan, Transportation Director for the 
School.   
 
Mr. Ryan asked who the Concerned Citizens group represents and who their membership 
is.  Mr. Adams explained that they are the group that mailed out the postcards.  Mr. Ryan 
added the Pequot Lakes Coalition of Citizens and Business. 
 
This group is to plan the alternate route and the following should also be included:  
MnDOT, Crow Wing County Engineer, DNR Trails, MPCA and City Staff 
(Water/Wastewater, Streets and Police). 
 
B.  Structure of future meetings: 
 
Mr. Woog explained that he would Chair the work sessions and Staff would provide Staff 
Reports containing facts for each agenda. 
 



David Kennedy stated that the Council and Planning Commission did not participate in 
the through town discussions.  A technical advisory committee was formed and was not 
this formal. 
   
C.  When and where to hold future meetings: 
 
Mr. Woog explained that the Media Center at the School could be used, but suggested 
using the Council Chambers as our recording equipment is there and Staff has access to 
information in City Hall. 
 
It was agreed that a meeting would be held early on each regularly scheduled Planning 
Commission meeting.  After discussion, it was agreed to meet for a second meeting early 
on each regularly scheduled City Council meeting. 
 
D.  Questions and Data Required: 
 

1. Criteria from EIS. 
2. Bike path on south end by Baptist Church area. 
3. What corridor? 
4. How many accesses and where will they be? 
5. Where current and future road system intersects with corridor? 
6. What kind of interchange is available? 
7. Upfront costs to the city and long-term back-end costs? 
8. Impact on utilities. 
9. How is zoning impacted? 
10. Identify impacted properties. 
11. Analyze bus routes. 
12. What happens to old corridor? 
13. Where future proposed backage roads and local streets? 
14. Access to Business Park. 
15. Impact on spray irrigation fields. 
16. Impact to Minnesota Power substation. 
17. Analyze traffic data. 
18. Changes to Downtown Plan. 
19. Economic Impacts to existing business and new opportunities. 
20. Cost benefit analysis for the City. 
21. Environmental impacts. 
22. Green space opportunities. 
23. New cemetery impacts. 
24. Wellhead. 
25. Limits to future wastewater expansion. 
26. Tax base. 
27. Compatibility with Comprehensive Plan. 
28. What will MnDOT do?  How can we help impacted businesses? 
29. Need a written, clearly defined purpose. 

 



7:00  JOHN DERKSEN LEFT. 
 
Staff was directed to meet with Mayor Malecha and Chairman Woog to clearly define a 
mission statement. 
Staff was directed to notify contact key people for agenda items. 
 
This group will gather facts and not make decisions on which route.  The Council will 
make ultimate decision.  This group will recommend the best alternative route, not the 
best route.  This group is not political. 
 
Staff will discuss the materials collected tonight.  There will be two meetings per month. 
 
The Roles and Responsibilities portion of tonight’s meeting will need to be held at 
another time.  It will take 45 minutes to one hour.  We will try to do this at the March 
Planning Commission meeting. 
 
A motion was made by Tom Adams, seconded by Cathy Malecha, to adjourn the 
meeting.  All members voted “aye”.  Motion carried.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:23 
p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Dawn Bittner 
Zoning Administrator 
 
 



MINUTES 
JOINT WORK SESSION 

OF  
PEQUOT LAKES CITY COUNCIL 

AND 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

FEBRUARY 6, 2007 
 
 
PRESENT:  Mayor Pro-Tem Sjoblad, Councilmen Nagel, Oraskovich, and Ryan.   
Planning Commission Members:  Woog, Habein, and Pederson.  ABSENT:  Mayor 
Malecha; Commission Members:  Adams, Derksen, Hallan, Varilek and Williams. 
 
STAFF:  Sandy Peine, City Clerk; Tina Nolden, Water/Wastewater Dept.; Mike Loven, 
Street Dept.; Tim Houle and Mike Rude, City Engineers; Charles Marohn, City Planner; 
and Dawn Bittner, Zoning Administrator. 
 
The meeting was called to order by Tom Woog, Commission Chair, at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Review of Purpose and Premise: 
 
Mr. Woog explained the Purpose and Premise.  He stated that he had received comments 
that this group would be debating the best option, either through town or alternate route.  
He stated that this group is to establish the best alternate corridor alignment, zoning and 
intersections. 
 
DEAN WILLIAMS ARRIVED AT 5:37 p. m. 
 
Any debate over which alignment is best and the ultimate decision will be at the Council 
level.  When this study is complete, the Council may need to re-evaluate the best route. 
 
www.highway371.info has been established to contain up-to-date information and data 
used to answer the questions.  This can be used to increase communication and maintain 
transparency.  The group discussed ways to allow everyone to voice comments so they 
can be received ahead of time. Ideas should be in writing, either by letter or email.  This 
could be setup on the website.  Communication should not be exclusively by letter or 
email, commenting at meetings is also important.  An Open Forum portion of the 
meetings could be established to allow time for public comment.  There is a difference 
between discussing issues and just commenting.  Staff will meet to establish a venue to 
deal with the parameters given. 
 
Review Stakeholder Analysis and Process: 
 
Mr. Williams questioned the headings.  The Joint Committee makes decisions for this 
study group.  The City Council makes the ultimate decision.  Mr. Marohn added a page 
title.  Councilman Ryan stated that PLADO and the Chamber have technical input 



regarding impacts.  Mr. Woog stated that Sheila Haverkamp at BLADC could provide 
technical input through PLADO. 
 
Review of Questions: 
 
The last sentence of City Engineering Issues has a typo.  Add to Planning Issues:  To 
what extend does an alternate route limit future expansion of the Business Park?  The 
first sentence of Design Issues should state “south end”.  Design Issues:  Add 
Interchanges:  space vs. type – area needed for interchanges. 
 
ROGER VARILEK ARRIVED AT 6:05 p.m. 
 
More questions will develop as we proceed with these questions.  The EIS Draft 
information will be included in the Staff Reports. 
 
Future Meeting Schedule: 
 
 
DATE TIME STATUS 
February 15 6:00 – 7:30 Scheduled 
April 3 5:30 – 6:30 Tentative 
April 19 6:00 – 7:30 Tentative 
May 1 5:30 – 6:30 Tentative 
May 17 6:00 – 7:30 Tentative 
 
 
The Chamber distributed a letter to the Study Group.  Mr. Woog asked that comments be 
directed to him and he will pass them on to Staff.  Comments will be addressed at the 
next meeting, February 15. 
 
