BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
AGENDA
FEBRUARY 16, 2021

9:00 A.M.

1. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag
2. Agenda Review
3. Drainage
Mr. Craig Austinson, Ditch Manager
Mr. Ryan Hiniker, Drain Management Specialist
- County Ditch 57 Public Hearing
(1)
- Negative Ditch Resolution
(2)
4. Planning & Zoning
(3)
Mr. George Leary, Land Use Administrator
5. Human Services (4)
Mr. Phil Claussen, Human Services Director
6. Administration
Mr. Robert Meyer, County Administrator
- County Board Minutes of February 2, 2021
- Bills for the weeks of: (6)
January 28 – February 3, 2021
February 4-10, 2021
- Human Resources
(7)
- Board of Adjustment Appointment (8)
- Construction Manager as Advisor (9)
- ISG Professional Service Contract (10)
- Business Assistance Grant
- Financial Status Report (11)

(5)

7. Commissioners’ Reports on Committees

In an effort to comply with social distancing guidelines, public in-person attendance at County Board Meetings
is currently suspended. There are numerous ways to participate/view the meeting.
Livestreamed on YouTube

Virtually via Computer

By Telephone

www.blueearthcountymn.gov/youtube https://zoom.us/j/95118035912?pwd=cGF

Toll-free at 877-853-5247

uUC8zcnhRaG1PUFB2WWd4WlIwZz09

Meeting ID: 951 1803 5912

Passcode: 026433
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UPCOMING MEETINGS
February 11, 2021 - March 2, 2021
Date
11-Feb

12-Feb
15-Feb
16-Feb

17-Feb
18-Feb

19-Feb
23-Feb
25-Feb

26-Feb
1-Mar
2-Mar

Time
7:00 AM
9:30 AM
12:00 PM
6:30 PM
6:30 PM
7:00 PM
9:00 AM
1:00 PM
4:00 PM
9:00 AM
1:15 PM
2:00 PM
2:30 PM
7:30 PM
9:00 AM
3:30 PM
9:00 AM
9:30 AM
12:00 PM
2:00 PM
8:30 AM
10:00 AM
7:00 AM
12:00 PM
12:00 PM
12:30 PM
5:00 PM
7:30 AM
10:30 AM
1:30 PM
9:00 AM
1:00 PM
1:00 PM
1:30 PM
2:00 PM

Meeting
Intergovernmental Committee Meeting
Center for Rural Policy and Development Board Meeting
Regional Center for Entrepreneurial Facilitation (RCEF)
Mayors and Clerks Meeting
US 169 Executive Board Meeting
Healing the Political Divide: A Path Forward
South Central Clean Energy Council
State Community Health Services Advisory Committee Meeting
MVAC Meeting
County Board Meeting
NACo Central Region Meeting
NACo Transportation Committee Meeting
SW Minnesota Housing Partnership Board Recruitment Meeting
Lake Crystal City Council Trails Discussion
AMC New Member Orientation Meeting
County Extension Committee New Member Orientation
AMC Legislative Conference
TdS Library Cooperative Board Meeting
The Resilience of American Democracy Meeting
AMC Economic Development Committee Meeting
AMC Board Meeting
Rural Action Caucus Monthly Meeting
Airport Commission Meeting
YMCA Board Meeting
YMCA Covid-19 Committee Meeting
Statewide Emergency Communications Board Meeting
Partners for Housing
MSSA Region 9 Dignitaries Legislative Breakfast
Legislative Discussion with Legislators
MRCI Board Meeting
County Board Meeting
South Central ECB Strategic Planning Meeting
Arts & Culture Commission Monthly Meeting
Joint Drainage Public Hearing Meeting
NACo Monthly Membership Committee Meeting

Location
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Board Room, Historic Courthouse
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
City Hall
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Board Room, Historic Courthouse
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting

All meetings are subject to moving to an online format, cancellation or postponement due to COVID-19.

City, State
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Mankato, MN
N/A
N/A
N/A
Lake Crystal, MN
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Mankato, MN
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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HEARING FOR PETITION FOR PARTIAL ABANDONMENT
COUNTY DITCH 57
February 16, 2021
AGENDA
1. Welcome and Introductions – Kip Bruender – Blue Earth County Chair
2. Jurisdictional Documents and Notices – Ryan Hiniker - Drainage Management
• Hearing Notice – Mailed to Landowners on February 4, 2021
• Hearing Notice – affidavit of publication Mankato Free Press was run January 25,
February 8 and 15, 2021.
3. Report of area for partial abandonment – Ryan Hiniker – Drainage Management
4. Public comments and questions
5. Board action options:
• If the Findings and Order is accepted as presented or amended, motion should be
made to:
“Accept the Findings and Order as such or subsequently amended, and order that
the Petition for Partial Abandonment for County Ditch 57 be approved.” (Draft
Findings and Order attached)
• If more information is needed: continue hearing to a date and time certain.
• Reject presented Findings and Order if problems are not resolvable.
6.

Adjournment, if not continued
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MEMORANDUM
To:

Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners, sitting as the Drainage
Authority
Robert W. Meyer, County Administrator

From:

Ryan Hiniker
Drainage Management Specialist, Property and Environmental
Resources

Date:

February 16, 2021

Subject: Hearing for Petition of Partial Abandonment for portions of County
Ditch 57
Purpose
A Petition for Partial Abandonment for a portion to the County Ditch 57 public drainage system has
been received by Property and Environmental Resources Department staff. This petition affects only
one landowner. The abandonment is in the best interest of the County Ditch 57 drainage system, as the
area of abandonment no longer serves as a benefit to the system.
Requested Action
That the Drainage Authority hereby approve said Findings and Order for the Petition for Partial
Abandonment for portions of County Ditch 57.

4
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BEFORE THE BLUE EARTH COUNTY BOARD OF
COMMISSIONERS ACTING AS DRAINAGE AUTHORITY FOR
BLUE EARTH COUNTY DITCH #57
Petition for the Partial Abandonment of
Portions of Blue Earth County Ditch #57,
Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 103E.806
WHEREAS, Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 103E.806, petitioners seek to partially abandon a

portion of Blue Earth County Ditch #57; and
WHEREAS, the petitioners are the Duncanson Family LLLP Number Two, which owns all the

property that the area of the partial abandonment crosses; and
WHEREAS, as a result of the establishment of an open ditch as part of an Improvement in 1976,

the tile lines to be partially abandoned in Section 4 ofMapleton Township, do not serve a public benefit
and utility and do not serve a substantial useful purpose to any property within the system; and
WHEREAS, the area to be partially abandoned is described as follows:

Main County Ditch #57 "original" concrete tile line, including 30 and 36 inch tile, lying in the
northwest quarter of the northwest quarter, lying north and west of the current open ditch. This
includes 250 feet of 36 inch concrete "original" main tile line lying east and south of the current
open ditch. Starting at a point on the east side of the current open ditch, lying in the northwest
quarter of the northeast quarter of the northwest quarter, all lying in Section 4 of Mapleton
Township, Blue Earth County, Minnesota, and as shown on the attached aerial photograph
labeled Exhibit A; and
WHEREAS, petitioners request a public hearing, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 103E.806,

Subd. 3, be held and to proceed to the partial abandonment of the above described portion of Blue Earth
County Ditch #57.
Dated this

J!1. day of•NoveMbel', 2020

[l 1088-0075/4026449/l)
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STATE OF MINNESOTA
Before the
BLUE EARTH COUNTY BOARD
SITTING AS THE DRAINAGE AUTHORITY FOR
COUNTY DITCH 57

In the Matter of:
FINDINGS AND ORDER GRANTING
PETITION TO PARTIALLY ABANDON
COUNTY DITCH 57

Petition for Partial Abandonment of
Portions of Blue Earth County Ditch 57,
Pursuant to Minnesota Statue 103E.806

The Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners, sitting as the drainage authority for County Ditch
57, having received a Petition for Partial Abandonment of County Ditch 57 pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes, section 103E.806, by Duncanson Family LLLP Number Two, having noticed and
conducted a public hearing on the Petition, and based on the record and proceedings, it was moved
and seconded for the adoption of the following Findings and Order:
Findings:
1.

A Petition dated November 19, 2020, was received by the Blue Earth County Property and
Environmental Resources Department Staff, requesting to abandon a portion of County
Ditch 57 pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 103E.806. The portion of the drainage system sought to
be abandoned is described as follows:
The Main County Ditch 57 “original” concrete tile line, including 30 and 36-inch tile, lying
in the northwest quarter, lying north and west of the current open ditch. This includes 250
feet of 36-inch concrete “original” main tile line lying east and south of the current open
ditch. Starting at a point on the east side of the current open ditch, lying in the northwest
quarter of the northeast quarter of the northwest quarter, all lying in Section 4 of Mapleton
Township, Blue Earth County, Minnesota, and as shown on the attached aerial photograph.
See Attachment

2.

Petitioners, Duncanson Family LLLP Number Two, 57746 State Hwy. 30, Mapleton MN,
56065, are the owner of benefited property on County Ditch 57.

3.

The Petition asserts that the part of the drainage system proposed to be abandoned does not
serve a substantial useful purpose as part of the drainage system to any property remaining
in the system and is not of substantial public benefit and utility.
1
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4.

The Petition for Partial Abandonment is in proper form and is legally sufficient and
adequate for the purposes of these proceedings.

5.

The Blue Earth County Board, sitting as the drainage authority for County Ditch 57, set a
public hearing for the petition to take place on Tuesday, February 16, 2021. Due to current
COVID restrictions, the hearing was held virtually. Blue Earth County Property and
Environmental Resources staff gave notice of the hearing by mail to the owners of all
property benefited by the drainage system and gave notice by publication either once a
week for three successive weeks in a newspaper of general circulation within the affected
drainage area or by publication on a website of the drainage authority.

6.

Notice of the public hearing was properly provided as required by law. Evidence of all
notice provided for the hearing is on file with the drainage authority.

7.

The area for partial abandonment was presented and explained by Blue Earth County
Drainage staff member Ryan Hiniker.

8.

Public comment was heard during the proceedings.

9.

The portion of County Ditch 57 drainage system as described, including “original” concrete
tile, does not serve any useful purpose to any affected property and is not of public benefit
and utility. The open ditch serves as the primary drainage outlet for this proposed property
for partial abandonment. Private tile is the primary means for drainage for said proposed
area for partial abandonment.

Order:
Based on the foregoing Findings and the entire record of proceedings before the Board, the Board,
acting as the drainage authority for County Ditch 57, hereby orders as follows:
The petition for partial abandonment for portions of County Ditch 57, as described, is
approved. No further repair petition for the abandoned portion of the drainage system may
be accepted and the drainage authority’s responsibility to maintain the abandoned portion
of drainage system is terminated by this order. This order shall not release any property
from a drainage lien filed on account of the drainage system before the date of this order,
nor shall this order release any property from any assessment or a drainage lien filed on or
after the date of this order for costs incurred on account of the drainage system before the
date of the order.
After discussion, the Board Chair called the question. The question was on the adoption of the
foregoing Findings and Order, and upon vote, the Chair declared the motion passed and the
Findings and Order adopted.
2
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Approved and Filed this day, February 16, 2021.

_______________________________
Signed: Kip Bruender, Chairperson
Blue Earth County Drainage Authority

_______________________________
Attest: Robert W. Meyer, County Administrator

3
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MEMORANDUM
To:

Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners
Robert W. Meyer, County Administrator

From:

Craig Austinson
Drainage Manager, Property and Environmental Resources

Date:

February 16, 2021

Subject: Yearly resolution to cover deficit cash balance in ditch accounts
Purpose
Every year the Board advances funds from the Capital Fund to cover the ditch accounts with a
deficit cash balance. The resolution also sets the interest for the deficit funds.
Requested Action
That the Drainage Authority hereby move to advance funds from the Capital Fund to cover deficit cash
balances in the individual ditch funds plus interest as shown in the attached proposed resolution.
(Attachment)
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1/29/2021

Move to advance $3,695,812.70 from the Capital Fund for a total
of $3,695,812.70 to the Ditch Fund to cover deficit cash balance
in the following ditches. This advance to be repaid plus 4%
interest as the funds become available in the individual ditch funds.

Program
925
505
929
519
525
528
923
530
574
903
936
933
926
547
938
550
920
559
572
573
576
937
575
579
586

County Ditches
2 Improvement 2014
5 Improvement
12 Repair 2015
26 Repair
27 Improvement
28 Repair
28 Improvement 2013
29 Repair
29 Improvement
35 Repair
35 Imp/LA 2019
48 Improvement 2016
50 Improvement 2014
52 Repair
52 Improvement 2020
56 Repair
57 Improvement
65
83
86 Repair
86 Repair 2016
86 Lateral
87 Repair
89 Repair
92 Repair

$2,610.99
$961,516.81
$35,218.90
$97,945.50
$5,909.81
$146,502.73
$355,115.76
$1,262.70
$3,257.86
$62,002.59
$107,538.86
$495,669.05
$209,039.11
$7,373.42
$26,893.41
$173,723.12
$19,643.82
$4,460.43
$201,881.58
$41,503.27
$205,610.52
$20,840.72
$524.80
$3,197.43
$63,670.57

892
808
815
914
817
935
819
934
838
859

Judicial Ditches
1 Repair BE & Fari
9 BE & Brown
14
14 Improvement 2018
15 BE & LeSueur
15 BE & LeSueur Imp 2019
17
17 Improvement 2018
36 Repair BE & Brown
116 Repair BE & Martin

$3,757.19
$1,979.02
$1,898.13
$94,014.56
$48,534.52
$61,678.99
$30,940.51
$139,034.75
$41,949.29
$19,111.98

Total Negative Balance

$3,695,812.70

N:\Finance\2020 Audit\Ditch\Ditch resolution 2020.xlsx
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MEMORANDUM
To:
Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners
Date: February 8, 2021
From: George Leary - County Zoning Administrator
Re:
Business from the January 6th and February 3rd, 2021 virtual meeting of the Blue Earth County
Planning Commission.

