CITY COUNCIL[image: ]
PLANNING AND ZONING WORKSHOP AGENDA
MAY 27, 2026 AT 6:00 PM
FINLAYSON CITY HALL
Approved 6/82026


THIS IS A WORKSHOP AND NO DECISIONS WILL BE MADE.  THIS WILL BE DISCUSSION BY THE CITY COUNCIL AND THE PUBLIC WILL HAVE THE ABILITY TO HEAR THESE DISCUSSIOS.  NO OPEN FORUM FOR PUBLIC COMMENT.  


1. CALL TO ORDER - Pledge of Allegiance (1 minute) 6:00 p.m. by Barb Morgan

2. ROLL CALL (1 minute) – see attendance sheet.   All council present except for Kriesel.  

3. Agenda – approved with no changes

4. OVERVIEW OF MOVING TO PINE COUNTY (10 minutes). This is a very important decision and this meeting provides a good understanding and main objective is for managing finances and a detailed plan on both way depending on the decision will be presented at our June 8th meeting.  
i. Why do we feel we need to move to Pine County – negative feels towards process; cost to the city; no enforcement of our ordinances; for planning and zoning issues – the Administrator would be his/her responsibility.  Formal process using letters and when looking at financials, there wasn’t a budget for 2025/2026.  Would need to budget for this position and this position has always been a contractor.  Another possibility would be for another city to sell us these services if possible.  This would include be a shared position.  Pine County doesn’t sub this position out and employ their own staff.  Ed was bonded and insured.  If insurance wasn’t covered or went above his limit, the city would be liable.  If we signed off and something happened, the City would then be liable.  Keeping ordinances simplified and only simple land use permits reduced the liability on the city.   We have a very complex ordinances and if we followed it would hold the city liability.  One concern is that ordinances would need to be written to support our sized city.  Recommendation would be to align with the MN Codes and adjust to a city of our size.  State recognizes those for electric, water wells, septic systems, etc.  These are examples of large activity that would go through the county like we did for the burning permits using the DNR.  Look at the MN Statutes of Code for planning and zoning.  Whatever we put in place will need to be enforced and managed.  

ii. Negative Feels about current P & Z structure.  There was comments made that it feels personal and/or targeted.  There are feelings that we live in a small city and we should be policing it accordingly.  Lastly policing is only as good as our enforcement and we don’t have any enforcement.  
iii. No enforcement structure – the process is only as good as the enforcement of our ordinances.  
iv. Staffing Needs – it is presented that a lot of the Clerk’s time is being used in drafting letters, follow up on the complaints, etc. and this should be done by the Administrator.  
v. Cost to the City – Pine County there would be no cost.  If we keep, we pay an administrator, clerk time, and any other staff’s time.  We would also need to find an Administrator. (E.G.,  ads, hiring, etc.)  
vi. Liability for the City can be a high risk and include attorney fees if we keep the planning and zoning.  
B. Pros and Cons of moving to Pine County – Con for the County would be that they take a little longer but do hold to the 60-day rule.  Tracey to reach out to Ed to see if there are any other files and documentation or checklists for each permit it approved or denied.  7 approved in 2025 and approximately 10-12 annually mostly in the warmer months.  Enforcement is the big issue and the County would have an advantage of enforcement that the city hasn’t leaned in the past.  They would utilize their attorney and law enforcement.  County has a more consistent staffing and knowledge base.  The county doesn’t have any hard consequences but does have authority for double fees and do allow for timeframe extensions.  Pro would be fiscal.  Pro is Pine County has people who are professional and knowledgeable to deal with these.  
C. Would a city need an Administrator?  If there were specific checklists could this be managed 
D. Downtown would be an issue for water/sewer and small lots like a smaller downtown.  Each district has different lot sizes and requirements.  Did lack a definition of lot sizes and requirements.  TRACEY WILL REACH OUT TO AARON TO UNDERSTAND SMALL LOT MANAGEMENT.  
E. Con – City to lose control?  Could approve something like a data center or set-back would be larger if we went with Pine County are some examples of differences.

5. WHAT DO WE WANT PLANNING AND ZONING TO LOOK LIKE IN FINLAYSON (30 minutes) Barb would like it consistent and fair for all parties.  Making sure all details are done, documented, and completed.  Struggle to find an Administrator.  Could talk with some other areas to see who they use.  If we couldn’t find one or while we are hiring, what would we need to do in this interim.  Right now, we are bound by our current ordinances and enforcement is where we are lacking.  Liability comes back to the city and would possibly need look to replace the Administrator or increased staff.  Does the city want less cost and liability or control over land use building.  Cost would fall om the taxpayers.  Don’t have the amount of permit that warrant to keep this process.  Not the responsibility of the clerk.  If any questions, Aaron would be willing to answer any questions.  Investigation – how much is available to build and options for an Administrator.  Take away – all council members will be asking members of the community their vote on this.  Either way – ordinances will need to be updated.  Pros, cost, liability, professional staff.  Cons – control, time for completion for the City.  For County:  Pro would handle all planning zoning and would all be out of Finlayson’s hands.  They know the subdivision shoreline, cannabis, etc. enforcement and rules.  Pro would be consistent related to taxes and permitting and in the same house.  Provide consistency.  
A. Roles and Responsibilities
i. Planning and Zoning Administrator
ii. Administrative Support
iii. Commission Roles and Focus
B. Rural Area Structure/Focus
i. Review and revision of ordinances
ii. Focus as community partnership
iii. Cohesive partnership between all parties
iv. Clear expectations defined
6. ADJOURNMENT at 6:55 pm Motion to adjourn Schaefer and second by Oetterer. Motion carried.
Minutes prepared by Tracey Tokheim, Clerk/Treasurer
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