A motion was made by Jim Oraskovich, seconded by Roger Varilek, to adjourn the 
meeting.  All members voted “aye”.  Motion carried.  The meeting was adjourned at 6:25 
p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Dawn Bittner 
Zoning Administrator 



 

 

MINUTES 
JOINT WORK SESSION 

OF  
PEQUOT LAKES CITY COUNCIL 

AND 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

FEBRUARY 15, 2007 
 
 
PRESENT:  Councilmen Nagel, Oraskovich, Ryan and Sjoblad.  Planning Commission 
Members Woog, Adams, Derksen, Habein, Pederson, Varilek and Williams.  ABSENT:  
Mayor Malecha and Commission Member Hallan.   
 
STAFF:  Tim Houle, City Engineer; Charles Marohn, City Engineer; and Dawn Bittner, 
Zoning Administrator. 
 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Woog at 6:01 p.m. 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
A motion was made by Dave Sjoblad, seconded by Jim Oraskovich, to approve the 
January 18, 2007 and February 6, 2007 Minutes of the Joint Work Session. All members 
voted “aye”.  Motion carried. 
 
 
PROPOSED FUTURE SCHEDULE: 
Chairman Woog pointed out the proposed schedule.  Staff will meet prior to each 
meeting.  Mr. Marohn will contact each representative to discuss their particular topic.  
Some topics may need to be moved around due to availability of information. 
 
Tim Bray, MnDOT Project Manager, stated that he was in attendance to obtain direction 
from the City.  There currently are two Resolutions, one for the through-town route and 
one for a bypass.  Mr. Woog explained that this group is to study the alternate route only, 
to determine the best corridor for an alternate route.  Any debate over which route is the 
best would be at the Council level.  Mr. Bray stated that SEH is no longer under contract 
and their traffic analysis may not be available.  He will check into this.  Councilman 
Sjoblad stated that the Council is in favor of a bypass.  Councilman Ryan stated that there 
will be an election in eighteen months, with four seats up for election.   
 
 
COMMUNITY GROWTH INSTITUTE, CHARLES MAROHN: 
The following were questions posed by the Group at the organizational meeting and 
addressed by Community Growth Institute.  The Staff Report submitted by Community 
Growth is attached and made a part of these Minutes.  Additional comments are included 
after each question.  The questions answered were: 



 

 

1.   How does the City’s zoning impact the alternate route? 
The current zoning facilitates construction of an alternate route.  Rural Residential is 
compatible with the corridor. 
 
2.  How does an alternate route impact the City’s zoning? 
Commercial Transition, as stated in the handout, should state Commercial.  It is highway 
oriented, not a downtown area. 
 
3.  To what extent is an alternative route consistent or not consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan? 
The Comprehensive Plan should be looked at every 5 years.  No statements, policies or 
strategies contradict or make the alternate route impossible.  The alternate route 
comments were thought to have been removed from the Comprehensive Plan and put in 
an appendix, but the alternate route is still referenced in the Plan.  Nothing in the Plan 
needs urgent amendment.  The natural progression of a 5-year cycle should be adequate.  
 
4.  What changes to the Downtown Plan will be necessary due to an alternate route? 
Mr. Ryan recommended not discussing the Downtown Plan as it has not been adopted.  It 
was suggested that the group discuss this now to open it up for comments and to look at a 
possible loop, parking, etc.  The cost to the City for either route was discussed.  The 
problems with the Downtown area remain with either route. 
 
Mr. Marohn was asked if it were possible to create a 3-D board plan, with cars, etc, to 
help visualize changes from the existing downtown area of the City up to the proposed 
alternate route.  One-way streets could force traffic past additional businesses. 
 
Mr. Bray stated that the DOT has had a resurgence of interest in roundabouts.  Any 
intersection not currently built will be looked at to see if a roundabout is a good fit.  
Newer technologies are being used by MnDOT. 
 
Pequot Lakes is unique and that is a hazard to be concerned about. 
 
 
OPEN FORUM: 
 
David Kennedy, PLADO President, had a number of items highlighted on his handout to 
discuss.  Due to the lack of time, Mr. Kennedy was asked to put his comments in writing 
and submit them to the website. 
 
 
COUNCIL MOTION TO APPROVE PAYMENT OF BILLS IN MARCH: 
A motion was made by Jim Oraskovich, seconded by Craig Nagel, to authorize the City 
Clerk to pay the bills due in March, with approval at the next City Council Meeting.  
Motion Carried:  3 Ayes – 1 Nay. 
 



 

 

Councilman Ryan voted “nay”.  He stated this is setting a poor precedent.  The reason for 
this motion is that elected officials chose not to be at a scheduled City Council meeting. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
A motion was made by Tom Adams, seconded by Roger Varilek, to adjourn the meeting.  
All members voted “aye”.  Motion carried.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Dawn Bittner 
Zoning Administrator 
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MINUTES 
JOINT WORK SESSION 

OF 
PEQUOT LAKES CITY COUNCIL AND 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
APRIL 19, 2007 

 
 

PRESENT: Mayor Malecha, Councilmen Nagel, Ryan, Sjoblad and Oraskovich; 
Planning Commission Members Woog, Hallan, Varilek, Adams, Habein, Pederson and 
Williams.   ABSENT: John Derksen. 
 
STAFF:  Mike Loven, Street Superintendent; Sandy Peine, City Clerk; Tim Houle, City 
Engineer; Charles Marohn, City Planner; Dawn Bittner, Zoning Administrator. 
 
Minnesota Department of Transportation:  Timothy Bray, Project Manager. 
 
The meeting was called to order at 6:00 by Tom Woog, Planning Commission Chair. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
Page 2, Mr. Sjoblad’s comments should read:  Mr. Sjoblad stated that the community 
prefers an alternate route. 
 
A motion was made by Tom Adams, seconded by Jim Oraskovich, to approve the 
Minutes, as corrected.  All members voted “aye”. Motion carried. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD #1: 
There was no one in attendance that wished to speak. 
 
DISCUSSION ITEM: 
Rick Linnell, Superintendent, and Randy Ryan, Transportation Director, Pequot Lakes 
Public Schools, address the following: 
 

 How will an alternate route impact school bus routes? 
 
Mr. Linnell provided a power point presentation depicting traffic problems at both the 
Middle/High School and Eagle View Elementary.  A copy of his handout is made a part 
of these Minutes.  He stated that there are approximately 135 parent drop-offs at Eagle 
View.  There are 100 student vehicles at the High School.  There is no count of parent 
drop-offs at the Middle/High School 
 
Tim Bray, Mn/DOT, stated that speed can be reduced on County Roads, but Highway 
371 is an Inter-Regional Corridor and Mn/DOT will not reduce speeds in school zones. 
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Mr. Ryan will gather a count of parent drop-offs at the Middle/High School and submit to 
the City.  There is no calculation for the number of open enrollment students riding 
busses.  Mr. Linnell stated that parent droop-offs increased after 911 and it is also a time 
for parents to spend quality time with their children. 
 