PC 02-21
Rick and Angela DeMartini – Request for review and approval of an interim use permit application to
operate a dog kennel. The proposed kennel will accommodate up to 12 adult dogs and will on occasion
offer litters of puppies for sale. The property is zoned agricultural and is in the southwest quarter of the
southwest quarter of Section 20, Decoria Township. The property address is 57370 174th Lane, Good
Thunder MN.
Staff presented the full report to the Planning Commission at the January meeting. Following the report,
public comment period, and discussion by the Commission, the request was tabled. The discussion
continued at the February 3rd meeting. The Planning Commission Chairman reopened the discussion to
allow additional public comment but limited individuals to five minutes.
The attorney representing the applicants provided the following comments and opinions:
• The main objection of the neighbors has been issues with noise.
• The increased setback distance provided by the proposed location compared to the existing
structure, the addition of trees, and the installation of sound-blocking measures, will reduce the
noise.
• Noise is a fact of life and should be expected. Barking dogs are normal in the rural area.
• A significant number of the complaints have involved noise, not trespassing dogs.
The attorney provided additional comment on the issue of noise. He stated that kennels will create noise
and rhetorically asked how it can be addressed.
Five neighboring property owners provided the following comments:
• If bark collars were worn by the dogs and barking was controlled, the proposal may not be a
problem.
• The applicants are unable to control the barking and they don’t think they will be able to control
it.
• The dogs continue to trespass onto neighboring properties.
• Traffic on the township road has increased due to the kennel activities.
• Neighboring property values will decrease with the presence of a kennel.
• The applicants should find another place for the kennel.
The Planning Commission moved on to review the 15 required standards for approval of an Interim Use
Permit. Of the 15 standards, the Planning Commission unanimously agree with 11 of the staff prepared
1
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supportive findings. The Planning Commission agreed with a twelfth staff prepared supportive finding
by a vote of four in favor to one opposed. The Planning Commission had issues with the findings
provided by staff for the remaining three of fifteen standards.
10. That the interim use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted.
Staff prepared finding: The proposed kennel will be approximately 600 feet from two homes to
the east. The proposed kennel will exceed the required 500-foot setback to residences other than
the applicants. In addition, the noise control and proposed screening included in the submitted
business plan should reduce the impact on neighboring properties. Therefore, the approval of
an interim use permit for a kennel appears unlikely to be injurious to the use and enjoyment of
any property in its immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted.
Following a discussion by the Planning Commission, the staff prepared finding was rejected by
a roll call vote of 4 to 1. Concerns expressed by the Planning Commission included trespassing
and barking dogs and lack of desire shown by the applicants to control these issues. A supportive
comment for the finding stated that if barking and trespassing issues were controlled, the proposal
may not be opposed by neighboring property owners.
An alternative finding prepared by staff, was proposed to the Planning Commission. Following
the denial by the Board of Adjustment of an after-the-fact variance to reduce a property line
setback and the setback to two neighboring residences, additional photos and video footage have
been provided to county staff and to the County Planning Commission showing dogs continuing
to trespass onto neighboring property and continuing to be easily heard barking from
neighboring property. These actions show an unwillingness on the part of the applicants to take
these matters seriously and keep dogs under control, and a lack of regard for the neighboring
property owners. The inability or unwillingness to control barking and trespassing dogs will
likely continue to impact neighboring residents. Therefore, approval of the interim use permit
would likely be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity for
the purposes already permitted.
Following a discussion by the Planning Commission, the staff prepared alternative unsupportive
finding was accepted by a roll call vote of 4 to 1.
12. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to prevent or control offensive odor, fumes,
dust, noise and vibration, so that none of these will constitute a nuisance, and to control lighted
signs and other lights in such a manner that no disturbance to neighboring properties will result.
Staff prepared finding: The proposed kennel will be approximately 600 feet from two homes to
the east. The proposed kennel will exceed the required 500-foot setback to residences other than
the applicants. In addition, the noise control and proposed screening included in the submitted
business plan should reduce the impact on neighboring properties. Furthermore, with adherence
to the required performance standards of the ordinance, the proposed use is unlikely to create a
nuisance for neighboring properties.
Following a discussion by the Planning Commission, the staff prepared finding was rejected by
a roll call vote of 4 to 1. Concerns expressed by the Planning Commission included the history
of the property, testimony of the neighbors regarding noise and trespassing dogs. Reference was
made to the plan submitted by the applicants indicating the use of bark collars, yet these devices
are not being used.
2
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An alternative finding was proposed to the Planning Commission. Following the denial by the
Board of Adjustment of an after-the-fact variance to reduce a property line setback and the
setback to two neighboring residences, the applicants have not taken the necessary measures to
contain their dogs or to control offensive noise from barking dogs. In addition, there is additional
dust from vehicles accessing the property from the township road with no attempts at dust
control.
Following a discussion by the Planning Commission, the staff prepared unsupportive finding was
accepted by a roll call vote of 4 to 1.
15. That site-specific conditions and such other conditions are established as required for the
protection of the public's health, safety, morals and general welfare.
Staff prepared finding: The protection of the public’s health, safety, morals and general welfare
have been addressed through the required performance standards for this type of interim use and
in the conditions included below.
Prior to discussing and voting on the finding, the Planning Commission reviewed the conditions
prepared by staff. Following a discussion by the Planning Commission, the staff prepared finding
was rejected by a roll call vote of 4 to 1. Concerns expressed by the Planning Commission
included trespassing/barking dogs and a lack of desire shown by the applicants to control these
issues, and the continuation of the kennel activities following a denial of a setback variance.
Support for the finding suggested the request should be viewed as a stand-alone item. The
addition of stronger/enforceable conditions of approval was suggested by three of the Planning
Commission members.
Following the discussion by the Planning Commission, the staff prepared supportive finding was
rejected by a roll call vote of 4 to 1.
An alternative finding was proposed by a Planning Commission member to insert the word “not”
into the following finding: The protection of the public’s health, safety, morals and general
welfare have NOT been addressed through the required performance standards for this type of
interim use and in the conditions included below.
The Commission voted to accept the alternative unsupportive finding by a vote of 4 to 1.
The Planning Commission continued their discussion on conditions. Ultimately the Planning
Commission asked staff to continue working on strict enforceable conditions. The Planning Commission
acknowledged that they are an advisory board to the County Board and that their recommendation could
be overturned.
Following the discussion, a motion was made and seconded recommending denial of the request to the
County Board. By a roll call vote, the motion carried by a vote of 4 to 1.
In Summary, Planning and Zoning staff recommends approval of the request with supportive findings
for the fifteen required standards. The Planning Commission agreed on twelve of the standards by
majority vote. Supportive findings presented by staff for Items 10, 12, and 15 were rejected, also by
3
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majority votes. Alternative non-supportive findings were discussed and following roll call votes, were
accepted by the Planning Commission. Conditions for approval of the request are provided.
BOARD ACTION: RESOLUTION

4
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MINUTES
Blue Earth County Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
Wednesday, January 6, 2021
7:30 p.m.
1.

CALL TO ORDER
The virtual meeting was called to order at 7:30 p.m. by Chairman Kurt Anderson. Planning
Commission members participating in the virtual meeting included Kurt Anderson, Bill
Anderson, Kip Bruender, Barry Jacques, Michael Riley and Joe Smentek. Staff members
Garett Rohlfing, Scott Salsbury and George Leary also participated.

2.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mr. Smentek made a motion to approve the minutes of the December 2, 2020 virtual
Planning Commission. Mr. Jacques seconded the motion which carried unanimously by
voice vote.

3.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Leary indicated there was no change to the agenda.

4.

NEW BUSINESS

PC 27-20
Steven & Patricia Reedstsom and SolarClub35 LLC - for review of an Interim Use Permit to
operate a Large Solar Energy System. The proposed project will have a power capacity of up to 1megawatt (MW).
Mr. Salsbury read the report.
Chuck Beisner represented the applicants and was linked into the meeting. He had no additional
information but was available to answer any questions.
There was no other public comment.
Commissioner Bruender indicated he had no questions or comments. He proceeded with a motion
to recommend approval of the request to the County Board with the conditions outlined by staff.
Chairman Anderson indicated that staff had prepared a very thorough report and the applicants
have provided the necessary information to allow staff to prepare a comprehensive report. He
added it was good to see the new solar standards adopted in 2020 being addressed.
Mr. Smentek stated he had no concerns and provided a second to the motion and the motion carried
unanimously with a roll call vote.
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PC 01-21
Joseph & Shirley Massop and Lynch Real Estate Corporation – Request for review and
approval of a conditional use permit to construct one swine finishing barn / hog buying transfer
station. If approved the applicant will construct one finishing barn capable of housing up to 2,000
head of pigs over 300 pounds for a total of 800 animal units. The facility will include a below
barn concrete liquid manure storage area. The facility will house a mix of finishing pigs and sows.
The property is zoned agricultural and is in the Northwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of
Section 12, Sterling Township.
Mr. Rohlfing provided the staff report. In addition, he read the contents of three letters received
from concerned neighbors. Mr. Rohlfing also presented results from the University of Minnesota
odor modeling program. The model suggests that the proposed site will have a less than annoying
odor rating 97% of the time.
Lee Grant was linked into the meeting representing Lynch Livestock. He had no additional
comment.
Joyce Ireland addressed the Commission. She indicated she also represented the interests of her
husband and the Albrights. She expressed her concern with the proposal citing health impact from
feedlots and other common agricultural practices. She opined that today’s modern livestock
production systems are not good and that animals should not be confined. She indicated that they
will do whatever they need to in order to stop the project.
Cameron Duncanson addressed the Commission. He said his mom owns hog barns just over one
mile away from the proposed site. He added that he and his family also farm in the area. He stated
they are in full support of the project. He added that it would have been nice to have learned of
the proposal from the applicants vs. the letter received from the County.
Rick Recsh stated he is on the Lime Township Board. He indicated that he understands both sides,
and that he wanted to make sure that the health and safety aspects are covered.
Joyce Ireland asked to speak again.
Chairman Anderson reiterated the three-minute time limit and she was not allowed to continue.
Mr. Riley asked if staff had received comments from the township. Mr. Rohlfing said no, but the
applicants had met with the township.
Mr. Riley inquired about the type of ventilation system proposed. Mr. Grant indicated it will have
a tunnel system.
Commissioner Bruender stated the comments received are similar to other controversial feedlot
proposals. He added that most are up and running with no concerns. He added that staff does a
good job making sure the requirements are met. He further added that the feedlot setback
requirements were changed in 2020 and in this situation the setbacks were increased.

2
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Mr. Smentek stated that the Planning Commission is tasked with the question - Does it fit? Is the
proposal allowed in the area? Are there similar uses in the area? Do they meet the setbacks? He
stated that the possibility that these facilities are cancer causing is not under the purview of the
Planning Commission.
Mr. Jacques said the ordinance has been amended and the project meets all of the requirements.
Mr. Bill Anderson said the setback requirements of Blue Earth County are as strict or more strict
than neighboring counties. He commented on how the setbacks have increased and have reduced
the number of sites where feedlots can be constructed. He opined that there are people that are
trying to dictate what others can do with their land. He added that if the project is denied it could
be set up for a legal challenge.
Chairman Anderson agreed with comments from the others. He added that there is a tremendous
amount of scrutiny. He added that it is a rural business and that the criteria have been met. He
sympathized with the neighbors, but suggested that once the facility is up and running, they seem
to fit in. Mr. Anderson asked staff for the number of feedlots in Blue Earth County. Mr. Leary
said there are approximately 420. Mr. Anderson asked for the number of complaints received in
2020. Mr. Rohlfing said there was just a handful and that most involved manure application issues.
Mr. Bill Anderson proceeded motion to recommend approval of the request to the County Board
based on the findings prepared and conditions outlined by staff.
Mr. Riley seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously by a roll call vote.
PC 02-21
Rick and Angela DeMartini – Request for review and approval of an interim use permit
application to operate a dog kennel. The proposed kennel will accommodate up to 12 adult dogs
and will on occasion offer litters of puppies for sale. The property is zoned agricultural and is in
the southwest corner of the southwest quarter of Section 20, Decoria Township. The property
address is 57370 174th Lane, Good Thunder MN.
Mr. Leary presented the report. He also provided a letter submitted by David Gosewisch opposing
the kennel.
Taliesen Burrows stated he was with the DeMartini’s and said they agreed with the proposed
findings. Mr. Burrows addressed the videos and the email that had been read int the record. He
stated that the proposed site will be 650 feet away from the neighbors vs. the current location that
is approximately 360 feet away, and more than 2000 feet from the emailed complaint. He said
that steps are being taken to control the noise. Fencing, screening, implementation of bark
collars, soundproofing, and the outside portion of the kennels will have garage type structures
that can be lowered which will deflect the sound upward and trees will all reduce the noise. He
said these things will be more than adequate to address noise concerns. He added that the
concerns brought up by the neighbors are not relevant because they are not addressed to a new
facility built with modern steps that will help contain the noise from the dogs. He further stated
they had no concerns with the conditions listed by the county. He questioned the condition that
3
18

if there is a change of ownership that the request would be reviewed by the Planning
Commission and County Board. He asked if this included change of ownership to an LLC by his
clients. He said that may not count as a change of ownership and acknowledged that maybe the
Planning Commission could not answer that. No answer was provided to his question. He stated
they had no other comments.
Jeff and Debra Henry and Bruce Johnson expressed their concerns. They expressed the following
concerns:
• The variance application submitted by DeMartini’s was denied, yet the kennel is still in
operation. The kennel website lists five litters with a total of 47 puppies for sale. It is
also on Facebook. Their website and Facebook include a listing of staff and other items.
• The kennel creates a lot of traffic.
• Following the December Board of Adjustment meeting, the DeMartini’s sent a text
message. In part, the message indicated that five previous County actions were
overturned in recent years and that they would be taking legal action.
• Dogs are still trespassing onto their property.
• Henry’s have applied calcium chloride to the road to control dust at a cost of $600.
• There is no enforcement of the regulations.
There was no other public comment.
The Planning Commission discussed the proposal. The discussion included the following:
• The proposal meets the minimum setbacks.
• The Board of Adjustment denied the variance request. The Board of Adjustment stated
that the denial did not allow the continuation of the kennel operations.
• Troubled by the text message sent by the DeMartini’s to the Henry’s.
• Not a good fit for the area.
• Brazen attitude of the owners and lack of regard for the neighbors.
• Concern with barking dogs and trespassing.
• The proposal may look good on paper, but following the site visit, testimony provided,
actions or inactions by the applicants and blatant disregard of the regulations and
neighbors, this may not be a good fit.
• Following the denial and leading up to the review of the Interim Use Permit, it would
have been in the applicant’s interest to have done whatever it took to keep the site in
check.
• The applicants have not put forward a good faith effort.
Mr. Smentek made a motion to table the discussion until the February meeting. Commissioner
Bruender seconded the motion.
The discussion continued. If the recommendation to the County Board is for denial, the proposed
findings will need amendments. Chairman Anderson asked the individual Commission members
to prepare findings to bring to the next meeting. Potential conflict with the 60-day law was
reviewed. Staff indicated that if necessary, the initial 60-day review period could be extended by
an additional 60 days.
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A roll call vote was taken on the motion to table the discussion to the next meeting. The motion
carried unanimously.
PC 03-21
Blue Earth County – Ordinance Amendment to Chapter 24 - Zoning, Division 2 - Performance
Standards of the Blue Earth County Code of Ordinances to change references from Conditional
Use Permits to Interim Use Permits to ensure consistency with conditional uses which were
changed to interim uses in 2020.
Mr. Salsbury presented the report. There was no public comment.
The Planning Commission acknowledged the need for the housekeeping update.
Mr. Smentek made a motion to recommend approval of the request to the County Board.
Mr. Jacques seconded the motion which carried unanimously following a voice vote.
PC 04-21
Blue Earth County – Ordinance Amendment to Chapter 24 - Zoning of the Blue Earth County
Code of Ordinances to prevent the issuance of permits on properties which have unresolved or
outstanding violations.
Mr. Salsbury presented the staff report.
There was no public comment.
Chairman Anderson commented that an application reviewed earlier shows the need for the
amendment.
Mr. Smentek stated the report was well presented and provides a commonsense amendment. He
proceeded with a motion to recommend approval of the request to the County Board.
Mr. Bill Anderson seconded the motion which carried unanimously following a voice vote.
PC 05-21
Blue Earth County - Ordinance Amendment to Chapter 14 - Shoreland of the Blue Earth County
Code of Ordinances to add Interim Uses, to add standards for forestry management and to add
standards for duplexes on Natural Environment Lakes to be consistent with the Minnesota
Shoreland Standards (MN Rules Chapter 6120).
Mr. Salsbury presented the staff report.
There was no public comment.
Mr. Smentek stated the report was clear and provides a good housekeeping amendment.
Mr. Jacques agreed and said it appears to be comprehensive.
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Commissioner Bruender made a motion to recommend approval of the request to the County
Board.
Mr. Jacques seconded the motion which carried unanimously following a voice vote.

5. OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Leary provided the Commission with an update on actions of the County Board from the
previous meeting. The Great River Energy Powerline Relocation was approved and the Rehnelt
Excavating reclamation plan amendment was approved.
Mr. Leary stated that the openings for the Planning Commission have been included in the Free
Press and other media outlets.
Mr. Leary presented Mr. Jacques with a retirement plaque that acknowledged his years of serving
on the Planning Commission and County Board. Members of the Commission thanked Mr.
Jacques, and all wished him well.

6. ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Jacques made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Smentek seconded the motion. Following
voice vote, the meeting was adjourned at 10:10 p.m.
_________________________________
Planning Commission Chair

______________________
Date

_________________________________
Planning Commission Secretary

______________________
Date
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MINUTES
Blue Earth County Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
Wednesday, February 3, 2021
7:00 p.m.
1.

CALL TO ORDER
The virtual meeting was called to order at 7:04 p.m. by Chairman Kurt Anderson. Planning
Commission members participating in the virtual meeting included Kurt Anderson, Bill
Anderson, Kip Bruender, Michael Riley and Joe Smentek. Staff members Mark
Manderfeld, Garett Rohlfing, Scott Salsbury and George Leary also participated.

2.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mr. Smentek made a motion to approve the minutes of the January 6, 2021 virtual Planning
Commission. Mr. Bill Anderson seconded the motion which carried unanimously by voice
vote.

3.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Leary indicated there was no change to the agenda.

4.

OLD BUSINESS

PC 02-21
Rick and Angela DeMartini – Request for review and approval of an interim use permit
application to operate a dog kennel. The proposed kennel will accommodate up to 12 adult dogs
and will on occasion offer litters of puppies for sale. The property is zoned agricultural and is in
the southwest corner of the southwest quarter of Section 20, Decoria Township. The property
address is 57370 174th Lane, Good Thunder MN.
Mr. Leary provided a brief summary of the January 6th meeting that was tabled by the Planning
Commission.
Chairman Anderson reopened a continuation of the public hearing portion of the meeting. He
asked those wishing to speak to limit their comments to five minutes.
Jacob Birkholz represented the applicants. Mr. Birkholz referenced the site plan prepared by staff
and provided the following comments/opinions:
• The main objection of the neighbors has been issues with noise.
• The increased setback distance provided by the proposed location compared to the existing
structure, the addition of trees, and the installation of sound-blocking measures, will reduce
the noise.
• Noise is a fact of life and should be expected. Barking dogs are normal in the rural area.
• Many of the complaints have involved noise, not trespassing dogs.
Mr. Birkholz rhetorically asked the following questions: If noise is the issue, how can it be
addressed? What else is a kennel owner to do? Do they need to be thousands of feet away? Mr.
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Birkholz stated the dogs have infrequently been out which is not abnormal for a kennel. He stated
kennels will create noise.
Mr. Leary clarified a statement made by Mr. Birkholz that the site plan was produced by staff. Mr.
Leary stated the plan was in fact computer generated by staff, based on information provided by
the applicants and that the plan was signed by the applicants.
Mr. Henry suggested that if bark collars were worn by the dogs and barking was controlled, the
proposal may not be a problem. He stated the applicants are unable to control the barking.
Debra Henry stated that she and her husband do not hate dogs, and that they have dogs of their
own. However, they can’t control their dogs from barking. She also suggested that dogs are still
trespassing and that she is concerned about the increased traffic when their grandchildren are
present. She said the proposal is big business and for five years, the applicants have done nothing
but put up a fence.
Bruce Johnson opined about the decreased property values with a noisy kennel next door.
Mark Goebel asked if there is not another way for the applicants to make money? He referenced
the variance application from 2020 and asked if there is a difference. He stated he has no trust that
the applicants can prevent barking and trespassing. He asked that the applicants find another place
to raise their dogs and not to keep dragging everyone through this process.
Paul Goebel stated he can hear the dogs barking constantly while on his neighboring property. He
added he did not think the noise will improve with the new location.
Chairman Anderson asked twice if there was anyone else wishing to comment. There was none.
He closed the public hearing portion of the meeting and provided the following comments: It was
decided at the January meeting to provide information from the associated Board of Adjustment
meeting for the after-the-fact setback variance, so that the Planning Commission members who
are not on the Board of Adjustment have that same background.
Chairman Anderson advised the Commission that this item is separate from the Board of
Adjustment item, but on the same property and with the same neighbors and encouraged the
Commission to focus on the item before them. He also encouraged them to refrain from indicating
how their individual opinion might reflect their vote.
The Commission moved on to a review of the individual standards. Mr. Leary was to read the
standard and provide the associated finding prepared by staff. Following the information provided
by Mr. Leary, the members of the Planning Commission were asked for their opinion on the finding
offered by staff. Following the discussion, a roll call vote was taken for each standard.
1. That the proposed use conforms with the County Land Use Plan.
The Current Land Use Plan includes an Agricultural Goal that states: Blue Earth County will
maintain its agricultural areas by limiting new development to reduce conflicts between farm
and non-farm uses… The proposed kennel will not likely conflict with nearby agricultural uses.
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The Plan includes a Land Use Goal that states: The County will support the utilization of its
land and related natural resources, so they are conserved for future generations. The proposed
kennel could likely be removed someday, and the land converted back to its current condition.
The Plan includes a Land Use Objective that states: Preserve the health, safety, and welfare of
all residents and the environment in Blue Earth County. In 2012, performance standards for
kennels were added to the ordinance in part to address the issue of protecting the health, safety,
and welfare of all residents and the environment. Therefore, the proposed use conforms with
the County Land Use Plan.
Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek agreed with the staff findings.
• Mr. Bill Anderson agreed, but had some concerns with the third item.
• Mr. Riley agreed with the staff findings.
• Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff findings.
• Chairman Anderson agreed with the staff findings.
Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff. The Commission unanimously voted to accept
the findings.
2. The demonstrated need for the proposed use.
The owners/applicants have found a niche market for their puppies and their proposal requires
approval of an interim use permit.
Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Riley agreed with the staff finding.
• Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
• Chairman Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff. The Commission unanimously voted to accept
the findings.
3. That the proposed use will not degrade the water quality of the County.
The topography of the site is flat which will allow more water to infiltrate into the ground vs.
an area with steeper topography. In addition, with proper cleanup of dog waste, the proposed
use should not degrade the water quality of the County.
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Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek agreed with the staff finding and opined that the proposed site is better
than the original site.
• Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Riley agreed with the staff finding.
• Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
• Chairman Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff. The Commission unanimously voted to accept
the findings.
4. That the proposed use will not adversely increase the quantity of water runoff.
The addition of a 3,200-square foot barn and parking area seems unlikely to adversely increase
the quantity of water runoff in this area.
•
•
•
•
•
•

Planning Commission Comments
Mr. Smentek agreed with the staff finding.
Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
Mr. Riley agreed with the staff finding.
Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
Chairman Anderson agreed with the staff finding.

Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff. The Commission unanimously voted to accept
the findings.
5. That soil conditions are adequate to accommodate the proposed use.
The County soils map lists the soil type of the area as Minnetonka silty clay loam. This is
generally a poorly drained soil. The soil conditions appear to be adequate to accommodate
the proposed use.
Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Riley agreed with the staff finding.
• Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
• Chairman Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff. The Commission unanimously voted to accept
the findings.
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6. That the proposed use does not create a potential pollution hazard.
The topography of the site is flat which will allow more water to infiltrate into the ground vs.
an area with steeper topography. In addition, with proper cleanup of dog waste, the proposed
use should not degrade the water quality of the County.
Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek agreed with the staff finding and opined that the proposed site is better
than the original location. Mr. Smentek encouraged the proper cleanup of dog waste.
• Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Riley agreed with the staff finding.
• Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
• Chairman Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff. The Commission unanimously voted to accept
the findings.
7. That adequate utility, access roads, drainage and other necessary facilities have been or are
being provided.
An existing driveway access will serve the parking area. Utility service is already provided to
the property and drainage does not appear to be an issue.
Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Riley agreed with the staff finding.
• Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
• Chairman Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff. The Commission unanimously voted to accept
the findings.
8. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide sufficient off-street parking and
loading space to serve the proposed use.
Off-street parking is shown on the applicant’s site plan.
Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Riley agreed with the staff finding.
• Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
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•

Chairman Anderson agreed with the staff finding.

Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff. The Commission unanimously voted to accept
the findings.
9. That facilities are provided to eliminate any traffic congestion or traffic hazard which may
result from the proposed use.
It is unlikely the limited increase in traffic will create traffic congestion or hazards on the
township road.
Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Riley agreed with the staff finding.
• Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
• Chairman Anderson agreed with the staff finding and recommended that the applicants
contact the Township for signage options.
Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff. The Commission unanimously voted to accept
the findings.
10. That the interim use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted.
The proposed kennel will be approximately 600 feet from two homes to the east. The proposed
kennel will exceed the required 500-foot setback to residences other than the applicants. In
addition, the noise control and proposed screening included in the submitted business plan
should reduce the impact on neighboring properties. Therefore, the approval of an interim
use permit for a kennel appears unlikely to be injurious to the use and enjoyment of any
property in its immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted.
Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek stated he had trouble with the staff finding. He referenced Mr. Birkholz’
s comments that dogs bark and indicated that he too has a neighboring dog that barks.
However, in this case there are twelve dogs barking and it has impacted neighbors. He
also indicated he was troubled by the text message sent from the applicants to a
neighbor. Mr. Smentek added there has been an issue with trespassing dogs and the
lack of desire from the applicants to control this is troubling.
• Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with Mr. Smentek’ s comments and opined that it is injurious
to neighbors. He added he is concerned with the conditions of the permit.
• Mr. Riley indicated he was not in full agreement with staff. He added the potential of
dogs barking has been brought up before and it has been a point of contention.
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•

•

Commissioner Bruender stated that the current site is more challenging than the
proposed site. He added if there was not the pre-existing issue, the proposal would
probably be ok. He stated he was not sure how the increased setback will work. He
stated it is a difficult issue but that he agreed with the staff finding.
Chairman Anderson stated he struggled with this item. If the site did not have a history,
it could have been reviewed on its own merit. He added it looks good on paper. If the
dogs were controlled, with no barking or traffic issues, the neighbors would likely be
ok with the proposal. He stated the applicants have turned a blind eye and opened a
kennel without obtaining a permit.

Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff.
•
•
•
•
•

Mr. Smentek disagreed with the staff finding.
Mr. Bill Anderson disagreed with the staff finding.
Mr. Riley disagreed with the staff finding.
Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
Chairman Anderson disagreed with the staff finding.

The Commission voted to reject the staff finding by a vote of four opposed and one in favor.
Following the rejection vote, the Commission and staff discussed options for addressing item
10.
Mr. Leary asked the Chair for permission to provide a contrary finding. The Chair agreed and
Mr. Leary offered the alternative finding:
Following the denial by the Board of Adjustment of an after-the-fact variance to reduce a
property line setback and the setback to two neighboring residences, additional photos and
video footage have been provided to county staff and to the County Planning Commission
showing dogs continuing to trespass onto neighboring property and continuing to be easily
heard barking from neighboring property. These actions show an unwillingness on the part of
the applicants to take these matters seriously and keep dogs under control and a lack of regard
for the neighboring property owners. The inability or unwillingness to control barking and
trespassing dogs will likely continue to impact neighboring residents. Therefore, approval of
the interim use permit would likely be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in
the immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted.
Chairman Anderson asked if all of the Commission members heard and understood the
alternative finding and they responded they did. The Chair asked Mr. Leary to call a roll call
vote on the alternate.
•

Mr. Smentek stated he liked the language, but indicated he was hopeful that the
Commission can add other conditions. He stated he would rather not tell people what
7
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•
•
•
•

they can do with their property, but rather limit some of the injurious use and therefore
disagreed with the alternate.
Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the alternate.
Mr. Riley agreed with the alternate.
Commissioner Bruender stated that because it is referencing previous issues that he
disagreed with the alternate.
Chairman Anderson agreed with the alternate. He added there was evidence presented
at the January meeting that verified this continues to be an ongoing problem and the
Commission heard about it again tonight.

The alternative finding provided by staff was approved by a vote of three in favor to two
against.
11. That the establishment of the interim use will not impede the normal and orderly development
and improvement of surrounding vacant property for predominant uses in the area.
There are several vacant, neighboring properties with development rights that are currently
used for agricultural purposes. The establishment of the proposed use does not appear likely
to negatively impact neighboring properties for future development.
Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Bill Anderson disagreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Riley agreed with the staff finding.
• Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
• Chairman Anderson indicated he struggles with this. He said the neighbors have
indicated they intend to build a new house but agreed with the staff finding.
Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff.
•
•
•
•
•

Mr. Smentek voted YES.
Mr. Bill Anderson voted NO.
Mr. Riley voted YES.
Commissioner Bruender voted YES.
Chairman Anderson voted YES.

The Commission voted to accept the staff finding by a vote of four in favor to one opposed.
12. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to prevent or control offensive odor, fumes,
dust, noise and vibration, so that none of these will constitute a nuisance, and to control lighted
signs and other lights in such a manner that no disturbance to neighboring properties will result.
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The proposed kennel will be approximately 600 feet from two homes to the east. The proposed
kennel will exceed the required 500-foot setback to residences other than the applicants. In
addition, the noise control and proposed screening included in the submitted business plan
should reduce the impact on neighboring properties. Furthermore, with adherence to the
required performance standards of the ordinance, the proposed use is unlikely to create a
nuisance for neighboring properties.
Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek commented on the issue with noise. He indicated an interest in having
extra teeth in the conditions. Being an interim Use Permit, it will be reviewed in 12
months and they will be making a substantial investment. With more conditions, the
applicants will need to use all means to make sure they are not disturbing the neighbors.
He added testimony has been provided indicating the applicants do not intend to follow
some things or were not concerned about the county requirements. And because of
this, he stated he has trouble agreeing with the staff finding.
• Mr. Bill Anderson stated with the history and testimony of the neighbors that he
disagreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Riley stated there are issues with noise. It could be revoked in a year. He added it
looks like a fantastic plan, well thought out and expensive. To have it revoked in a year
would be disappointing and disagreed with the staff finding.
• Commissioner Bruender indicated the noise is a big issue but looking at the proposal
as a stand-alone project, he agrees with the staff finding.
• Chairman Anderson stated we have talked at length about the noise and the history of
the site vs. being a stand-alone project. He reflected on the comments of the applicant’s
attorney who said dogs are in the country, dogs bark and that’s normal. Mr. Anderson
rhetorically asked, if in the opinion of the attorney, if what is going on now is normal?
He said it is subjective. When discussing use and enjoyment, one man’s pleasure is
another man’s poison. He added that sound cannot be contained without definitive
measures. He referenced the business plan and the use of bark collars then asked why
are bark collars not being used now? He stated he struggled to support the finding
posed by staff. He agreed that adding some teeth to the conditions for approval or
denial may be the best route to go. He stated the applicant will have a lot to lose if they
don’t operate it in a responsible fashion.
Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff.
•
•
•
•

Mr. Smentek disagreed with the staff finding.
Mr. Bill Anderson disagreed with the staff finding.
Mr. Riley disagreed with the staff finding.
Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
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•

Chairman Anderson disagreed with the staff finding.

The Commission voted to reject the staff finding by a vote of four opposed and one in favor.
Following the rejection vote, the discussion moved on to standard number 13 and later returned
to address number 12. The continuation is found later in the minutes.
13. That the density of proposed residential development is not greater than the density of the
surrounding neighborhood or not greater than the density indicated by the applicable zoning
district.
This standard does not apply to the proposed use.
The Chair asked that if there were no comments, to proceed with a roll call vote. The
Commission unanimously voted to accept the finding.
14. That the intensity of proposed commercial or industrial development is not greater than the
intensity of the surrounding uses or not greater than the intensity characteristic of the applicable
zoning district.
Kennels are listed as an interim use in the agricultural district.
Planning Commission Comments;
• Mr. Smentek stated he did not necessarily disagree but stated this is not agricultural.
• Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
• Mr. Riley agreed with the staff finding.
• Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
• Chairman Anderson agreed with the staff finding.
Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the findings prepared by staff. The Commission unanimously voted to accept
the finding.
15. That site-specific conditions and such other conditions are established as required for the
protection of the public's health, safety, morals and general welfare.
The protection of the public’s health, safety, morals and general welfare have been addressed
through the required performance standards for this type of interim use and in the conditions
included below.
The Chair asked staff to provide the recommended conditions.
Mr. Leary provided the conditions prepared by staff for the approval of the request.
•

That the applicant meet all of the required Chapter 24 performance standards in Section
24-328 Kennels.
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•

That any expansion or intensification of the proposed use shall be reviewed by the County
Planning Agency and taken before the Planning Commission and approved by the County
Board prior to the commencement of the expansion or intensification. Intensification shall
include adding boarding services, training services, grooming services, etc.

•

That any proposed change in ownership of the property with the intention of continuing
kennel operations, shall be reviewed by the County Planning Agency and taken before the
Planning Commission and approved by the County Board prior to the change of ownership.

•

That any proposed change in management of the kennel, or a proposed lease agreement of
the kennel facility, shall be reviewed by the County Planning Agency and taken before the
Planning Commission and approved by the County Board prior to the change in
management or commencement of a lease agreement of the facility.

•

The kennel facility shall match or be of a smaller footprint than the approved site plan.
Any change to the site plan shall be reviewed by the County Planning Agency.

•

The applicant shall apply for a construction permit prior to commencement of any
construction activities on this property.

•

The proposed use shall be brought back before the Planning Commission and County
Board if the use does not commence within one year from the date of approval by the
County Board.

•

The interim use shall be effective for 12 months following the initial occupancy of the
facility by any number dogs, but not to exceed 12 adult dogs. Dogs four months old and
older shall be considered adult dogs. The owners/operators shall notify County staff when
the facility is occupied. Following the first 12-months of occupancy, the use shall be
reviewed by the County Planning Agency. If necessary, the use shall be reviewed by the
Planning Commission and County Board. The kennel owners/operators shall be
responsible for the application fee if the use is taken back to the Planning Commission and
County Board for review. Following the initial 12-month review, provided the use is found
to be in full compliance with the kennel standards of the ordinance, the conditions of the
resolution, and the findings of the resolution of approval of the interim use permit, the use
may continue until there is a change of operation, change of ownership, or if a violation of
the permit is observed by County staff. Change of operation shall include, but is not limited
to, additional adult dogs, expansion of facilities, or intensification as outlined in number 2
above.

Planning Commission Comments:
• Mr. Smentek stated he could not support the staff finding based on the previous
discussion of number 10. He suggested that other conditions could be added. Mr.
Smentek commented on the significant investment in the new facility and offered that
if he were in the position of Mr. Birkholz, that he would stress to his client that the
comments in the text message to the neighbors was a big problem, and if they want the
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•
•
•

•

use to continue, the conditions should be taken very seriously. He added that the
County does not have a dog-at-large statute, but that could be a remedy for the problem.
If dogs are leaving the property, it is a problem for the public’s health, safety and
general welfare. He added that a condition is needed to accomplish it. He also
suggested that a condition be added to properly address noise and to ensure that dogs
are not barking all hours of the day and creating a nuisance for the neighbors.
Mr. Bill Anderson disagreed with the staff finding. He referenced the history of the
property as his reasoning.
Mr. Riley stated that he struggled with the staff finding due to documented problems,
video footage and photos that had been provided.
Commissioner Bruender stated that as a stand-alone application, he agreed with the
staff finding. He added he has concerns, but with added conditions he could support
the finding.
Chairman Anderson stated that in order to support the staff finding, the conditions need
to be addressed first. He said that as written, he cannot support the staff finding. He
questioned where the dogs will be in the meantime until the new facility can be
constructed. He added that the Board of Adjustment order was for the kennel to cease
activity immediately and two months later, the kennel is still in place. He asked
rhetorically where the enforcement is and questioned if the applicant takes this matter
seriously. He commented that the conditions need to be addressed for him to support
item 15.