Mr. Bray stated that there is a higher drop-off rate at Eagle View that at other area 
schools. 
 
Mr. Linnell stated that safety is the main concern of the school 
 
 
*** Sub-Committee Meeting:  Mr. Marohn stated that the Sub-Committee Meeting to 
discuss the Memorandum of Agreement with Mn/DOT has been scheduled for Monday, 
April 30, 2007, at 1:30 p.m. at City Hall. 
 
  
CORRESPONDENCE: 
Mr. Woog pointed out the April 4, 2007 letter to Mr. Bray.  When asked, Mr. Bray stated 
that the shelf life of an EIS is 5 years.  The EIS may need to be re-evaluated. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD #2: 
John Brunes stated that an overpass would eliminate the County Road 11 problems for 
the school crossing. 
 
 
NEXT MEETING:  Mr. Woog stated that the City Council has changed the time for the 
Alternate Group Discussions that meet on the Council Meeting nights:  The next meeting 
will be held on May 1, 2007 at 5:00 p.m. and conclude at 6:30 p.m. for the regular 
monthly City Council Meeting. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
A motion was made by Tom Adams, seconded by Cathy Malecha, to adjourn the 
meeting.  All members voted “aye”.  Motion carried.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:15 
p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Dawn Bittner 
Zoning Administrator 
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MINUTES 
JOINT WORK SESSION 

OF 
PEQUOT LAKES CITY COUNCIL AND 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
MAY 1, 2007 

 
 

PRESENT:  Mayor Malecha, Councilmen Nagel, Ryan, Sjoblad and Oraskovich; 
Planning Commission Members Woog, Adams, Habein and Williams.  ABSENT:  
Planning Commission Members Derksen, Hallan, Varilek and Pederson. 
 
STAFF:  Sandy Peine, City Clerk; Tina Nolden, Water/Wastewater Operator; Mike 
Loven, Street Superintendent; Tim Houle and Mike Rude, City Engineers; Charles 
Marohn, City Planner; and Dawn Bittner, Zoning Administrator. 
 
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION:  Timothy Bray, Project 
Manager. 
 
The meeting was called to order at 5:06 p.m. by Tom Woog, Planning Commission 
Chair. 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:   
A motion was made by Dave Sjoblad, seconded by Tom Adams, to approve the April 19 
Minutes as read.  All members voted “aye”.  Motion carried. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD # 1: 
Jack Schmidt:  Mr. Schmidt would like to thank the City Council and the Planning 
Commission for moving forward with these alternate route meetings.  He had been at a 
previous meeting where Mr. O stated that positive ideas should be passed on to Mn/DOT.  
Dave Sjoblad also stated that the voters spoke in the last election.  Mr. Schmidt further 
stated he did not like the comment from a Councilman that these meetings really didn’t 
matter as there would be a new Council in 2 years.  Mr. Schmidt wanted to remind the 
Planning Commission and the City Council that they work for the constituents. 
 
Chairman Woog stated there would be some changes to the Agenda.  He wanted to state 
his displeasure with the MPCA agent scheduled to make a presentation tonight, Greg 
Vaneeckhout.  Mr. Marohn had met with him a month ago to obtain answers to these 
questions.  Mr. Vaneeckhout stated this afternoon that he would be unable to attend as he 
wasn’t aware of this meeting and had a prior engagement.  Mr. Vaneeckhout also had not 
prepared written comments to share in his absence. 
 
Tim Bray, Mn/DOT Project Engineer, agreed to “Adjust Fire” and answer the questions 
he was scheduled to answer at our May 19 meeting. 
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DISCUSSION ITEMS: 
 
Dawn Bittner, Wellhead Protection Manager, addressed the following question: 
 

 What impacts will the construction of an alternate route have on the protection of 
the City’s wellhead? 

 
Bittner reviewed the Staff Report.  The Department of Health had no preference for either 
route.  Construction of either route will impact the Wellhead Protection Area.  Discussion 
afterward determined there could be potentially more equipment and construction time on 
the alternate route.  Precautions could be included in the contracts.  There could be 
special provisions such as refueling equipment outside of the DWSMA. 
 
Tim Bray, Mn/DOT Project Manager, addressed the following questions: 
 

 Which properties are physically impacted by an alternate route? 
 
Mn/DOT doesn’t know at this point exactly which properties will be impacted.  Fifty feet 
either way could impact different properties. 
 

 What is the impact of an alternate route on the MN Power Substation? 
 
Minnesota Power and Mn/DOT are sharing concerns with future improvement and 
expansion of the substation.  Minnesota Power is required to use an existing corridor. 
 

 How will the bike path crossing on the south end of project be handled? 
 
Any intersection will be grade separated.  The Trail is a State Park and an historic rail 
bed.  The exact location is unknown.  It could be a conduit for utilities. He could bring 
back grade information at the May 17 meeting. 
 

 What happens to old Highway 371 corridor once an alternate route is constructed? 
 
Existing Highway 371 will most likely revert to the jurisdiction of the County.  Mn/DOT 
does a turn back, upgrade with a possible overlay. 
 

 How many accesses to the alternate route will there be and where will they be 
located? 

 
Mn/DOT will allow 3 access points:  one at the south end, one at County Road 11 and 
one somewhere for the existing 371 and County Road 112.  When constructing a bypass, 
the City’s request for numerous accesses would be looked at very unfavorably by 
Mn/DOT.  All 3 accesses would be at grade intersections, not interchanges.  The County 
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Road 11 access is the location that might increase demand for an interchange.  Mn/DOT 
will purchase the necessary “diamond” now for future. 
  

 What kind of interchange is available? 
 
A simple “diamond” interchange is capable of handling the anticipated traffic in 30 years.  
Cost sharing was discussed. 
 

 Where will the current road system intersect with the corridor and how will those 
intersections be resolved? 

 
There will be 3 at grade intersections:  south 371, County Road 11 and County Road 
112/371.  Next time we can do a charette.  Tim will bring blank maps and everyone can 
indicate their priorities.  Mn/DOT has done the new flyover to make the new map.  
CSAH roads terminate at another CSAH.   Tim will bring back the number of accesses on 
the through town route.  Is there a correlation between the number of accesses and safety?  
Tim stated that fewer accesses could be argued as being safer.  The alternate route will be 
at a higher speed, possibly 65.  Mr. Adams stated that round-abouts have a calming effect 
to slow traffic.  Mn/DOT will likely experience more up front costs with an alternate 
route, but they gain access management.  There are cost benefits with fewer accesses. 
 