Chairman Anderson made a motion that the conditions be revised prior to taking a vote on the
acceptance or rejection of item 15.
Without a second to the motion, Mr. Leary proceeded with a roll call vote.
Mr. Bill Anderson voted YES for adding more conditions.
Commissioner Bruender questioned the procedure. Mr. Leary provided his interpretation of
the motion to which Chairman Anderson agreed. Commissioner Bruender suggested that
instead, there should be an up or down vote on number 15 as-is. Mr. Leary agreed with the
recommendation of Commissioner Bruender and suggested that a straight up or down vote be
taken on number 15. Mr. Manderfeld asked if there had been a second to the motion. Chairman
Anderson indicated there had not been a second, and stated after further consideration, it was
reasonable to take an up or down vote on number 15 and withdrew his motion.
The vote on the motion was discontinued and a roll call vote was taken to accept or reject the
findings prepared by staff for item 15.
•
•
•

Mr. Bill Anderson disagreed with the staff finding.
Commissioner Bruender agreed with the staff finding.
Mr. Riley disagreed with the staff finding.
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•
•

Mr. Smentek disagreed with the staff finding.
Chairman Anderson disagreed with the staff finding.

The Commission voted to reject the staff finding by a vote of four opposed and one in favor.
Chairman Anderson stated that the findings of items 10, 12 and 15 were disagreed with by
majority vote and that the alternative finding for item 10 was approved by majority vote. He
asked Mr. Leary if staff had an alternative for number 12.
12. The discussion returned to item 12 which states: That adequate measures have been or will be
taken to prevent or control offensive odor, fumes, dust, noise and vibration, so that none of
these will constitute a nuisance, and to control lighted signs and other lights in such a manner
that no disturbance to neighboring properties will result.
The proposed kennel will be approximately 600 feet from two homes to the east. The proposed
kennel will exceed the required 500-foot setback to residences other than the applicants. In
addition, the noise control and proposed screening included in the submitted business plan
should reduce the impact on neighboring properties. Furthermore, with adherence to the
required performance standards of the ordinance, the proposed use is unlikely to create a
nuisance for neighboring properties.
Mr. Smentek asked for clarification on the vote for item 11. Mr. Leary reviewed his notes and
indicated it was approved by a vote of 4 to 1.
Mr. Leary provided the alternative finding for number 12: Following the denial by the Board
of Adjustment of an after-the-fact variance to reduce a property line setback and the setback
to two neighboring residences, the applicants have not taken the necessary measures contain
their dogs or to control offensive noise from barking dogs. In addition, there is additional dust
from vehicles accessing the property from the township road with no attempts at dust control.
Planning Commission Comments on the alternative:
• Mr. Smentek stated he still struggles with this. He indicated his desire to allow property
owners to do with their property as they wish without interfering with other property
owner’s enjoyment. He agreed that the finding is an alternative, but hopefully one that
the Commission did not have to use. Instead, he asked that conditions be added to
control the issues. He did agree with the finding based on what they have now.
• Mr. Bill Anderson indicated the alternative finding is an improvement but said he
struggled with how it will be enforced.
• Commissioner Bruender stated he would not support the alternative finding.
• Mr. Riley stated adequate measures have not been taken. He agreed with comments
made by Mr. Smentek regarding telling people what they can and cannot do and hoped
there is a way to make this work for everybody. He agreed with Mr. Bill Anderson on
enforcement when considering the applicants past actions.
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•

Chairman Anderson stated that the alternative finding is a more accurate representation
of the situation on the site and that he supported the alternative finding.

Following the offering of comments by the Planning Commission, a roll call vote was taken to
accept or reject the alternative finding for item 12 as prepared by staff.
•
•
•
•
•

Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the alternative finding.
Commissioner Bruender disagreed agreed with the alternative finding.
Mr. Riley agreed with the alternative finding.
Mr. Smentek agreed with the alternative finding.
Chairman Anderson agreed with the alternative finding.

The Commission voted to accept the alternative finding prepared by staff by a vote of four in
favor to one opposed.
Commissioner Bruender asked if supportive findings are required from all 15 standards.
Following some additional discussion, staff reviewed the ordinance and responded that all 15
need to be supported.
15. The Planning Discussion returned to finding of Item 15 which had earlier been rejected by a
vote of 4 to 1.
Mr. Smentek concurred with staff and stated that the Planning Commission did not need to be
in full agreement. He stated an example where the Commission provided positive comments
on a proposal but denied the application, the applicants could bring litigation. He did agree
that there does need to be a simple majority on items to move forward with a recommendation
to the County Board.
Chairman Anderson stated there does need to be a majority support for each of the fifteen items
in order to pass along a legitimate recommendation of approval, and this application has not
yet met that standard.
The Planning Commission discussed options for providing condition recommendations to the
County Board. Mr. Manderfeld and Commissioner Bruender recommended that additional
conditions for approval that address the concerns of the Planning Commission would be
appropriate.
Chairman Anderson asked for a motion on item 15 and then to vote on the proposal. The
outcome of that vote will then lead to a discussion of the recommended conditions.
Mr. Smentek suggested a change to the language of item 15 inserting the word “not” as
underscored in the following:
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That site-specific conditions and such other conditions are established as required for the
protection of the public's health, safety, morals and general welfare.
The protection of the public’s health, safety, morals and general welfare have not been
addressed through the required performance standards for this type of interim use and in the
conditions included below.
Chairman Anderson indicated the change suggested by Mr. Smentek was appropriate and
asked that a roll call vote be taken on item 15.
A roll call vote was taken to accept or reject the alternative supportive finding for item 15.
•
•
•
•
•

Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with the finding.
Commissioner Bruender disagreed with the finding.
Mr. Riley agreed with the finding.
Mr. Smentek agreed with the finding.
Chairman Anderson agreed with the finding.

The Planning Commission voted to accept the alternative finding by a vote of four in favor to
one opposed.
This completed the discussion on the required standards.
Chairman Anderson asked for a motion on the request.
Mr. Leary asked for a moment to review the 60-day law requirement. Following the review, he
indicated that action on the request would be on the County Board meeting date of February 16th.
He offered to the Chair the option for staff to work on amending the conditions to reflect the
concerns of the Planning Commission regarding containment of the dogs and controlling the noise
of barking dogs.
Chairman Anderson indicated his support to have staff amend the conditions to benefit the County
Commissioners and the decision they will ultimately be forced to take. He stated his concern of
reviewing the conditions until a recommendation for approval or denial has been made. He stated
he would not rule out the opportunity for the Planning Commission to address the conditions as
listed and/or adding to them, amending them.
Mr. Smentek indicated the Commission could forward a recommendation, but the County Board
could disagree with the recommendation. The Planning Commission is only an advisory board.
The County Board may disagree with suggestions and concerns of the Planning Commission and
approve the request even without conditions, and as a member of the Planning Commission, he
needs to be accepting of that. He added that however the County Board decides on a matter, he
will be ok with that.
15
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Chairman Anderson stated of the votes taken by the Planning Commission, there were three of
them that not all agreed with. And the Commission came up with alternatives that better expressed
the position of the Commission, because the evidence presented during the hearing was not
supportive.
Mr. Bill Anderson made a motion to deny the request as it was listed during the meeting.
Mr. Riley seconded the motion.
A roll call vote was taken on the motion.
•
•
•
•
•

Mr. Bill Anderson voted YES.
Commissioner Bruender voted NO.
Mr. Riley voted YES.
Mr. Smentek voted YES.
Chairman Anderson voted YES.

The Commission voted to forward a recommendation of denial to the County Board by a vote of
four in favor to one opposed.
Mr. Leary asked if the Planning Commission wanted to review the condition recommended for
denial. The Chair agreed.
Mr. Leary provided the condition for review.
That the use of the property for a kennel as defined by the Blue Earth County Code of Ordinances
as: a place where four (4) or more dogs or four (4) or more cats, or a combination of both, over
four (4) months of age are boarded, bred or offered for sale, shall be discontinued on or before
June 3, 2021.
Mr. Smentek expressed his concern with the condition siting the denial of the variance. He stated
he was not in favor of it then and is not in favor of it now. He said there are no protections in place
and the new facility has not been built. He said he does not support having more dogs than allowed
by the ordinance on site.
Mr. Leary provided information from a discussion he had with the County Attorney’s office
regarding allowing time to bring the property into compliance.
Chairman Anderson asked for the thoughts on the condition from the other members. The
remaining members all agreed with Mr. Smentek’ s comments.
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Chairman Anderson asked if there was any interest in addressing the conditions as outlined by
staff.
The Planning Commission expressed the following concerns:
1. That there be some type of assurance to the neighbors that dogs will not continue to
trespass.
2. A lack of desire on the part of the applicants to comply with conditions as they have been
laid out would warrant additional conditions.
3. The additional conditions need to have some teeth in them that can be enforced. County
staff should prepare additional conditions to be ready for the County Board.
Chairman Anderson thanked everyone that participated in the lengthy process. He said no one
takes pleasure in denial. He stated he would support the County staff working on conditions to
provide a reasonable level of enforcement. He indicated that if the County Board chooses to ignore
the Planning Commission’s recommendation of disapproval and moves to approve the request,
that they make it very clear to the applicants and their attorney, that if they do not meet the letter
law regarding the conditions as outlined, that it will have a good chance of not being renewed
when it comes back in 12 months. He strongly encouraged the applicants to take the matter
seriously.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Leary provided the Commission with an update on actions of the County Board from the
previous meeting.
Reedstrom/Solar Club 35 Interim Use Permit for a 1 MW Solar Energy System – Approved
Lynch Livestock Conditional Use Permit for a Hog Buying/Transfer Station - Approved
Blue Earth County Chapter 24 Ordinance Amendment - Performance Standards of the of the
Ordinances to change references from Conditional Use Permits to Interim Use Permits to ensure
consistency with conditional uses which were changed to interim uses in 2020 – Approved
Blue Earth County – Ordinance Amendment to Chapter 24 - Zoning of the Blue Earth County
Code of Ordinances to prevent the issuance of permits on properties which have unresolved or
outstanding violations – Approved.
Blue Earth County - Ordinance Amendment to Chapter 14 - Shoreland of the Blue Earth County
Code of Ordinances to add Interim Uses, to add standards for forestry management and to add
standards duplexes on Natural Environment Lakes to be consistent with the Minnesota Shoreland
Standards (MN Rules Chapter 6120) – Approved.
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6. ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Smentek made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Bill Anderson seconded the motion.
Following voice vote, the meeting was adjourned at 9:25 p.m.
_________________________________
Planning Commission Chair

______________________
Date

_________________________________
Planning Commission Secretary

______________________
Date
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RESOLUTION GRANTING APPROVAL OF AN INTERIM USE PERMIT
APPLICATION TO OPERATE A DOG KENNEL. THE PROPOSED KENNEL WILL
ACCOMMODATE UP TO 12 ADULT DOGS AND WILL ON OCCASION OFFER
LITTERS OF PUPPIES FOR SALE. THE PROPERTY IS ZONED AGRICULTURAL
AND IS IN THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF
SECTION 20, DECORIA TOWNSHIP. (T-107-N, R-26-W)
WHEREAS, Rick and Angela DeMartini, owners of the following real estate in the County of
Blue Earth, Minnesota, to wit:
Part of the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 20, Decoria Township –
Township 107 N, Range 26 W, Blue Earth County, Minnesota, as shown on Attachment A –
Location Map.
WHEREAS, the Planning Agency of the County has completed a review of the application and
made a report pertaining to said request (PC 02-21), a copy of said report has been presented to
the Planning Commission; and,
WHEREAS, the request is consistent with the Land Use Plan, and Agricultural District Interim
Uses, as authorized by the Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners; and,
WHEREAS; the Planning Commission of the County on the 6th Day of January 2021 and the
3rd Day of February 2021, following proper notice held a public hearing regarding the request,
and following due consideration of presented testimony and information, voted to recommend
denial of the request to the County Board by a roll call vote of four in favor to one opposed. The
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Planning Commission requested that staff prepare additional conditions to thoroughly address
their concerns relating to barking and trespassing dogs to be offered to the County Board should
they approve the request and,
WHEREAS; the County Board on the 16th Day of February 2021, held a public hearing
regarding the request, and following due consideration of presented testimony and information,
voted unanimously to approve the request subject to conditions contained in staff report PC 0221 and,
WHEREAS, the Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners finds:
1. The Current Land Use Plan includes an Agricultural Goal that states: Blue Earth County will
maintain its agricultural areas by limiting new development to reduce conflicts between farm
and non-farm uses… The proposed kennel will not likely conflict with nearby agricultural
uses.
The Plan includes a Land Use Goal that states: The County will support the utilization of its
land and related natural resources, so they are conserved for future generations. The
proposed kennel could likely be removed someday, and the land converted back to its current
condition.
The Plan includes a Land Use Objective that states: Preserve the health, safety, and welfare
of all residents and the environment in Blue Earth County. In 2012, performance standards
for kennels were added to the ordinance in part to address the issue of protecting the health,
safety, and welfare of all residents and the environment. Therefore, the proposed use
conforms with the County Land Use plan.
2. The owners/applicants have found a niche market for their puppies and their proposal
requires approval of an interim use permit and have therefore shown a need for the proposed
use.
3. The topography of the site is flat which will allow more water to infiltrate into the ground vs.
an area with steeper topography. In addition, with proper cleanup of dog waste, the proposed
use should not degrade the water quality of the County.
4. The addition of a 3,200-square foot barn and parking area seems unlikely to adversely
increase the quantity of water runoff in this area.
5. That soil conditions are adequate to accommodate the proposed use.
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6. The topography of the site is flat which will allow more water to infiltrate into the ground vs.
an area with steeper topography. In addition, with proper cleanup of dog waste, the proposed
use should not create a pollution hazard.
7. An existing driveway access will serve the parking area. Utility service is already provided
to the property and drainage does not appear to be an issue.
8. Off-street parking is shown on the applicant’s site plan.
9. It is unlikely the limited increase in traffic will create traffic congestion or hazards on the
township road.
10. The proposed kennel will be approximately 600 feet from two homes to the east. The
proposed kennel will exceed the required 500-foot setback to residences other than the
applicants. In addition, the noise control and proposed screening included in the submitted
business plan should reduce the impact on neighboring properties. Therefore, the approval of
an interim use permit for a kennel appears unlikely to be injurious to the use and enjoyment
of any property in its immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted.
11. There are several vacant, neighboring properties with development rights that are currently
used for agricultural purposes. The establishment of the proposed use does not appear likely
to negatively impact neighboring properties for future development.
12. The proposed kennel will be approximately 600 feet from two homes to the east. The
proposed kennel will exceed the required 500-foot setback to residences other than the
applicants. In addition, the noise control and proposed screening included in the submitted
business plan should reduce the impact on neighboring properties. Furthermore, with
adherence to the required performance standards of the ordinance, the proposed use is
unlikely to create a nuisance for neighboring properties.
13. Kennels are listed as an interim use in the agricultural district; therefore, the proposed use is
not greater than the intensity of the surrounding uses or not greater than the intensity
characteristic of the applicable zoning district.
14. The protection of the public’s health, safety, morals and general welfare have been addressed
through the required performance standards for this type of interim use and in the conditions
included below.
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners
that the Interim Use Permit to operate a dog kennel that will accommodate up to 12 adult dogs
and will on occasion offer litters of puppies for sale, is hereby GRANTED with the following
conditions:
1. That the applicant shall meet all required Chapter 24 performance standards in Section 24328 Kennels.
2. The applicant shall apply for a construction permit prior to commencement of any
construction activities on this property.
3. The kennel facility shall match or be of a smaller footprint than the approved site plan. Any
change to the site plan shall be reviewed by the County Planning Agency.
4. That the kennel must be operated at all times in conformance with the Business Plan
submitted to the Planning Agency with the application for the Interim Use Permit.
5. That any and all signs associated with the kennel shall comply with the sigh standards of the
County Ordinance.
6. That applicant must implement and maintain noise control measures described in the
applicant’s Business Plan. The applicant shall notify Blue Earth County Property and
Environmental Resources whenever there is a change proposed to the noise control plan.
7. All employee, customer, construction and delivery parking must be provided on-site in the
designated area. Parking on the township road or in its right-of-way is prohibited.
8. That the applicants shall apply adequate dust control a minimum of twice per year in an area
100 feet in each direction, east and west, of the neighboring residence to the east.
Applications shall be made during the early and mid-summer months. Dust control shall
include calcium chloride at an application rate and strength equal to or greater than that used
by the Blue Earth County Public Works Department. If an alternative product is used, it shall
obtain the same level of control as the product referenced above.
9. That prior to construction of the kennel, the applicant must provide a plan to screen the
customer parking area from the kennel and outside dog runs to help reduce visibility from the
dogs and to help reduce barking when visitors arrive at the kennel. The screening plan must
be implemented prior to operation of the kennel and maintained throughout the operation of
the kennel.
10. That once the proposed kennel facility is operational, use of the existing kennel building and
fenced runs in the northeast portion of the property to house or exercise dogs shall be
discontinued no later than September 1, 2021.
11. That the only areas on the property where dogs for the kennel operation are allowed are the
large run area, outside kennel runs and the kennel building.
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12. That the large run area, outside kennel runs and the kennel building must be operated and
maintained in accordance with MN Statute Chapter 347 (and as amended) and any other
applicable laws, rules and regulations.
13. That the large run area, outside kennel runs and the kennel building must be operated and
maintained so that no dogs are able to leave those areas or the applicant’s property.
14. That all wastewater associated with the facility be collected and disposed of consistent with
State and County Rules. That that applicant must obtain all required wastewater permits
prior to construction. The applicant shall notify Blue Earth County Property and
Environmental Resources whenever there is a change proposed to the storage or generation
of wastewater.
15. That the waste generated from the kennel must be legally disposed of. Waste disposal must
be implemented as indicated in the applicant’s business plan. The applicant shall notify Blue
Earth County Property and Environmental Resources whenever there is a change proposed to
the waste disposal plan.
16. That the straight pipe leaving the existing kennel building be removed when all kennel
activities have moved to the new facility. If there are any bathrooms, laundry, shower/sink
waste, or any culinary activities that remain in the existing kennel building, they must be
served by a code compliant septic system designed for the use.
17. Routine inspections of fences, gates and perimeter areas shall be conducted by the applicant.
All necessary repair, replacement or correction of any structural flaws shall be made as soon
as possible to ensure that dogs will not leave their designated areas.
18. That any expansion or intensification of the proposed use shall be reviewed by the County
Planning Agency and taken before the Planning Commission and approved by the County
Board prior to the commencement of the expansion or intensification. Expansion or
intensification shall include adding boarding services, training services, grooming services,
etc., and proposals to increase the number of adult dogs to more than 12.
19. That any proposed change in ownership of the property with the intention of continuing
kennel operations, shall be reviewed by the County Planning Agency and taken before the
Planning Commission and approved by the County Board prior to the change of ownership.
20. That any proposed change in management of the kennel, or a proposed lease agreement of
the kennel facility, shall be reviewed by the County Planning Agency and taken before the
Planning Commission and approved by the County Board prior to the change in management
or commencement of a lease agreement of the facility.
21. If the use does not commence within one year from the date of approval by the County
Board, the proposed use shall be brought back before the Planning Commission and County
Board for review and approval.
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22. The interim use shall be effective for 12 months following the initial occupancy of the
facility by any number of dogs, but not to exceed 12 adult dogs. Dogs four months old and
older shall be considered adult dogs. The owners/operators shall notify county staff when the
facility is occupied. Following the first 12-months of occupancy, the use shall be reviewed
by the County Planning Agency. If necessary, the use shall be reviewed by the Planning
Commission and County Board. The kennel owners/operators shall be responsible for the
application fee if the use is taken back to the Planning Commission and County Board for
review. Following the initial 12-month review, provided the use is found to be in full
compliance with the kennel standards of the ordinance, the conditions of the resolution, and
the findings of the resolution of approval of the interim use permit, the use may continue
until there is a change of operation, change of ownership, or if there is a violation of the
permit. Change of operation shall include, but is not limited to, additional adult dogs,
expansion of facilities, or intensification as outlined in condition number 17.
23. That breeding of dogs, offering dogs over four months of age for sale, boarding of dogs, all