 What will Mn/DOT do to assist businesses impacted by an alternate route? 
 
Mr. Bray hadn’t prepared for this question yet, but it would be handled through the right-
of-way process.  There are new right-of-way laws and this isn’t Mr. Bray’s expertise.  
Mr. Marohn is going to contact Jamie Hukreide to see if he can attend our May 17 
meeting and provide information.  There would be zero interruption along the existing 
corridor during construction of an alternate route, except at County Road 11.  The other 2 
areas would be interrupted only during construction of the intersections. 
 
 
CORRESPONDENCE:  None. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD # 2:  None. 
 
 
Mr. Woog asked Mr. Marohn to collect the information from the MPCA, or possibly Tim 
Houle.   
 
Mr. Marohn wanted to update the Committee that he is meeting with Jon Commers, the 
financial consultant, on Thursday. 
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ADJOURNMENT: 
A motion was made by Mayor Malecha, seconded by Dave Sjoblad, to adjourn the 
meeting.  All members voted “aye”.  Motion carried.  The meeting was adjourned at 6:20 
p. m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Dawn Bittner 
Zoning Administrator 
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MINUTES 
JOINT WORK SESSION 

PEQUOT LAKES CITY COUNCIL 
AND 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
MAY 17, 2007 

 
 
PRESENT:  Mayor Malecha, Councilmen Nagel, Ryan, Sjoblad and Oraskovich; 
Planning Commission Members Woog, Adams, Habein, Pederson, and Williams.  
ABSENT:  Derksen, Hallan and Varilek. 
 
STAFF:  Charles Marohn, City Planner; Tim Houle, City Engineer. 
 
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION:  Tim Bray, Project Manager. 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Woog at 6:00 p.m.  Mr. Woog stated he 
hoped to have a 1 ½ hour meeting tonight, but due to the public hearings at the Planning 
Commission Meeting, this meeting will only be an hour with the regular Planning 
Commission meeting beginning at 7:00 p.m. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
A motion was made by Sjoblad, seconded by Adams, to approve the Minutes as read.  All 
members voted “aye”.  Motion carried. 
 
JOHN DERKSEN ARRIVED – 6:07 P.M. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD #1:  None. 
 
 
MINNESOTA POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY: 
Greg Van Eeckhout, Project Manager at Baxter Office, Limnologist (lakes & rivers) 
answered the following questions: 
 

 What impacts will construction of an alternate route have to Pequot Lakes’ 
environmental systems? 

 
The MPCA contacted their St. Paul office.  There are no large impacts anticipated to 
waters if proper stormwater controls and infiltration basins are used. 
 

 What green-space opportunities are created or lost by construction of an alternate 
route? 

 
This question is hard to answer. 
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ROGER VARILEK ARRIVED:  6:08 P.M. 
 
Mr. Marohn asked if their databases had environmental issues that were of concern.  Mr. 
Van Eeckhout said no. 
 
Marohn stated another option was to keep the highway along the present alignment.  In 
comparing this with the alternate route, does the MPCA have a strong preference?  Mr. 
Van Eeckhout stated it is not a strong preference, but the MPCA probably would lean 
toward the through town route, due to less impervious coverage. 
 
Mr. Woog asked if any lakes were impacted with the alternate route?  Mr. Van Eeckhoute 
stated there were none. 
 
Mr. Ryan asked what the role or the authority of the MPCA?  Mr. Van Eeckhoute statted 
that the MPCA’s scrutiny is probably less because there is not an impaired water in the 
area.  Their task is to protect waters of the state.  Their reviews of MnDOT projects are 
usually handled in St. Paul, due to the smaller staff in the Baxter office. 
 
Mr. Woog asked if more than one acre impacted, will the MPCA require MnDOT to 
prepare a stormwater pollution prevention plan?  Mr. Van Eeckhout stated that was 
correct. 
 
Mr. Ryan asked if there was an overlap with the DNR?  Mr. Van Eeckhout stated there 
was, especially in area of lakes. 
 
Mr. Ryan asked if the MPCA was going to sign off on project on certain impacts?  Mr. 
Van Eeckhout stated yes, especially on stormwater management, which overlays with the 
watershed concerns.  MPCA is also concerned with old septic systems and old 
underground storage tanks. 
 
Mr. Ryan asked if the MPCA has done an official review of alternate route?  Mr. Van 
Eeckhout stated not yet. 
 
Mr. Woog stated this would be partly done during the stormwater permit process. 
 
Mr. Sjoblad asked if the MPCA would work with MnDOT on the review?  Mr. Van 
Eeckhout stated they would. 
 
Mr. Marohn stated that the MPCA’s input now is sought as someone separate from 
MnDOT and more of an expert. 
 
Mr. Ryan asked about the official review process.  Mr. Van Eeckhout has not heard from 
St. Paul on the process. 
 
Mr. Bray stated if the alternate route is chosen, the MPCA and others would be involved 
in review process for updating the EIS. 
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Mr. Williams asked if the alternate route is changing minor watersheds?  Mr. Van 
Eeckhout stated he does not know if either route would change runoff, but it should be 
handled during design. 
 
Mr. Williams believes we are further away from Sibley Lake watershed and would have 
less construction impacts with the alternate route vs. the through town route. 
 
Mr. Williams asked about maps for hazardous waste site, etc.  Mr.  Van Eeckhout stated 
he was not sure of the status.  Mr. Sjoblad stated the City reviewed this information for 
the Wellhead Protection process.  Mr. Van Eeckhout stated they would be interviewing 
people also. 
 
Mr. Bray stated that a Phase One Environmental Survey is conducted with the EIS. 
 
Mr. Williams asked if MnDOT gets a stormwater permit from the MPCA with the same 
requirements?  Mr. Van Eeckhout said yes. 
 
Mr. Bray stated MnDOT will be getting this permit no matter which route is chosen. 
 
6:30 – end of Mr. Van Eeckhout’s time. 
 
 
MN/DOT – Jamie Hukriede, District 3 Right-of-Way Engineer: 
 

 What will MnDOT do to assist businesses impacted by an alternate route? 
 
Right-of-way is focused on a taking of property rights and being compensated by the 
state.  There are no statutes that he is aware of for providing compensation to properties 
not touched by the construction. 
 
Mr. Ryan and Mr. Woog asked if a highway orientated business such as a gas station 
would be compensated?  Mr. Hukriede stated they would not; they need to touch 
construction. 
 
Mr. Marohn asked if MnDOT would compensate for financial impacts?  Mr. Hukriede 
stated no. 
 
Mr. Williams asked how long he had been with MnDOT?  Mr. Hukriede stated 17 years, 
2 ½ in R/W. 
 
Mr. Marohn gave the example of Highway 169 and Highway 18 possibly discussion 
compensation for a gas station bypassed by Highway improvements.  Mr. Hukriede stated 
he is not aware of compensation through R/W process for this.  There may be another 
program. 
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Mr. Marohn stated that MnDOT does not guarantee a level of traffic for business.   Mr. 
Hukriede agreed. 
 
Mr. Hukriede stated where do you start and stop if you started to compensate for change 
in traffic volumes. 
 
Mr. Sjoblad asked how the R/W acquisition process work?  Mr. Hukriede stated: 

1. Show property owner impacts and start to understand property. 
2. MnDOT appraises. 
3. MnDOT makes an offer. 
4. Landowner can make their own appraisal at MnDOT’s expense. 
5. Agreement or Eminent Domain. 

 
Mr. Sjoblad asked if MnDOT does this if the City pays for construction costs?  Mr. Bray 
stated that MnDOT tries to do all acquisition, whether state or city, to not hold up project.  
City may need to pay for land, not the services. 
 
Mr. Ryan asked in the EAW, it stated goal was to protect and enhance local business.  
How do you reconcile R/W acquisition/compensation with this goal?  Mr. Hukriede 
stated MnDOT’s R/W group looks at cost impacts.  Mr. Bray will look back at purpose 
and need statement.  Mr. Ryan doesn’t see R/W process addressing this. 
 
Mr. Marohn stated he had worked with SEH on Highway 169 on a more global 
perspective of economic impacts.  It is a tough balancing act between individual 
businesses and a more regional approach. 
 
Mr. Habein asked if people with closed accesses be compensated?  Mr. Hukriede stated 
yes. 
 
Mr. Nagel asked with the alternate route, old highway will be turned back to the County.  
In effect, businesses lost their access to a State Highway.  Mr. Bray and Mr. Hukriede 
stated that those properties still have access to a public road, so there would be no 
damange. 
 
Mr. Marohn stated he is a business with access to the highway.  It is closed and replaced 
with a backage road.  Any compensation?  Mr. Hukriede stated possibly, if a loss or 
change in property value. 
 
Mr. Marohn asked if a change in property value is the trigger?  Mr. Hukriede stated no.  
Closing first, then look at property value. 
 
Mr. Woog asked if MnDOT goes with the alternate route, the old highway turns back to 
the County, would all accesses remain as they are today?  Mr. Hukriede stated the State 
needs to turn back a safe roadway.  No accesses would be closed unless there was a 
safety issue. 
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Mr. Williams asked where they were with the R/W process for the through town option?  
Mr. Hukriede stated they had looked at different scenarios. 
 
Mr. Williams asked if it would be worth getting the numbers? 
 
Mr. Ryan stated he understood there was already “controlled” access.  Maybe there could 
be some compensation for reorientation, but not for access?  Mr. Hukriede stated there 
could have been some partial controlled access issues that may impact damages and 
consideration during appraisal. 
 
Mr. Williams stated that with the through town option, the access was closing by Oasis.  
Mr. Hukriede stated they would look at change in property value.  Loss of business can 
be a factor, too. 
 
Mr. Williams asked if MnDOT got to calculations for properties?  Mr. Hukriede stated 
they did do some estimating on old laws, but not with the new laws. 
 
Mr. Bray stated MnDOT’s cost for new R/W vs. buying through town “R/W and 
business” impacts was about equal.  Mr. Hukriede thought it was further apart, but not a 
significant percentage, R/W-wise.   
 
Everyone would like to get further information from MnDOT.  Mr. Marohn will get more 
information from MnDOT. 
 

 Roundabout Video – Mr. Bray stated that all intersection approaches, lights, etc. 
need to be evaluated for appropriateness. 

 
Mr. Ryan asked if there were volume limitations?  Mr. Bray said yes. 
 
Mr. Ryan asked if there would be snow impacts?  Mr. Bray stated they can be plowed. 
 
 
WRITTEN RESPONSES:  Tabled. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE:  Tabled. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD #2:  Tabled. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:23 p.m. 
 
These Minutes were transcribed from notes taken by City Engineer, Tim Houle. 
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MINUTES 
JOINT WORK SESSION 

PEQUOT LAKES CITY COUNCIL 
AND 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
JUNE 5, 2007 

 
 
PRESENT:  Mayor Malecha, Councilmen Nagel, Ryan (6:00).Sjoblad and Oraskovich.  
Planning Commission Members PRESENT:  Woog, Derksen, Adams, Habein and 
Pederson.  
 
STAFF:  Tim Houle and Mike Rude, City Engineers; Mike Loven, Street Superintendent; 
Tina Nolden, Water/Wastewater Operator; Charles Marohn, City Planner; and Dawn 
Bittner, Zoning Administrator. 
 
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION:  Timothy Bray, Project 
Manager. 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Tom Woog at 6:03 p.m. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
Councilman Sjoblad stated his comment on page 4 should be corrected to state:  The City 
may need to pay for land, not the services.  A motion was made by Dave Sjoblad, 
seconded by Jim Oraskovich, to approve the Minutes, as corrected.  All members voted 
“aye”.  Motion carried. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD #1:  None. 
 
Widseth Smith Nolting, Tim Houle, City Engineer, answered the following 
questions: 
 

 What changes would need to be made to the local street system to accommodate 
an alternate route? 

 
Our answer to this question is based on the alternate route only having three at-
grade intersections.  One would be on the south in the area of Derksen Road and 
the existing TH 371.  One would be at CSAH 11.  One would be on the north to 
serve both CR 112 and the existing TH 371. 
 
Besides these three proposed intersections, the only other roads intersected by 
the alternate route are Derksen Road, Morehouse Drive, and Tree Farm Road; 
all south of CSAH 11. 
 
From roughly Derksen Road south to Nisswa, the changes to the local street 
system should be identical under either route.  These would include the addition 
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of City streets generally serving as service roads to the expanded TH 371. 
 