of which constitute a kennel as defined by the county ordinance, shall be discontinued
immediately. Ordinance defined kennel activities may not resume until a new facility
meeting the requirements of the ordinance is constructed and operational.
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This Interim Use Permit shall become effective immediately upon its passage and without
publication.
Passed this 16th Day of February 2021.

__________________________________________
Chair, Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners
ATTEST: ___________________________
County Administrator

STATE OF MINNESOTA, COUNTY OF BLUE EARTH
This instrument was acknowledged before me on __________________________, by Kip Bruender,
Chair of the Board, and by Robert W Meyer, County Administrator.
________________________________________
(Signature of Notary Officer)
Title ____________________________________
(Stamp)
My commission expires: ___________________
(Month/day/year)
DRAFTED BY:
Blue Earth County
Property & Environmental Resources
P.O. Box 3566
Mankato, MN 56002-3566
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PC 02-21
Rick and Angela DeMartini
Dog Kennel Interim Use Permit
01/06/2021

Applicants & Property Owners
Rick and Angela DeMartini
57370 174th LN
Good Thunder MN 56037
Request
Request for review and approval of an interim use permit application to operate a dog kennel. The
proposed kennel will accommodate up to 12 adult dogs and will on occasion offer litters of puppies
for sale. The property is zoned agricultural and is in the southwest corner of the southwest quarter
of Section 20, Decoria Township. The property address is 57370 174th Lane, Good Thunder MN.
Legal Description
Part of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 20,
Decoria Township
Zoning
The property is zoned Agricultural.
Site Description and Project Proposal
The property consists of 4.42 acres and includes a single-family dwelling and associated out
buildings. The purpose of the kennel is to allow four or more breeding’s of dogs and the sale of
the resulting litters. The applicants are proposing to construct a 40’ x 80’ barn with 12 – 8’ x 7’
indoor kennels, 12 – 10’ x 55’ outside kennel runs, and a fenced in exercise area. A separate
fenced in area will accommodate the applicant’s personal dogs that are not associated with the
kennel. The kennel facility will house up to 12-adult dogs and will have 10 nursery kennels for
whelping litters of puppies. The proposed barn, outside kennel runs and exercise area meet the
required setbacks from any property lines and neighboring residential dwellings. See Attachments
A-2.
Project Outcome
If approved, the applicant will first apply for the necessary building permits. Once the permit is
issued, they will then begin construction on the enclosed structure and the fenced-in dog runs.
Upon completion, the applicants will be allowed four or more breeding’s of dogs and the sale of
the resulting litters with up to 12 adult dogs.
Land Use Plan
The 1998 Land Use Plan directed the review for appropriateness of permitted and conditional uses
in all zoning districts. The 1996 Land Use Ordinance listed as a conditional use veterinary and
animal clinics and the facilities for the care and/or breeding of animals including kennels. In 2012,
1
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kennels were separated from veterinary facilities and performance standards specific to kennels
were adopted. Kennels have since been changed to an Interim Use.
The Current Land Use Plan includes an Agricultural Goal that states: Blue Earth County will
maintain its agricultural areas by limiting new development to reduce conflicts between farm and
non-farm uses… The proposed kennel will not likely conflict with nearby agricultural uses.
The Plan includes a Land Use Goal that states: The County will support the utilization of its land
and related natural resources, so they are conserved for future generations. The proposed kennel
could likely be removed someday, and the land converted back to its current condition.
The Plan includes a Land Use Objective that states: Preserve the health, safety, and welfare of all
residents and the environment in Blue Earth County. In 2012 performance standards for kennels
were added to the ordinance in part to address the issue of protecting the health, safety, and welfare
of all residents and the environment.
Access
There is no change in access being proposed. Access to and from the property is serviced by 174th
Lane.
Existing Land Use within ¼ Mile
North:
The applicant’s home and a steep wooded hillside meeting the definition of a bluff
that overlooks a large open area.
South:
174th Lane (a township road), cropland and a wooded ravine system.
East:
Open space, two dwellings both at approximately 600 feet, and cropland.
Southeast: A bluff system that leads to a gravel pit.
West:
Open space and a wooded bluff system that overlooks the Cobb River valley.
NATURAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
Topography
According to the County’s Two-Foot Contour Map, the area of the barn and outside kennel area is
flat.
Floodplain
The nearest area of mapped floodplain is approximately 625 feet to the west. The kennel area is
approximately 118 feet above the floodplain area.
Shoreland
The property is not within the shoreland overlay district. The nearest area of shoreland is
approximately 450 feet to the west of the kennel area.
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Township Review
Staff received an email from the Decoria Township Clerk dated October 10, 2020. The clerk
indicated the Board’s request that all dogs be in a fenced in area and not free roaming. The
Board indicated that all noise-related complaints would be deferred to the County Sheriff’s
office.
Environmental Health Review
See Attachment A-4
Applicable Sections of the Zoning Ordinance
Sec. 24-3 Definitions and word usage.
Kennel means a place where four (4) or more dogs or four (4) or more cats, or a combination of
both, over four (4) months of age are boarded, bred or offered for sale.
Sec. 24-112 Uses.
(c) Interim uses. The following uses may be allowed in the A district as an interim use as regulated
in article II of this chapter.
(9) Kennels as regulated in Sec. 24-328.
Sec. 24-328 Kennels.
This subsection addresses performance standards for the establishment and operation of a kennel
as described by this ordinance.
(a) The use shall comply with all applicable county, state, and federal regulations.
(b) The structures used for animal confinement requires a minimum 100 foot setback from
any property line and 500 feet from any residential dwelling other than the applicant’s
dwelling.
(c) Onsite facilities shall be designed to accommodate all waste generated from kennels
including housing and clean up.
(d) Each large adult animal shall be provided with a separate fenced run of at least 36 square
feet that shall be located at least 100 feet from any property line.
(e) If a kennel facility is designed to accommodate boarding, it shall include adequate heating,
cooling, ventilation, and lighting.
(f) All outdoor kennel facilities shall provide adequate shelter from the elements including
sunlight, rain, snow, and hot or cold weather.
(g) Kennel facilities shall be adequately drained and maintained in a healthful manner.
(h) Signs shall meet the requirements of Sec. 24-311.
Standards for Granting an Interim Use Permit
a. That the proposed use conforms with the county land use plan.
b. The demonstrated need for the proposed use.
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c. That the proposed use will not degrade the water quality of the county.
d. That the proposed use will not adversely increase the quantity of water runoff.
e. That soil conditions are adequate to accommodate the proposed use.
f. That the proposed use does not create a potential pollution hazard.
g. That adequate utility, access roads, drainage and other necessary facilities have been or are
being provided.
h. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide sufficient off-street parking and
loading space to serve the proposed use.
i. That facilities are provided to eliminate any traffic congestion or traffic hazard which may
result from the proposed use.
j. That the interim use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted.
k. That the establishment of the interim use will not impede the normal and orderly development
and improvement of surrounding vacant property for predominant uses in the area.
l. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to prevent or control offensive odor, fumes,
dust, noise and vibration, so that none of these will constitute a nuisance, and to control lighted
signs and other lights in such a manner that no disturbance to neighboring properties will result.
m. That the density of proposed residential development is not greater than the density of the
surrounding neighborhood or not greater than the density indicated by the applicable zoning
district.
n. That the intensity of proposed commercial or industrial development is not greater than the
intensity of the surrounding uses or not greater than the intensity characteristic of the applicable
zoning district.
o. That site specific conditions and such other conditions are established as required for the
protection of the public's health, safety, morals and general welfare.
Proposed Findings of Facts
(The proposed findings below are directly related to the above standards, labeled, items a-o)
After careful review of the project and all associated documents, staff has developed the following
opinions for this proposal:
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1. That the proposed use conforms with the County Land Use Plan.
The Current Land Use Plan includes an Agricultural Goal that states: Blue Earth County will
maintain its agricultural areas by limiting new development to reduce conflicts between farm
and non-farm uses… The proposed kennel will not likely conflict with nearby agricultural uses.
The Plan includes a Land Use Goal that states: The County will support the utilization of its
land and related natural resources, so they are conserved for future generations. The proposed
kennel could likely be removed someday, and the land converted back to its current condition.
The Plan includes a Land Use Objective that states: Preserve the health, safety, and welfare of
all residents and the environment in Blue Earth County. In 2012, performance standards for
kennels were added to the ordinance in part to address the issue of protecting the health, safety,
and welfare of all residents and the environment. Therefore, the proposed use conforms with
the County Land Use plan.
2. The demonstrated need for the proposed use.
The owners/applicants have found a niche market for their puppies and their proposal requires
approval of an interim use permit.
3. That the proposed use will not degrade the water quality of the County.
The topography of the site is flat which will allow more water to infiltrate into the ground vs.
an area with steeper topography. In addition, with proper cleanup of dog waste, the proposed
use should not degrade the water quality of the County.
4. That the proposed use will not adversely increase the quantity of water runoff.
The addition of a 3,200-square foot barn and parking area seems unlikely to adversely increase
the quantity of water runoff in this area.
5. That soil conditions are adequate to accommodate the proposed use.
The County soils map lists the soil type of the area as Minnetonka silty clay loam. This is
generally a poorly drained soil. The soil conditions appear to be adequate to accommodate
the proposed use.
6. That the proposed use does not create a potential pollution hazard.
The topography of the site is flat which will allow more water to infiltrate into the ground vs.
an area with steeper topography. In addition, with proper cleanup of dog waste, the proposed
use should not degrade the water quality of the County
7. That adequate utility, access roads, drainage and other necessary facilities have been or are
being provided.
An existing driveway access will serve the parking area. Utility service is already provided to
the property and drainage does not appear to be an issue.
5
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8. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide sufficient off-street parking and
loading space to serve the proposed use.
Off-street parking is shown on the applicant’s site plan.
9. That facilities are provided to eliminate any traffic congestion or traffic hazard which may
result from the proposed use.
It is unlikely the limited increase in traffic will create traffic congestion or hazards on the
township road.
10. That the interim use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted.
The proposed kennel will be approximately 600 feet from two homes to the east. The proposed
kennel will exceed the required 500-foot setback to residences other than the applicants. In
addition, the noise control and proposed screening included in the submitted business plan
should reduce the impact on neighboring properties. Therefore, the approval of an interim
use permit for a kennel appears unlikely to be injurious to the use and enjoyment of any
property in its immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted.
11. That the establishment of the interim use will not impede the normal and orderly development
and improvement of surrounding vacant property for predominant uses in the area.
There are several vacant, neighboring properties with development rights that are currently
used for agricultural purposes. The establishment of the proposed use does not appear likely
to negatively impact neighboring properties for future development.
12. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to prevent or control offensive odor, fumes,
dust, noise and vibration, so that none of these will constitute a nuisance, and to control lighted
signs and other lights in such a manner that no disturbance to neighboring properties will result.
The proposed kennel will be approximately 600 feet from two homes to the east. The proposed
kennel will exceed the required 500-foot setback to residences other than the applicants. In
addition, the noise control and proposed screening included in the submitted business plan
should reduce the impact on neighboring properties. Furthermore, with adherence to the
required performance standards of the ordinance, the proposed use is unlikely to create a
nuisance for neighboring properties.
13. That the density of proposed residential development is not greater than the density of the
surrounding neighborhood or not greater than the density indicated by the applicable zoning
district.
This standard does not apply to the proposed use.
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14. That the intensity of proposed commercial or industrial development is not greater than the
intensity of the surrounding uses or not greater than the intensity characteristic of the applicable
zoning district.
Kennels are listed as an interim use in the agricultural district.
15. That site specific conditions and such other conditions are established as required for the
protection of the public's health, safety, morals and general welfare.
The protection of the public’s health, safety, morals and general welfare have been addressed
through the required performance standards for this type of interim use and in the conditions
included below.
Recommendation
Staff recommends APPROVAL of the request for an interim use permit to operate a dog kennel
with up to 12 adult dogs in the agricultural district. The recommendation of staff is contingent
upon the following conditions:
1. That the applicant shall meet all required Chapter 24 performance standards in Section 24328 Kennels.
2. The applicant shall apply for a construction permit prior to commencement of any
construction activities on this property.
3. The kennel facility shall match or be of a smaller footprint than the approved site plan. Any
change to the site plan shall be reviewed by the County Planning Agency.
4. That the kennel must be operated at all times in conformance with the Business Plan
submitted to the Planning Agency with the application for the Interim Use Permit.
5. That any and all signs associated with the kennel shall comply with the sigh standards of the
County Ordinance.
6. That applicant must implement and maintain noise control measures described in the
applicant’s Business Plan. The applicant shall notify Blue Earth County Property and
Environmental Resources whenever there is a change proposed to the noise control plan.
7. All employee, customer, construction and delivery parking must be provided on-site in the
designated area. Parking on the township road or in its right-of-way is prohibited.
8. That the applicants shall apply adequate dust control a minimum of twice per year in an area
100 feet in each direction, east and west, of the neighboring residence to the east. Applications
shall be made during the early and mid-summer months. Dust control shall include calcium
chloride at an application rate and strength equal to or greater than that used by the Blue Earth
County Public Works Department. If an alternative product is used, it shall obtain the same
level of control as the product referenced above.
9. That prior to construction of the kennel, the applicant must provide a plan to screen the
customer parking area from the kennel and outside dog runs to help reduce visibility from the
dogs and to help reduce barking when visitors arrive at the kennel. The screening plan must
7
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be implemented prior to operation of the kennel and maintained throughout the operation of
the kennel.
10. That once the proposed kennel facility is operational, use of the existing kennel building and
fenced runs in the northeast portion of the property to house or exercise dogs shall be
discontinued no later than September 1, 2021.
11. That the only areas on the property where dogs for the kennel operation are allowed are the
large run area, outside kennel runs and the kennel building.
12. That the large run area, outside kennel runs and the kennel building must be operated and
maintained in accordance with MN Statute Chapter 347 (and as amended) and any other
applicable laws, rules and regulations.
13. That the large run area, outside kennel runs and the kennel building must be operated and
maintained so that no dogs are able to leave those areas or the applicant’s property.
14. That all wastewater associated with the facility be collected and disposed of consistent with
State and County Rules. That that applicant must obtain all required wastewater permits
prior to construction. The applicant shall notify Blue Earth County Property and
Environmental Resources whenever there is a change proposed to the storage or generation
of wastewater.
15. That the waste generated from the kennel must be legally disposed of. Waste disposal must
be implemented as indicated in the applicant’s business plan. The applicant shall notify Blue
Earth County Property and Environmental Resources whenever there is a change proposed to
the waste disposal plan.
16. That the straight pipe leaving the existing kennel building be removed when all kennel
activities have moved to the new facility. If there are any bathrooms, laundry, shower/sink
waste, or any culinary activities that remain in the existing kennel building, they must be
served by a code compliant septic system designed for the use.
17. Routine inspections of fences, gates and perimeter areas shall be conducted by the applicant.
All necessary repair, replacement or correction of any structural flaws shall be made as soon
as possible to ensure that dogs will not leave their designated areas.
18. That any expansion or intensification of the proposed use shall be reviewed by the County
Planning Agency and taken before the Planning Commission and approved by the County
Board prior to the commencement of the expansion or intensification. Expansion or
intensification shall include adding boarding services, training services, grooming services,
etc., and proposals to increase the number of adult dogs to more than 12.
19. That any proposed change in ownership of the property with the intention of continuing
kennel operations, shall be reviewed by the County Planning Agency and taken before the
Planning Commission and approved by the County Board prior to the change of ownership.
20. That any proposed change in management of the kennel, or a proposed lease agreement of
the kennel facility, shall be reviewed by the County Planning Agency and taken before the
Planning Commission and approved by the County Board prior to the change in management
or commencement of a lease agreement of the facility.
8
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21. If the use does not commence within one year from the date of approval by the County
Board, the proposed use shall be brought back before the Planning Commission and County
Board for review and approval.
22. The interim use shall be effective for 12 months following the initial occupancy of the
facility by any number of dogs, but not to exceed 12 adult dogs. Dogs four months old and
older shall be considered adult dogs. The owners/operators shall notify county staff when the
facility is occupied. Following the first 12-months of occupancy, the use shall be reviewed
by the County Planning Agency. If necessary, the use shall be reviewed by the Planning
Commission and County Board. The kennel owners/operators shall be responsible for the
application fee if the use is taken back to the Planning Commission and County Board for
review. Following the initial 12-month review, provided the use is found to be in full
compliance with the kennel standards of the ordinance, the conditions of the resolution, and
the findings of the resolution of approval of the interim use permit, the use may continue
until there is a change of operation, change of ownership, or if there is a violation of the
permit. Change of operation shall include, but is not limited to, additional adult dogs,
expansion of facilities, or intensification as outlined in condition number 17.
23. That breeding of dogs, offering dogs over four months of age for sale, boarding of dogs, all