The alternate route is shown to cut through Derksen Road.  MnDOT will need to 
make provisions to “reconnect” the east side, or dead-end side, of Derksen Road 
back to the rest of the City street system.  In the Draft EIS stage, they showed a 
service road going southwest into the spray irrigation field and connecting to the 
southern intersection with the present TH 371. 
 
The alternate route will cut off the south end of the curb and guttered Morehouse 
Drive.  There is a possibility that Morehouse Drive could be connected to 
Schmidt Way that connects to Old 371.  However, please note that Schmidt Way 
is only a gravel road at present. 
 
Heading north, the alternate route is shown to cut through Tree Farm Road.  
MnDOT will need to make provisions (service roads or such) to “reconnect” the 
east side, or dead-end side, of Tree Farm Road back to the rest of the City street 
system. 
 
In the downtown area, we would expect to see the present TH 371 as a “turn 
back” from MnDOT to Crow Wing County.  Related to this, the City should not be 
surprised if CSAH 11 west of the present TH 371 (Main and Front streets), as 
well as CR 112 from CSAH 11 north to the alternate route TH 371, become “turn 
backs” from the County to the City.  Road segments that are “turned back” in this 
manner are generally improved to an agreed-upon condition, or funds provided 
for this purpose, at the time ownership changes. 
 
As future development progresses east from the downtown core and around the 
alternate route, the alternate route’s proposed three intersections will be focal 
points for the continuation of the City’s street system. Not too unlike the present 
situation. 
 
One analogy is to maybe think of the alternate route as the Mississippi River in 
Brainerd, and the proposed three intersections being the bridges over the 
Mississippi River.  Brainerd has four bridges; one on Mill Avenue north of the 
City, one on TH 210/Washington Street, one on Laurel Street, and one on 
College Road.  If traffic wants to go from one side of the river to the other, no 
matter which City street it starts out on or which City street it ends up on, sooner 
or later, that traffic has to make its way to one of these four streets that cross the 
river. 
 

 How will access to the Business Park be provided? 
 
Present access to the Business Park is, one way or another, off of Old 371. Old 
371 is accessed from the south at the Hwy 371/Derksen Road/Old 371 
intersection, from the west via Hwy 371 and Morehouse Drive, and from the north 
via the CSAH 11/CR 112 intersection. 
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Under the proposed alternate route layout, we believe that access to those 
Business Park lots that remain after construction will continue to be off of Old 
371. Old 371 will continue to be accessed as before. 
 
The big difference will be a little more visibility of the Business Park with the 
alternate route than the present Hwy 371 alignment. 
 

 To what extent does an alternate route limit future expansion of the business 
park? 

 
During past discussions, even before improvements to TH 371 were brought up, 
we have pointed out that the City’s existing spray irrigation field on the property 
south of the present Business Park is probably not the best long-term use for this 
property. 
 
Under either route scenario for an improved TH 371, we feel that this spray 
irrigation property will eventually be better suited for either commercial or 
industrial use due to its proximity to the highway. 
 
Setting aside planning and zoning type issues, from an infrastructure standpoint, 
there is no insurmountable reason that the Business Park could not expand 
south into this property after construction of the alternate route. 
 
Roadway/street improvements have been discussed above. 
 
Installation of sanitary sewer and watermain infrastructure in conjunction with the 
alternate route (casing pipes, at a minimum, under the alternate route) would be 
strongly recommended to facilitate expansion in this direction. 
 

 What costs will the City incur in the construction of an alternate route? 
 
The answer to this question depends largely on decisions that will be made by 
the City regarding what improvements it will install in anticipation of future 
expansion.  We have prepared a list of possible cost items in conjunction with 
construction of either route, which is included as an attachment to this report. 
 
In this list, we have divided the cost items into three categories: 
 
Required – These would be cost items required of the City in conjunction with the 
expanded TH 371 construction. 
 
Recommended – While not required, these are items that we believe will 
eventually be needed by the City, and will generally be much more expensive if 
not constructed in conjunction with the expanded TH 371 improvements. 
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Optional – These items can be generally described as those involving aesthetics, 
convenience, or may be items that could be constructed at a later time without 
adverse financial consequences. 
 
The lists are, by their nature, very subjective.  In addition, the costs we have 
included in the lists are best described as rough estimates.  We are hopeful, 
however, that they can be valuable tools for the City in making the difficult 
decisions that will be necessary for this project to be successful.   
 
The items on these lists and their associated costs will need to be updated 
periodically as the project progresses and more information becomes available. 
 
Staff neglected to include all the spreadsheets in the packets.  The additional pages are on 
the table.  The Highway 371 Sub-committee has been meeting with Mr. Bray and hope to 
have a new map completed soon.  The Sub-committee has addressed the intersection 
options on the new map.  They will meet again in July and hope to present a new map 
soon.  Mr. Houle stated that cost estimates change through all phases of construction.  
Spreadsheets can be updated when decisions are made. 
 
Mr. Oraskovich asked if the items contained in the spreadsheets were based on previous 
discussions or experience.  Mr. Houle stated they were based on previous discussions and 
put on the list.  Line items can be discussed. 
 

 What are the long-term costs to the City to construct and maintain future 
infrastructure to accommodate an alternate route? 

 
With the alternate route (or with the through town route), there will be varied 
levels of increased lengths of City sanitary sewer, City watermain, City storm 
sewer, and City streets to maintain. 
 
Thus, one would think that these lengths could be calculated, a dollar per foot for 
maintenance could be derived, a resulting long-term cost could be determined, 
and you would have this nice, black and white accounting comparison. 
 
However, this question is very difficult to answer because it contains another 
variable within it and a follow-up discussion as well. 
 
The variable within this question is, “What is the length of time for defining long-
term?”  
 
We would like to be very clear that whenever we, as your City Engineers, have 
looked at any infrastructure associated with the TH 371 project, we have looked 
at it from a long-term investment perspective for the City.  In other words, even if 
MnDOT was proposing a service road because they had to replace some 
accesses that they cut-off, our reaction or comments to this proposed 
improvement would come from the perspective of, “is that service road that 
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MnDOT is proposing going to also work out for the long-term benefit of the City.” 
 
This leads to the follow-up discussion to this question, which we have heard 
come up whether it has been in regards to the alternate route or the through town 
route. 
 
This discussion tends to continue onto the issue of when these improvements, or 
similar ones, would eventually be constructed anyways due to growth in the area. 
 
An example might be continuing sanitary sewer and watermain to the south of 
the present Business Park. 
 