of which constitute a kennel as defined by the county ordinance, shall be discontinued
immediately. Ordinance defined kennel activities may not resume until a new facility
meeting the requirements of the ordinance is constructed and operational.

Attachments:
A-1 General Location Map
A-2 Proposed Site Map
A-3 Required Setbacks Map
A-4 Environmental Health Review
A-5 Applicant’s Kennel Proposal
A-6 November 2020 BOA Minutes
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Kennel Setback Map
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Disclaimer: Blue Earth County Property & Environmental Resources Department may provide information to the public “as is” without warranty of any kind,
expressed or implied, regardless of its format or the means of its transmission. There is no guarantee or representation to the user as to the accuracy, currency,
suitability or reliability of the data for any purpose. In no event will Blue Earth County or its employees be liable to anyone for damages arising from the use of
the property data. The user of data assumes responsibility for the installation and use of the results obtained from the data. If you have questions about this
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A-4
Blue Earth County - Property & Environmental Resources
P.O. Box 3566, Mankato, Minnesota 56002-3566
Phone: (507) 304-4381

Planning Application Reviews
Date Printed:

December 29, 2020

Permit Number:

PL2020138

Property Owner:

DEMARTINI RICK D &
ANGELA J

Applicant:

DEMARTINI RICK D & ANGELA
J

Parcel Number:

R35.14.20.300.020

File ID:

PC 02-21

Application Description:

Request for review and approval of an interim use permit application to operate a dog kennel.
The proposed kennel will accommodate up to 12 adult dogs and will on occasion offer litters
of puppies for sale. The property is zoned agricultural and is located in the southwest corner
of the southwest quarter of the southwest quarter of Section 20, Decoria Township. The
property address is 57370 174th Lane, Good Thunder MN.

Septic Review
Status:

Complete - Comments Received

Comments: The septic system serving the existing house is compliant and it appears the parcel has adequate
space for a secondary drainfield location to the NW when needed. The proposed plan seems to be
outside any of the setbacks to either location. No additional requirements at this time. Anderson
Jesse 12/28/2020 10:46 AM

Well Review
Status:

Complete - Comments Received

Comments: A review of the well information for this property indicates that it contains one in-use well,
unique # 520803, and two seaeld wells, unique # H82041 & H256810. The in-use well was
drilled by Baer Well Drilling in 1993. The sealed wells were sealed by Baer Well Drilling and
Jadd Seppmann & Sons in 1992 & 2007. The proposed interim use permit request does not
create any negative impacts to the existing well situation. grant 12/23/2020 2:18 PM

Wetland Review
Status:

Complete - Comments Received

Comments: A review of the National Wetlands Inventory does not indicate the presence of any NWI
wetlands in the area proposed to construct a new dog kennel for this proposed interim use permit
request. A review of the soil map indicates that the proposed dog kennel site is composed of
soils from the Minnetonka silty clay loam soil series (364). These soils are considered hydric
(wetland soils) and typically exhibit a depth to water table between 6 to 10 inches. A review of
aerial photos and other resource materials does not provide any additional evidence to confirm
or deny the likely presence of wetlands on this property. The approval of this interim use permit
does not negatively impact any wetlands which may exist on this property. Blue Earth County
will conduct an on-site review of the site when a construction application is applied for and it is
within the growing season required for a proper review. grant 12/28/2020 3:07 PM
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BUSINESS PLAN

Bella’s House of Doodles
57370 174th Lane, Good Thunder, MN 56037
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Executive Summary
The Business
I started Bella’s House of Doodles on December 12, 2019. My family lost a Golden Doodle
named Bella in the winter of 2015 and I worked hard to figure out how to honor her memory. I
did so by researching dog breeds, bloodlines, the dog breeding market, and costs with the intent
to start my own breeding business. My goal is to raise and breed dogs in a loving and caring
home, and then to sell the puppies to families and individuals who have the same values as I do.
Ownership and Management
The Business is a sole proprietorship with Angela DeMartini as the proprietor. Angela DeMartini
will run the day-to-day operations, and her family will assist as needed.
The hour of operations for the kennel are as follows: on the week days and weekends customers
would be allowed to buy puppies onsite between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.
Goals and Objectives
The Business will provide great non-allergenic animals to customers, to enjoy and love for a
reasonable price, so that everyone, even those who are less fortunate, can have a loving, caring
fur friend.
The Product
Non-allergenic puppies that can be trained to be both service dogs and therapy dogs. We breed a
wide variety of dog types, but primarily focus on breeding Goldendoodles and Bernedoodles.
However, we breed other types depending on a wide variety of factors. The Business does not
perform any type of service dog training on site, instead it evaluates the puppies to determine
which ones have the best temperament and personality to be trained as a service dog. The
Business then advertises the puppies as such. The puppies are sold to a customer who then has
the training done on their own, not through the Business.
The Target Market
At the present time we have animals in a 7-state area, and we are planning and executing stages
to fly our pups all around the U.S., accompanied by flight nannies.
Facilities
The Business plans to construct a 40’x80’ barn, located on the southwestern portion of the
property. This facility would have 12 8’x7’ indoor kennels, and 12 10’x55’ outside kennel runs.
This would allow the facility to house up to 12 adult dogs. In addition, there would be 10 nursey
kennels, which are used for whelping litters. The indoor space will be heated and airconditioned.
The facility will have 3 acres of property fenced in to allow the dogs to be walked during the day
in groups to provide additional exercise. Finally, the Business will be putting in a 2,000-gallon
holding tank to handle any runoff water that results from washing kennels, animals, bathrooms,
etc. The Business would expect this facility to take 6 months to build after approval of an interim
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use permit, depending on factors outside the Business’ control such as weather and availability
of construction materials that could be reduced due to COVID-19.
There are two 5’x8’ sickbay/quarantine kennels located inside the new facility to house an
animal that is sick or newly brought to the kennel.
Attached is a site plan map showing the proposed location of the new facility.
Noise Control
An aspect of any kennel is trying to keep noise levels down. To do this, the Business would
install sound proofing walls in the new facility to reduce any sound in the interior from going
outside. In addition, the Business has bark collars for the animals. Privacy fencing will be
installed around the facility to help noise rebound towards the facility instead of to neighboring
properties. Finally, the outside kennel runs will have garage door type doors installed on the top
of them that can be closed to help reduce the amount of sound generated by dogs who are
outside. The dogs will be allowed to be outside from 6 a.m. to 8 p.m., but otherwise will be
locked inside.
The Business will be installing trees to screen the facility and help further reduce noise as shown
on the attached site map. The Business has not decided on the exact type of trees to be planted,
as it will be dependent on prices at the time they are bought. The Business plans to buy and plant
the trees in the summer of 2021. The trees will likely grow up to 8’ tall and be 4”-5” in width at
the base.
Waste Disposal
Any waste generated by the animals is picked up on a daily basis and bagged and placed into a
dumpster that is emptied by Peterson Refuse & Demo at least once every two weeks.
The Business has services set up with Mankato Pet Cremation, LLC for the disposal of any
animal mortalities.
Customers
On a yearly average, there would be less than one customer a day at the kennel. The way it
works is that most customers come in short bursts, that coincides with puppies becoming 8
weeks old. On average during these periods, there will be less than 10 cars in a four-day period
coming to the kennel to pick up and view puppies. The majority of customers come via
appointment and therefore it is very rare for more than one customer to be at the kennel at a time.
The customers will park in the area designated on the attached site plan map and will not need to
park on the street.
Return of Dogs
In the event that a puppy is returned to the Business, the Business accepts the puppy back. The
Business will evaluate the puppy over a period of weeks to determine the puppy’s temperament
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and personality. After the evaluation is complete, the Business will begin trying to rehome the
puppy in an environment that will best suit its individual temperament and personality.

Advertising
The Business will have no signs placed on the property, nor is there any intent to place signs
anywhere off-street leading to the property. Our advertising is done by word of mouth,
Facebook, Twitter, and a variety of animal websites.
State Licensing
Currently the Business is working with the State of Minnesota to obtain a license to be a
commercial dog breeder. An inspection by the Minnesota Board of Animal Health is being
scheduled, and it is believed the Business is in compliance with all requirements to qualify for a
state license except that it needs a conditional use permit from Blue Earth County to be in
compliance with all local and county ordinances.
Interim Use Permit and Variance
Currently the Business is working to obtain an interim use permit to operate a kennel in Blue
Earth County.
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Attachment A-6 - BOA Minutes
MINUTES
Blue Earth County Board of Adjustment
Regular Meeting
Wednesday, November 4, 2020
7:00 p.m.
1.

CALL TO ORDER
The virtual meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman Kurt Anderson. Board of
Adjustment members participating in the virtual meeting included Kurt Anderson, Bill Anderson,
Barry Jacques and Joe Smentek. Staff members Mark Manderfeld, Garett Rohlfing and George
Leary also participated.

2.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mr. Bill Anderson made a motion to approve the minutes for the September 2, 2020 virtual Board
of Adjustment meeting. Mr. Jacques seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.

3.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Leary said there was no change to the agenda.

4.

NEW BUSINESS

BOA 10-20
Bob & Letetia Klebel – Request for review and approval of a variance to reduce the required setback from
the toe of a bluff from 5 feet to 0 feet and the required 130-foot setback from a county road to 104 feet to
construct a detached garage on an existing foundation. The property is zoned agricultural and is in the
northeast quarter of the northwest quarter of Section 21, South Bend Township. The location address is
21050 549th Ave, Mankato MN 56001.
Mr. Rohlfing presented the staff report.
The applicant participated in the virtual meeting and had no additional input. There was no other public
comment.
Mr. Jacques stated he saw no problems with the request.
Mr. Smentek agreed with Mr. Jacques and added it is a unique property and making use of the foundation
is reasonable.
Mr. Bill Anderson stated the bluff looks stable and indicated he had no objections.
The Board moved on with the findings-of-fact checklist.
FINDINGS OF FACT
SUPPORTING/DENYING A VARIANCE
Name of Applicant: Bob & Letetia Klebel

Date: 11/04/2020

Parcel #: R50.08.21.126.006
Variance Application #: BOA 10-20
The criteria for the granting of a variance are set forth in Chapter 24 of the Blue Earth County Ordinance, Section
24-48(j). Variances will only be issued when the Board of Adjustment answers “Yes” to each of the six questions
set forth below.
1.

Is the variance in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the official control?
Yes (X) No ( )
Why or why not?
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All indicated “YES”. In this case, the official control is related to the required setback from the
center of a County Road and to the toe of a bluff. County Road setback requirements are typically
related to safety along roads which allow traffic to move at an increased speed. This road has
minimal traffic flow and the proposal has been reviewed and approved by the County Public Works
Department. Setbacks to the toe of the bluff are typically related to the safety and integrity of the
structure due to a failing bluff. In this case there is an existing foundation and the bluff appears to
be stable. If the applicant were to remove the existing foundation to make room for a new one, it
may be detrimental to the bluff’s stability. Therefore, the request appears to be in harmony with
the general purpose and intent of the official control.
2.

Is the variance consistent with the intent of the comprehensive plan (also referred to as the “Blue Earth
County Land Use Plan”)?
Yes (X) No ( )
Why or why not?

All indicated “YES”. The Blue Earth County Land Use Plan, as adopted in 2018, include an
Agricultural Goal that states: “Blue Earth County will maintain its agricultural areas by limiting
new development to reduce conflicts between farm and non-farm uses…” The site is already
developed and is not in a prime agricultural area.
In addition, the Land Use Plan includes a Community Resilience objective to minimize ravine,
stream bank and bluff erosion… The foundation for the proposed building has been in place for
many years and is at the toe of the bluff. The bluff appears stable. The construction of the
building should not impact the integrity of the bluff. Considering that the site is already
developed, not prime agricultural area, and the proposal should not impact the integrity of the
bluff, it appears the proposal is not in conflict with the Land Use Plan.
3.

Is the property owner proposing to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by an
official control?
Yes (X) No ( )
Why or why not?

All indicated “YES”. The property is located in the Agricultural district, detached accessory
structures are a permitted use. The required setbacks in this case are based on safety for traffic
on CR 120 and the bluffs stability. The request has been reviewed by the County Public Works
department and has been determined not to be a concern for nearby traffic. The bluff appears to
be stable with the existing foundation in place. The construction of a detached accessory
structure onto an existing foundation is a reasonable request. The proposed location makes an
efficient use of the property and therefore, the request appears to be reasonable but not
permitted by an official control.
4.

Is the plight of the landowner due to circumstances unique to the property, not created by the
landowner?
Yes (X) No ( )
Why or why not?

All indicated “YES”. The applicant/property owner purchased the property in 2006. At that
time the foundation had been there for quite some time already. The applicant is proposing to
use an existing foundation to build a detached shed. The foundation is currently 100%
impervious and by not building a new shed in a different location on the property, stormwater
runoff will not be increased. Therefore, it appears the plight of the landowner is due to
circumstances unique to the property.
5.

Will the issuance of the variance maintain the essential character of the locality?
Yes (X)
Why or why not?

No ( )

All indicated “YES”. The essential character of the locality is a mix of residential and
agricultural. It is unlikely that building a shed onto an existing foundation will alter the essential
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character of the locality. Therefore, it appears the issuance of the variance will not alter the
essential character of the locality.
6.

Does the practical difficulty includes more than economic considerations alone?
Yes (X)
Why or why not?