With the alternate route, we are talking about making sure that the sanitary sewer 
and watermain, or casing pipes for them, get installed under the alternate route 
for possible future expansion to the south.  Wouldn’t this have been done (albeit 
maybe without the casing pipes, which require no maintenance) sooner or later 
due to growth in the area?  So, is this really a long-term cost to the City to 
accommodate the alternate route or a long-term cost to the City that they 
eventually would have had to pay for whether or not the highway was improved? 
 
The alternate route will involve various increased sanitary sewer and watermain 
improvements – maybe, at least initially, a little less than the through-town route.  
But over the long-term, it would probably be a wash between the two routes. 
 
Looking at the maps/layouts to date, one can see that the alternate route will not 
involve the same length of new service roads as the through town route.  
However, we mentioned earlier that there might be some turn backs from the 
County to the City with the alternate route.  This would add new streets to be 
maintained by the City.  We have not calculated the exact footages for the 
alternate route (nor the through town route), but over the long-term, it appears to 
be almost a wash between the two routes. 
 
To answer the question of what are the long-term costs to the City to construct 
and maintain future infrastructure to accommodate an alternate route, we believe 
constructing and maintaining future infrastructure is going to be a City cost (that 
will be paid for by growth and increased tax base) whether or not an alternate 
route needs to be accommodated. 
 
Mr. Woog stated that the Future Land Use Map lays out areas anticipated for growth and 
density.  The City also has a Comprehensive Plan which drives the zoning map and 
ordinances.  The Comprehensive Plan should be reviewed in 2 to 3 years.  The City will 
need to decide where growth should be. 
 
Mr. Loven was asked if he had any comments regarding roadways being turned back to 
the City.  He stated it is too hard to guess or calculate anything at this time.  He also 
stated that he had met with the County Engineer who stated eh didn’t want to get 
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involved as whoever ends up handling the turn backs wouldn’t be him as he is retiring.  It 
is uncertain which County Roads would become part of the package. 
 
Mr. Adams stated that if the alternate route is chosen, the cost perspective would be a 
wash; it might initially be less, but the long term is a moving target. 
 
The City cost is just over 3 million dollars for the alternative route and just over 5 million 
dollars on the through town route. 
 
David Kennedy asked if consideration had been given to extending water/wastewater 
with the alternate route.  Mr. Houle stated that the existing highway has casing under the 
road.  CSAH 11 there is only some extension of infrastructure.  Mr. Houle agreed with 
Mr. Kennedy that either route has the option to extend water/wastewater down to 
Timberjack. 
 
Brandon Andersen stated he is looking for 5 contiguous acres to expand his business.  He 
also stated that if the City isn’t looking to expand the Industrial Park until highway 
construction, there would be no land available until 2015 or 2018.  He also stated that if 
the alternate route is chosen, the City should make sure that County Road 11 be rezoned 
to commercial to Breezy Point, making that a viable place for expansion. 
 
Mr. Houle also stated that if the City wishes to expand the Industrial Park, they need to 
address the wastewater treatment plant.  It is a multi-year process with the MPCA, 
possible 2 to 5 years.  2010 to 2015 may be realistic timeframe. 
 
Mr. Bray commented on the compensation issue. Jamie Hukriede, Right-of-way 
Engineer, stated that if the property is not physically touched or taken, there would be no 
way MnDOT can compensate for potential losses.  
 
Mr. Woog asked if the City chose to run services, does MnDOT pay hook-up fees or 
share in the cost. 
 
Mr. Bray explained that MnDOT does not share with utility costs.  There may be some 
benefits, but MnDOT would not pay for hook-ups. 
 
Mr. Marohn and Mr. Woog commented on the earlier statement to rezone along CSAH 
11.  On the Future Land Use Map, commercial zoning goes east to the alternate 
alignment on the north side.  The property owner on the south side wanted to downzone.  
The City will review the Comprehensive Plan and Future land Use Map in the next 
couple of years. 
 
William Mimm stated that the highway divided the town a long time ago.  It is time to 
put it back together.  The alternate route is the preferred route of the residents.  Pequot is 
a destination. 
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There was more discussion of compensation.  Mr. Marohn reminded everyone that Jon 
Commers would be at our next meeting answering 3 of the financial questions and would 
answer the other 2 questions in August. 
 
Mr. Andersen stated that the business owners should answer the financial questions, not a 
consultant from outside the area.  He asked if the City had considered doing a survey of 
business owners.  The resident survey had been done. 
 
Mayor Malecha stated that before Ruthann Hanson was on the Chamber, the Chamber 
had been a conduit for information.  Maybe the Chamber could gather information and do 
a survey.  It is important for businesses to remain viable. 
 
Mr. Adams stated that the survey had been mailed to property owners, not just residents.  
 
Mr. Oraskovich stated that the Sub-committee had been meeting with MnDOT on a new 
plan.  He asked when the new details would be ready for the group. 
 
Mr. Bray stated he had shared a preliminary map and there is one additional item to add. 
 
Mr. Woog stated that a letter had been received from Lakes Music and is added to the 
record.  It also will be uploaded to the website. 
 
A motion was made by Jim Oraskovich, seconded by Tom Adams, to adjourn the 
meeting.  All members voted “aye”.  Motion carried.  The meeting was adjourned at 6:25 
p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Dawn Bittner 
Zoning Administrator 
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MINUTES 
JOINT WORK SESSION 

PEQUOT LAKES CITY COUNCIL 
AND 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
JUNE 21, 2007 

 
 
PRESENT:  Mayor Malecha, Councilmen Nagel, Sjoblad and Oraskovich; Planning 
Commission Members Woog, Adams, Pederson, Williams, Habein and Derksen.  
ABSENT:  Councilman Ryan, Commission Members Hallan and Varilek. 
 
CITY STAFF:  Tim Houle, City Engineer; Mike Loven, Street Superintendent; Sandy 
Peine, City Clerk; Charles Marohn, City Planner; and Dawn Bittner, Zoning 
Administrator. 
 
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION:  Tim Bray out of town. 
 
Approval of Minutes: 
Page 6, correct hook-up fees in two places.  A motion was made by Dave Sjoblad, 
seconded by Jim Oraskovich, to approve the Minutes, as corrected.  All members voted 
“aye”.  Motion carried. 
 
 
Public Comment Period #1:  None 
 
 
Donjek, Jon Commers: 
The questions to be answered were: 

 What is the economic impact of an alternative route on existing businesses? 
 What is the economic impact of an alternative route on new business 

opportunities? 
 What impacts does an alternative route have on the tax base of the City? 