No ( )

All indicated “YES”. The practical difficulty is related to the existing location of the foundation
and the narrow footprint of the property due to steep slopes. The practical difficulty also relates
to the access of snow removal equipment during the winter months. The proposed detached shed
allows the property owner to make better use of the property while using an existing foundation
and not creating any additional impervious surface. It appears the practical difficulty includes
more than economic considerations alone.
There was no further discussion and no further questions.
Mr. Smentek stated the findings have unanimous support. He then made a motion to approve the variance
as outlined by staff.
Mr. Jacques seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously by a roll call vote.
BOA 12-20
Rick and Angela DeMartini – Request for review and approval of an after-the-fact variance to reduce the
required setbacks of a kennel. This includes reducing the setback to a property line from 100 feet to 4.7
feet and reducing the setback to a neighboring residence from 500 feet to 360 feet. The property is zoned
agricultural and is in part of the southwest quarter of the southwest quarter of Section 20, Decoria
Township. The location address is 57370 174th Lane, Good Thunder MN 56037
Mr. Leary presented the report.
Mr. Kurt Anderson indicated he had received a phone call from Jeff Henry asking if the applicant could
challenge the outcome. Mr. Anderson told him he could do so in District Court.
Mr. Smentek indicated he was approached by the applicant on Facebook. He stated he did not respond due
to the Board of Adjustment bylaws.
Mr. Jacques stated he had no contact with anyone.
Jacob Birkholz represented the applicants. He provided the following information.
• The county has been involved with this since 2015.
• His client has worked closely with the county to provide a lawful kennel.
• The proposed findings are cursory and fail to acknowledge the significant history.
• In 2015, his client made a presentation not due to complaints, but to have a kennel that was
operational.
• In 2015, Mr. Leary questioned if it was a kennel as defined by county ordinance.
• In 2015, Mr. Leary suggested that DeMartini’s apply for a CUP, but never mentioned the need
for a variance.
• The proposed findings did not indicate the approval obtained from either the Minnesota Board of
Animal Health or Humane Society for the suitability of the site for the animals and their welfare.
• The use is supported by the agricultural and Land Use Plan.
• Mr. Leary, the county attorney, and the Humane Society have visited the site and expressed no
concerns other than distances.
• The proposed finding of the concerns for Health, Safety and Welfare is only a suggestion and not
a fact.
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A dog kennel and raising animals is an agricultural purpose – the owners of neighboring property
may be subjected to inconvenience or discomfort arriving from normal and accepted agricultural
practices, including noise, etc. The only concern in the proposed findings is noise.
The county, Humane Society and Board of Animal Health have noted the appropriate setup and
health and safety of the animals.
The only concern of the county is of the two residents.
The county failed to make any notation to the timing of the complaints.
The complaints specifically include one single complaint in 2017, October 17th.
No complaints were noted in 2015 or 2016.
In 2018, complaints were filed December 16th and 23rd.
In 2019, complaints were filed June 19th and October 4th.
In 2020, complaints were filed April 5th and 17th. No complaints have been filed since.
In May of 2020, the applicants put bark collars on the dogs.
A fence and all suitable arrangements for noise from the dogs has been addressed.
It is the applicant’s position that the health, safety and welfare of the residents has been met.
Therefore, the variance is consistent with the Land Use Plan.
The suggestion that the setback requirements are linked to noise is arbitrary and capricious.
Relocating the kennel to the southwest corner of the property would have little impact on noise.
The kennel has no runoff, dogs are not leaving the area, there is no physical impact on neighboring
property other than noise and the noise issue has been addressed.
The proposed findings do not address what will happen to the barn if left where it is.
The idea that the barn would be abandoned and that the $150K improvement to the land and fence
would be ameliorated by the removal of the use and placing the use approximately 300-feet to
the south and west would incur damage not only to the land, water runoff, visibility, no additional
benefits to any of the residents by moving the location simply due to the setback requirements.
The barn will become dilapidated.
The use would be reasonable manner, not permitted by an official control. There is no reference
why the proposed would not be reasonable. There is no requirement that the alternative use be
more reasonable.
Using the barn for agricultural purposes, particularly raising dogs, would be consistent with its
prior use and the current use as long as all state, local and federal health codes, [undecipherable],
that has happened since April of 2020 to present.
The county has maintained that the plight of the landowner is not unique to the property. The
only suggestion by the county is that the two applications for a conditional use permit has been
withdrawn. The only reason the applications were withdrawn was because Mr. Leary told the
applicant more information was needed to move forward. That information includes the ongoing
use of the kennel, whether or not the kennel met the definition of a kennel and if the Humane
Society and the Board of Animal Health would approve the ongoing use. The applicants were
told to invest $150K within six months to engage in an entirely new facility in order to even move
forward with a conditional use permit. Due to finances and circumstances on the property which
are unique to the landowner, specifically having a barn and having the space already in place
makes this unique.
The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality. There is no fact that supports
the proposed finding that there will be an impact on neighboring residences. Bark collars and
fences have been provided, therefore there is no noise issue and there are no loose dogs.
Therefore, the essential character of the locality will be maintained. Leaving an abandoned barn
and fencing will not maintain the essential character.
The proposed findings do not address economic considerations. Abandoning the existing and
building new would be more detrimental. The request is to leave the barn and facility in place.
Building a new facility that is closer to the road will be far more detrimental simply to meet
setback requirements. Building a new facility and damaging the area is more of a concern than
using the current facility in its highest and best use.
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The applicants have acted in good faith. There has been constant interaction since 2015 with the
applicant and Blue Earth County. This was done at the request of the owner, not the county.
There have been more complaints once the applicant started working with staff again.
The county did not indicate a variance was required until approximately September of 2020.
Staff have indicated a variance was a more appropriate avenue. A variance could have been
sought sooner if county staff would have suggested that. Therefore, five years of constant
interaction is an act of good faith.
The owners have slowly and properly increased the kennel over time. It is still not substantial, in
2015 she only had her own dogs and did not meet the definition of a kennel. It is not an ongoing
kennel, she only desires to operate a kennel. Simply because there was email communications in
2015 and withdrawn applications at the request of the county because additional information was
needed, Mr. Leary indicated he would deny the request without the information.
The applicant has made a substantial investment of $150K to transform the interior to comply
with all state, local and federal laws.
The project is complete
They have no information indicating kennels are more than unique in any location. There are
very few kennels in an agricultural district. It is not a basis for denying an after-the fact variance.
Suggesting the kennel can be relocated ignores the fact that that a new location would be less
desirable. There would be the cost of a new building and it would be closer to the road.
Purchasing the property to the west was considered. Mr. Leary indicated he would never
authorize or approve a kennel in the conservation zoned district. Therefore, why would the
applicant desire to build a kennel where the county would fight them later. Therefore, it is a fact
that it is the best and highest use in its current location. Mr. Leary or the county has never
indicated they would approve that building in a separate location simply because it met the
setback requirements and encouraged the applicants to submit a variance.
The issuance of the variance and to keep with the harmony of the entire purpose of the setback
requirement should be read together. Meaning, 500-feet from the neighboring property owner,
in this case it is 360-feet, so it is not a substantial request. It would be easier to put trees, brush,
and shrubs to minimize noise and visibility on the ease side of the barn, rather than to block the
entire roadway with trees and a fence.
Moving the property to another location would be highly detrimental to the natural land and would
create additional water runoff, use of construction materials on property that is undeveloped in
an agricultural district and leave an abandoned barn with no other use and purpose, when already
approved by the Humane Society and Board of Animal Health. Therefore, it is a substantial
benefit to allow the setback and requirement and approve the variance.

Mr. Leary provided the following response to comments made by Mr. Birkholz:
- December 21, 2015, an email was sent to Ms. DeMartini that included a variance application, the
definition of a kennel from the county ordinance and the kennel standards. Following that, in 2016
and 2019 applications were submitted for locations that met all setback requirements.
-

The comments from the Humane Society and Minnesota Board of Animal Health for the benefit of
the animals are probably good endorsements. However, the establishment of a kennel does not
require those approvals in the county ordinance.

-

It was stated that no concerns were expressed by staff during an on-site meeting earlier this fall.
The purpose of the meeting was to evaluate the setbacks.

-

Regarding the statement that the proposal does not conflict with the Land Use Plan. The position
of staff is that the use of the property for a kennel will not conflict with agricultural uses in the area.

-

It was stated that he would not allow a kennel in the Conservation District. Mr. Leary stated that
is not either his position to take, or that of staff to make, but rather is in the ordinance 69
and we
enforce the ordinance. Kennels are not an allowed use in the Conservation District.

-

It was stated that he (Mr. Leary) encouraged the variance. It is not the position of staff to encourage
a variance, but rather to lay out the processes to get to a certain point. For that reason, the
information was emailed to Ms. DeMartini on December 21, 2015 for the variance application for
the existing facility.

Mr. Leary reviewed emails he had received from the following individuals expressing their opposition to
the variance: Renae Wermanger indicating past experiences with barking dogs while in the Henry home.
Andrew Johnson stating, he had been in the Henry home on many occasions and each time they heard dogs
barking. He indicated he had also heard barking dogs at times they were talking on the phone. Paul Goebel
indicating, he was opposed to the variance for multiple reasons. He did not however specify his reasons.
David Goebel indicating, he is a property owner to the north. He stated the variance should have been
done when they started.
Debra Henry addressed the Board of Adjustment. She stated her belief that the kennel would devalue
property she and her husband own. She said there is consistent noise and they do not want to bother the
Sheriff’s office and they can’t do anything anyway; otherwise they would call every day. She added that
in 2015 and 2016, Ms. DeMartini told her she was not a breeder, but was opening a boarding and cleaning
facility. But it has progressed into a breeding facility. Ms. Henry stated there is a pipe that comes out of
the facility that runs the dirty water over the hillside. She indicated her father lives in an eldercare home
on their property. She added that he can’t stay outside to enjoy a bonfire and they have had to cancel other
family activities due to barking dogs. She also discussed the traffic indicating the business has created a
lot of traffic. She added that before they updated the barn, they should have asked about permits. If
DeMartini’s had checked on permits, they would have known about the setbacks and variances. She
concluded saying it is miserable living out there.
Jeff Henry stated the barking had been nonstop for the past two hours. He said the deputy has suggested
they try to work something out with the DeMartini’s. Mr. Henry said he sent a text to Ms. DeMartini on
September 16th at 9:52 about the barking. Ms. DeMartini responded she would check on them and later
responded that the dogs are not barking. He then reviewed some of the pictures he had sent to staff. The
pictures showed trespassing dogs near their chicken pens and others roaming around the Henry property.
He said the dogs have been locked up recently because they knew this was going to the Board of
Adjustment. Otherwise the dogs have been on their property consistently for the past five years. Mr.
Henry said they intend to build a new home and if the variance is approved, they too will need a variance
to build a house where they want to. He also stated some type of tank was dug into the ground, presumably
a septic tank and he was not aware of any permits obtained for it.
Ms. Henry asked Mr. Leary if he had received an email for Bruce Johnson. Mr. Leary said he had not seen
one form Mr. Johnson.
Mr. Johnson stated he may have made a mistake moving out to the country. He said the dogs are barking
in the morning and in the evening. At times he said it sounds like they are hooking up a sled dog team.
He said you can’t go outside to enjoy a beer or bonfire without being interrupted by dogs. He referenced
an occasion when one of the dogs went into his barn. He said the dogs had even been barking since the
meeting started.
Chairman Anderson asked if anyone else wanted to address the Board.
Mr. Leary made one point of clarification. He referenced Mr. Henry’s claim that he and his wife would
need a variance to construct their new home. Mr. Leary stated the kennel setback is not reciprocal. Meaning
the setbacks that apply to a kennel, are not applied to a dwelling proposed within the setback requirement.
The feedlot/dwelling setbacks are reciprocal, but the kennel standards do not reference that the setbacks
are reciprocal.
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Ms. Henry asked the Board if they had access to all the pictures they submitted.
Mr. Rohlfing stated he does have access to the 2,000+ photos.
Mr. Smentek asked Mr. Rohlfing if the photos are consistent with the photos shown to the Board of
Adjustment.
Mr. Rohlfing said they were similar. He added there were different dogs coming and going, but the camera
locations were in the same locations.
Chairman Anderson closed the public input portion of the meeting and turned it back to the Board of
Adjustment.
Mr. Jacques said there is a lot of information to take into consideration. He added he grew up on a farm.
He understands there is a barn that appears to be in useable condition. He suggested he could live with the
setback but has some problems with dogs running loose after reviewing the pictures.
Mr. Leary indicated to the Board there is the option to have an on-site visit. He suggested that if they had
an on-site visit, to return to the December 2nd meeting to resume the discussion and take action so the
discussion could be recorded.
Mr. Smentek stated from his perspective the input from the Minnesota Board of Animal Health and the
Humane Society do not control Blue Earth County Planning & Zoning. Their determination about the
health of the dogs is irrelevant. He further stated that he does take the setback seriously, especially things
that are not agricultural. He said while it may be allowed as a conditional use, cats and dogs are not
regulated under the Department of Agriculture but rather the Board of Animal Health. He added this is not
a normal agricultural operation, these are unique facilities. He indicated people do not move out into the
county to look at solar panels and they do not move out to live next to dog kennels either. He thought that
an on-site visit would be helpful.
Mr. Bill Anderson stated a site visit may not change his mind, but it is an option. He stated he was not
pleased with dogs encroaching onto the neighbor’s property and the neighbor’s happiness with where they
are living. He added that going to the site may allow him to see this in a different light.
Chairman Anderson told the Board of an experience he had in the neighborhood where he lives of a
neighbor that had a dog with a doggy door to go outside and the dog barked continuously. One could not
sleep with the windows open and would be waked up in the morning. He would contact the neighbors and
they were rude, but eventually they moved out. He opined that the Sheriff’s office does not have any
regulations to enforce while municipalities often do have such regulations to enforce. He stated that health,
safety and welfare are broad definitions. He agreed with Mr. Smentek, that Mr. Birkholz ’s comments on
the Board of Animal Health are not germane. He addressed Mr. Birkholz claim that it was the county’s
responsibility to inform the applicant of the need for a variance. Mr. Anderson stated their prior actions
were to construct a new facility in a location that met all of the setback requirements, yet from the report
and listening to testimony, they never indicated to county staff that rather than persuing a new structure
that met all of the setbacks, that they were going to retrofit existing barn and expand the operation in
violation of the setbacks. He added that due diligence is probably appropriate in this situation. He stated
he would support an on-site visit if the majority of the other members wished to do so.
Mr. Smentek commented on Mr. Birkholz statement that Mr. Leary said this, or Mr. Leary said that. Mr.
Smentek stated those proposals need to come before the Planning Commission. He referenced a recent
situation where it was suggested if the applicant could not build a house, they would open a mining
operation. He stated that is not correct, because the applicant must come back to the Planning Commission
for a conditional use permit. There is nothing that indicates the conditional use permit would be allowed
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even if intended in another location. It is not a given that a kennel would be allowed even if previous
applications had gone forward.
Mr. Bill Anderson made a motion to conduct a site visit. Mr. Jacques seconded the motion which passed
unanimously by a roll call vote.
Mr. Smentek made a motion to set a date for the on-site meeting.
Mr. Manderfeld asked if the meeting notice had to be published.
Mr. Leary suggested that as long as the Board indicates the meeting will resume again at the December 2nd
meeting and that no action is taken until then, we would be ok.
Chairman Anderson concurred and said when on site, it will be specifically to gather information and view
the site. No decision will be made at the site visit.
The Board of Adjustment discussed date and time options for the on-site meeting. Mr. Smentek made a
motion to meet on-site Friday November 6th at 4:00 p.m. Mr. Jacques seconded the motion. Chairman
Anderson stated it is a public meeting and that all interested parties are welcome on-site. The motion
carried unanimously by a roll call vote.
5.