 
Mr. Commers presented a Power Point presentation.  A copy of the presentation and 
financial analysis is made a part of these Minutes.  He stated that there are certain 
businesses that do rely on traffic volumes.  The alternate alignment would be a positive 
for development of the City.  Assuming that 25% of the parcels adjacent to the alternate 
alignment would be converted to commercial/industrial zoning, the tax capacity would 
increase.  Local commercial and light industrial would see a significant rate of growth.  
Businesses that are dependent on traffic counts could see flat or potentially modest 
negative impact.  Specialty retail wouldn’t be negatively impacted. 
 
School enrollment was used to gauge population increases.  Open enrollment has 
increased also.  The State Demographer’s numbers may be more accurate.  Open 
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enrollment may have affected the data; it could be removed.  Open enrollment indicates a 
reason to come to Pequot Lakes. 
 
 
Public Comment Period #2: 
 
Harlan Johnson – A lot of information to respond from someone with no ties to area.  A 
pro-bypass scenario has been presented.  We have not heard from the business leaders 
and lenders.  The largest private lender in Central Minnesota has put a moratorium on 
commercial lending.  Business people don’t agree with your presentation.  Six businesses 
had their tax base reduced at the Truth in Taxation hearing. 
 
Curt Johnson – Little Falls and Milaca used as examples in a case study.  We have no 
ease/west carrier to intersect with 371 to keep business district alive.  Your school 
enrollment information is right on.  A bypass would have a negative impact. 
 
Don Porter – 2011 was a previous starting date; he recently heard 2014 was a starting 
date.  When will this happen?  If it is 2017 or further, the dynamic in economy and other 
factors will be different.   
 
Lisa Paxton, Brainerd Lakes Area Chamber – She recently attended a Mn/DOT meeting 
where 2017 (MnDOT clarified 2014, fiscal 2015) was stated as the construction date. 
 
George Johnson, Beautiful Antiques – The downtown will be moved to the corridor and 
the downtown will change. 
 
Brandon Andersen – Asked if Mr. Commers thought businesses were tourist driven or 
self-sustaining commercial.  Mr. Commers stated that the tax base indicates self-
sustaining.  Mr. Andersen asked if he talked to business owners.  Mr. Commers stated a 
survey was not part of the project scope.  A survey would be useful, but the cost would be 
significant.  The Chamber has discussed doing a survey.  Mr. Commers stated more 
information is always better, but it would be difficult to know that you had an accurate 
cross-section of responses. 
 
Lisa Paxton – One of the questions tonight was the impact on existing businesses.  A tax 
base analysis was used and she does not see the economic impact on existing businesses.  
Mr. Commers stated more data could be pulled together, but costly.  How do we get it 
answered?  Could we invite Mr. Commers to visit with business owners?  Sandy Peine, 
Lisa Paxton and Sheila Havercamp will discuss this.  Mr. Commers agreed to attend. 
 
Brad Cairns, Cairns Cabinetry – Is 2.4% the most extensive drop experienced in the 
project area over 6 – 7 years?  Mr. Commers stated that 2.4 is an average. 
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ADJOURNMENT: 
A motion was made by Jim Oraskovich, seconded by John Derksen, to adjourn the 
meeting.  All members voted “aye”.  Motion carried.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:39 
p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Dawn Bittner 
Zoning Administrator 
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MINUTES 
JOINT WORK SESSION 

PEQUOT LAKES CITY COUNCIL 
AND  

PLANNING COMMISSION 
JULY 19, 2007 

 
 
PRESENT:  Mayor Malecha, Councilmen Nagel, Ryan, and Sjoblad; Planning 
Commission Members Woog, Adams, Habein, Williams and Derksen.  ABSENT:  
Councilman Oraskovich and Commission Members Hallan, Pederson and Varilek. 
 
CITY STAFF:  Mike Loven, Street Superintendent; Tim Houle and Mike Rude, City 
Engineers; Sandy Peine, City Clerk; Tim Schmidt, Community Growth Institute, City 
Planner; and Dawn Bittner, Zoning Administrator. 
 
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION:  Timothy Bray, Project 
Manager. 
 
The meeting was called to order by Tom Woog, Commission Chair. 
 
 
Public Comment Period #1:  Mr. Woog stated that Public Comment would be held at 
the end of tonight’s meeting. 
 
Mn/DOT (SEH Traffic Analysis) – Timothy Bray, Project Manager 
 

 How will traffic patterns, both in the downtown core and outside, be impacted by 
the construction of an alternate route? 

 
Mr. Bray explained that the earthwork between the connections of the alternate route 
would be done with uninterrupted travel.  When making the connections at CSAH 11 or 
TH 371, there would be detours and they ensure a traffic route to businesses.  There was 
an origin destination study completed during the initial EIS that revealed about 50/50.  
With the alternate route, there would be decreased traffic on current alignment.  The first 
phase of construction is from Nisswa to County Road 16. 
 
Mr. Bray and Mr. Woog presented the new map.  This map indicates 3 connection points, 
not 4, with the southern connection in the vicinity of County Roads 107 and 168.  The 
Canniff family, who own the 40 acres west of the Fire Tower, had questions regarding 
the alternate route and their property.  Roundabouts are an option for the connection 
points at the south end and at County Road 11.  County Road 112 does not meet the 
warrants for one.  The Paul Bunyan Trail and the highway would be grade separated, not 
at grade.  The main issue for looking at an alternative route is safety. 
 
Correspondence:  None. 
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Public Comment Period #2:   
 
Ruth Ann Hanson – Stated that there had been a meeting earlier in the day regarding the 
financial information from the consultant.  The Chamber hasn’t received the economic 
information they desire and asked that the Council delay their decision until the 
information is collected.  The Chamber is working with Region Five.  Mr. Woog agreed 
to meet with Mrs. Hanson to help determine the Chambers timeline. 
 
Luke Jordan – Stated he had attended the Chamber meeting and would like to look at the 
financial impact information.  
 
Approval of Minutes:   
 
Page 2, Lisa Paxton’s regarding construction date:  Staff directed to clarify, in 
parenthesis, 2014, fiscal 2015.  A motion was made by Dave Sjoblad, seconded by John 
Derksen, to approve the June 21, 2007 Minutes, as corrected.  All members voted “aye”.  
Motion carried. 
 
Memorandum of Agreement: 
A revised version was distributed to the committee.  They were asked to review it and 
send comments to either Mr. Bray or Staff.  This will be discussed at the next meeting. 
 
Adjournment: 
 
A motion was made by Tom Adams, seconded by Cathy Malecha, to adjourn the 
meeting.  All members voted “aye”.  Motion carried.  The meeting was adjourned at 6:53 
p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted: 
 
 
 
Dawn Bittner 
Zoning Administrator 
 