OTHER BUSINESS
A. Review of proposed Board of Adjustment Bylaws

Mr. Manderfeld reviewed the proposed amendment to the Board of Adjustment Bylaws. He indicated the
proposed amendments were discussed at the October 13th County Board work session. Mr. Manderfeld
continued with a brief review of the proposed amendments which included that there be a minimum of
three members from the unincorporated areas of the county. It also includes that the Chairperson shall be
a rotating position and that the role of the Chairperson shall rotate on a biennial cycle and the Vice
Chairperson shall be elected every other year and transition to the role of the Chairperson biennially. Mr.
Manderfeld reviewed the staggered three-year terms, the approval of the appointments by the County Board
and the maximum of four full terms adding that the term limit would commence at the time of a members
next reappointment. The amendment also includes the option of written or electronic format for furnishing
information to the Board of Adjustment.
Mr. Smentek stated the amendment appears to be the housekeeping items discussed previously and he had
no issues with the proposal.
Mr. Jacques said he had no issues with the proposal.
Mr. Manderfeld indicated the County Board wanted the bylaws updated prior to moving forward with
filling the vacancy on the Board of Adjustment.
Chairman Anderson discussed the requirement of a minimum of one member from the Planning
Commission on the Board of Adjustment. Mr. Anderson encouraged the continuation of that policy. He
referenced the past practice of offering the open seat on the Board of Adjustment to the 6 th member of the
Planning Commission. He added this is a good procedure due to the experience that member has gained.
Mr. Smentek agreed with Chairman Anderson. He cited as an example if the Board of Adjustment
approves the Kennel, having that exposure and also being on the Planning Commission helps to not have
to go through everything again.
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Mr. Manderfeld said he would share the comments with the County Board. He added that some of these
items have been discussed. He said the openings would likely use the same electronic format as used for
staff openings.
Chairman Anderson commented on the experience gained from being on the Planning Commission and
what that person then brings to the Board of Adjustment. The decisions made by the Board of Adjustment
are final unless challenged in District Court. They are not heard by the County Board. Therefore, he
suggested there be an order of progression to appoint from within for the opening on the Board of
Adjustment.
Mr. Jacques commented that is how he came to the Board of Adjustment. He commented on how the
experience of being on the Planning Commission was of great help transitioning to the Board of
Adjustment.
Mr. Manderfeld indicated there was no action needed, it was for informational purposes for the Board of
Adjustment.
Mr. Bill Anderson asked for the date and number of terms he has already served.
Mr. Manderfeld clarified that the term limits start with their next reappointment.
The Board met at the DeMartini site at 4:00 p.m. Friday November 6 th. Those present included Kurt
Anderson, Bill Anderson, Barry Jacques, Joe Smentek and staff members Mark Manderfeld and Scott
Salsbury. Applicants Rick and Angela DeMartini and their son Caden along with their attorney Jacob
Birkholz were present. Members of the public included Andrew Johnson, Debra Henry, Dan Goebel, Paul
Goebel, Tim Goebel and Jim Goebel.
Mr. DeMartini showed the group the open run areas to the north and the outside kennel runs. He stated
that before there had been no privacy fence. He showed the group the 4.7-foot setback in the southeast
corner and the 12.8-foot setback point. He also reviewed the rear yard setback from the northwest corner
of the barn and the outside kennel runs.
Dan Goebel asked if the north privacy fence is on the property line. The discussion of the north property
line continued. However, the audio was inaudible.
Mr. Smentek asked about the PVC line coming from the barn.
Ms. DeMartini said it was water and washer/dryer discharge water.
There was continued discussion on the north property line, much of which was inaudible.
Mr. DeMartini asked the public not to go into the barn. However, Ms. DeMartini said that it would be ok.
Mr. Smentek again asked about the PVC line.
Mr. DeMartini said the line connects to a pre-existing barn tile line and discharges into the ravine. He said
it discharges bath, furnace and wash machine water.
The group moved to the inside of the barn and observed and office area, nursery room and inside kennel
area for older dogs. They proceeded to the outside kennel runs east of the barn and then east of the property
line. The neighboring homes to the east could be viewed.
Chairman Anderson thanked the property owners for the tour. He said the meeting will reconvene on
December 2nd. He added that staff will provide a summary of the on-site meeting. The applicant’s
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then be allowed a short presentation and others participating in the virtual meeting would be allowed to
comment.
The meeting reconvened at 7:00 p.m. December 2nd. Members present included Kurt Anderson, Bill
Anderson, Barry Jacques and Joe Smentek. Staff members Mark Manderfeld, Garett Rohlfing and George
Leary were also present.
Chairman Anderson provided a brief overview of the November 4th virtual meeting and the November 6th
on-site meeting. He asked that those interested in providing additional comments be brief and asked Mr.
Leary for a review of the on-site meeting.
Mr. Leary provided a brief summary of the November 6th on-site meeting.
Mr. Birkholz stated that the improvements made to the barn are more apparent when viewed at the on-site
meeting than what can be seen on paper. He added there were no barking dogs during the on-site visit. He
said this is a reasonable use of the property and that the circumstances are unique to the property and the
variance should be granted.
Ms. Henry said there are more dogs on-site than during the site visit. She added there were no stud dogs
on site during the inspection and that the night after the initial Board of Adjustment meeting, they were
cleaning up the site in anticipation of the site inspection. She stated dogs have been on their property twice
since the last meeting and they continue to bark.
David Goebel stated that the building is not far from the property line. He indicated that DeMartini’s tore
down the fence and that he had to pay to have the survey pins replaced.
Mark Goebel said the dogs do bark quite a bit. He said there is an issue with the north property line. He
added the cost to replace the survey pins was $1,000.
Chairman Anderson stated that in the Agricultural District, there are standards for a kennel. He added that
based on staff testimony and comments made by the applicant and attorney, that staff did provide the
standards and setbacks to the applicant. He further added that the setbacks are in place for the betterment
of the public at large and denying the variance sends a message to the applicants to work with staff. He
finished stating that the site visit showed there is ample area to locate a kennel to meet the setback
requirements.
Mr. Smentek agreed with comments made by Mr. Anderson. He stated there is ample evidence in the
record that they knew they needed this beforehand, which is tricky with an after-the-fact variance. The
applicant may not have known she needed a variance, but she knew there was some type of official control
in place. He added there are questions he will struggle to answer “yes” on the checklist. He opined there
are reasonable uses for the barn that would not have needed a permit or an interim use permit.
Mr. Smentek agreed with comments made by Chairman Anderson and Mr. Smentek. He acknowledged
the two previous submittals from the applicants, who then pulled the applications. He added that the Board
of Adjustment continues to have these issues and if the Board doesn’t do anything, they will keep doing it.
Mr. Bill Anderson agreed with previous comments. The thanked the applicants for showing the group
around during the site visit. He added that the setbacks were set up with a lot of thought. If the setbacks
are met, there is a buffer zone to provide support for the applicants if there are complaints.
The Board moved on to the Findings of Fact Checklist.
1.

Is the variance in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the official control?
Yes (X) No (
Why or why not?

)
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All answered “Yes”. Mr. Smentek and Chairman Anderson added as outlined by staff.
The Agricultural District states a purpose to allow extensive areas of the county to be preserved for
agricultural related uses. Reducing the setback for the kennel will not impact agricultural related
activities. Therefore, reducing the required kennel setbacks appears to be in harmony with the
intent of the official control of the agricultural district.
2.

Is the variance consistent with the intent of the comprehensive plan (also referred to as the “Blue Earth
County Land Use Plan”)?
Yes ( ) No (X)
Why or why not?

All answered “No”. Mr. Smentek added as outlined by staff.
The proposed variance is not consistent with the County Land Use Plan which includes a Land
Use Objective that states: Preserve the health, safety, and welfare of all residents and the
environment in Blue Earth County. The Property and Environmental Services office and the
County Sherriff’s office have received several complaint calls regarding trespassing dogs and
excessive barking. The setbacks for kennels are in place to limit the impact on neighboring
properties. Reducing the 100-foot setback to 4.7-feet and reducing the dwelling setback from
500-feet to 360-feet are significant. The history of complaints and the likelihood that dogs will
continue to bark will impact the welfare of the neighboring residents.
3.

Is the property owner proposing to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by an
official control?
Yes ( ) No (X)
Why or why not?

All answered “No”.
Mr. Bill Anderson and Mr. Jacques stated due to the infringement of the setback.
Mr. Smentek and Chairman Anderson stated for the reasons outlined by staff.
The proposal is not a reasonable use of the property. Two previous applications for a
conditional use permit to operate a kennel were submitted for review but withdrawn before
going to a public hearing. In both instances, the plan included construction of a new kennel
facility in the southwest corner of the property meeting all setback requirements. The location
was an open grassy area that was not farmed. With the option of placing the kennel in an open
area that meets all setbacks and is properly zoned, the current proposal is not a reasonable use
of the property. In addition, the kennel standards have the required setbacks for the purpose of
reducing the impact on neighboring residents. Therefore, the proposed variance components
are not a reasonable use of the property.
4.

Is the plight of the landowner due to circumstances unique to the property, not created by the
landowner?
Yes ( ) No (X)
Why or why not?

All answered “No” and as outlined by staff.
The property does not include unique circumstances that are not created by the landowner.
Two previous applications for a conditional use permit to operate a kennel were submitted for
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review but withdrawn before going to a public hearing. In both instances, the plan included
construction of a new kennel facility in the southwest corner of the property meeting all setback
requirements. In addition, the owner proceeded with retrofitting the barn and constructing
outside kennel facilities after having been advised of the kennel definition and provided with the
kennel standards. Therefore, it appears there are no unique circumstances and that the plight of
the landowner is created by the landowner.
5.

Will the issuance of the variance maintain the essential character of the locality?
Yes ( )
Why or why not?

No (X)

All answered “No” as outlined by staff.
The reduced setbacks will not maintain the essential character of the locality. Although
kennels are allowed with approval of an interim use permit in the agricultural district,
reducing the setback requirement to the extent requested has impacted the essential character
of the locality due to the impact on neighboring residences and will continue to do so if the
variance and pending interim use permit are approved.
6.

Does the practical difficulty includes more than economic considerations alone?
Yes ( )
Why or why not?

No (X)

All answered “No” as outlined by staff.
The practical difficulty does not include more than economic considerations. As shown on two
separate occasions, the applicants have another location where a kennel and associated outside
kennel runs can be placed and meet the required setbacks and is properly zoned. Therefore, the
requested variance appears to be due to economic considerations alone.
Additional Findings for an After-The-Fact Variance
1.

Did the applicant act in good faith? Was there any attempt to comply with the ordinance?
Yes ( ) No (X)
Please explain.
All answered “No”.
The applicants did not act in good faith. Applicants were informed of the necessary setbacks.

2.

Did the applicant make a substantial investment of money into the project?
Yes (X) No ( )
Please explain.
All indicated “Yes”.
The applicants did invest a substantial amount of money and labor into the project.

3.

Did the applicant fully complete the project?
Yes (X) and (No)
Mr. Bill Anderson said “No”, the applicants have indicated they want to add more kennel runs.
Mr. Jacques said “Yes” it looks completed.
12

76

Mr. Smentek said the building looks complete, but they stopped building the fence.
Chairman Anderson agreed with Mr. Smentek.
4.

Are there similar structures in the area?
Yes (X) and (No)
All indicated there are other barns in the area, but not kennels.

5.

Would the benefit to the county be outweighed by the burden on the applicant, if the
applicant is required to comply with the ordinance?
Yes ( ) No (X)
Please explain.
All indicated “No” as outlined by staff.
The benefit of denial to the county will not be outweighed by the burden on the applicant.
Allowing structures and uses to remain where retrofitted or constructed without meeting the
required setbacks continues the problems associated with after-the-fact variance requests. In
addition, the setbacks for kennels are in place to reduce the impact on occupants of neighboring
properties and dwellings. The impacted property is not an unoccupied farm field.

Mr. Smentek stated that without answering yes to the majority of the Findings of Fact Checklist, there
really was no need to proceed with the After-the-Fact checklist. He continued with a motion to deny the
variance.
Mr. Bill seconded the motion.
Mr. Leary asked for clarification on the inclusion or exclusion of the recommended condition.
Mr. Smentek said no, the condition is not to be added.
A roll call vote was taken, and all members voted in favor of the motion.
Chairman Anderson stated that both the Board of Adjustment and staff do not take enjoyment in denying
variances. He wished the applicants the best of luck and encouraged cooperation amongst the neighbors.

6.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Jacques made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Smentek seconded the motion and the motion
passes with all voting in favor by a roll call vote. The meeting was adjourned at 7:50 p.m.
__________________________________________
Board of Adjustment Chair
Date
__________________________________________
Board of Adjustment Secretary
Date
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Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners
February 16, 2021

Blue Earth County Courthouse
Commissioners' Room

Human Services Report - Mr. Phil Claussen
Monthly Report
Phil Claussen, Human Services Director
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Blue Earth County Human Services
Monthly Board Report
February 16, 2021

Action Items
I will ask the Board's approval on the following items:

Public Health
Minnesota Department of Health - Public Health Emergency Preparedness (PHEP). The
purpose of this grant is for the Minnesota Department of Health to provide funding to Blue Earth
County in order to support costs such as salary infringe, supplies and equipment, vaccine clinic
costs, and software to support these community-based efforts. No signature is needed in order
to receive these funds (invoiced). Funding amount $86,542. Term of the funding is February 1,
2021, through June 30, 2021.

Financial Assistance
Lingua One. The purpose of this addendum is for interpreting through Lingua One in order to
provide Virtual Connect - Video Remote Interpreting (VRI). This is an addendum to our core
contract to allow additional interpreting services to be provided to Blue Earth County during the
COVID pandemic as an essential service. This is an example of the County’s requirement to
provide meaningful access to services for people with Limited English Proficiency. The new
service will be provided at a rate of $2.50 per minute. This is lower than the County standard that
is being charged by other providers offering this same service. The term of the addendum is
January 1, 2021, through December 31, 2021.
Patron Companies - DBA Patron Transportation. The purpose of this contract is for Patron
Transportation to contract with Blue Earth County in order to provide transportation services to
our Medical Assistance clients. These services help our clientele attend medical and dental
appointments, pick up prescriptions, etc. Patron is willing to provide transportation to both our
fee for service clients and those using a contracted managed care provider. The County is
required to provide transportation to clients who receive Medical Assistance. The rates are
mandated and set by the State. Patron Transportation will abide by those State rates. These
rates are the same as other transportation providers in our community. The term of the contract
is January 1, 2021, through December 31, 2021.

Supportive Housing
Partners for Affordable Housing: Purchase of Service Agreement. The purpose for this
agreement is for Blue Earth County to contract with Partners for Affordable Housing to provide
support and recovery services offered at Theresa House and the Welcome Inn. These services
are delivered by a case aide hired through Partners for Affordable Housing. This is a renewal
agreement. The previous funding was set at $15,000 annually. The Blue Earth County Board
provided for expanded support for this service with the amount increased to $30,000 annually
(doubling the previous resource/hours). The term of this agreement is January 1, 2021, through
December 31, 2021.
79

Administration
Request to Support the Need for Substance Use Disorder Intensive Outpatient Treatment
Service for Adults. Commissioners can review an attached letter provided by NUWAY
requesting a letter of support for expanding chemical health services in our community. The
statute summary for this letter of support is enclosed in the packet as well as the letter from
NUWAY requesting the board’s support for this expanded service.
Task Force Committee Appointment. Appointment is being recommended for Monde Solomon
to the Mental Health Task Force. Mr. Solomon possesses a Master of Social Work degree and
experience in mental health therapy. Mr. Solomon is a resident of Commissioner District One.

Informational and Discussion Items
The Board will be provided information regarding the following for Human Services:
1.
2.
3.

Supportive Housing.
South Central Community-Based Initiative.
Public Health update regarding COVID activities.

Phil Claussen
Director
Blue Earth County Human Services
PC/sks
2-9-2021
HS Board Report.Dotx
FEB HS BOARD REPORT.DOCX
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Blue Earth County Supportive Housing Dashboards
January 1, 2020 – December 31, 2020
Enrollment Numbers
Newly Enrolled Households: 7
Total Participants: 125
Total Households: 68

Multi-Person Households: 27
Single-Person Households: 41

85

Blue Earth County Supportive Housing Dashboards
January 1, 2020 – December 31, 2020
Exit Numbers & Reasons
Total Exits: 9
Incarcerated: 22% (2)
Left Voluntarily to Live w/ Family/Friend: 22% (2)

Left Voluntarily to Subsidized Housing: 33% (3)
Left Institutional Care/Assisted living: 11% (1)
Unable to Contact: 11% (1)
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Blue Earth County
Housing Support - Long term Homeless (HS-LTH) Program

Total enrolled on December 31

Closed during year

Newly enrolled during year
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South Central Community Based Initiative Mobile Crisis Services 2020
Mobile Crisis Team Assessments
by Referral Source
2020

400

80

350

70

300

60
250
50
200
40
150
30
100

20

10

50

0

0

Referral Source
Jail
Guardian
Campus Security
Jail Diversion Project
School
Other
Detox/CD Provider
Medical Provider
Residential Provider
Case Manager
Mental Health Service Provider
Family/Friend/Significant Other
Law Enforcement
Emergency Department/Hospital
Self
Total

Crisis Line & Mobile Screenigs Only
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South Central Community Based Initiative
Mobile Crisis Services: Working with Law Enforcement to prevent unnecessary hospitalizations

Law Enforcement Referrals Resulting in Mobile Crisis Assessment 2020
60
50
40
30

56

20
10
12

12
0

Blue Earth County
Sheriff

1
Faribault/Martin
County Sheriff

2
Mankato PD

Full Assessment Referral Sources for Law Enforcement Adult

North Mankato PD

1
Rice County Sheriff

Other/Unknown

Full Assessment Referral Sources for Law Enforcement Child

2020 Law Enforcment Referrals to Mobile Crisis, What Are the Outcomes?
50
40
30
20
10
0

Crisis Center

Home with a plan

Referred to the ED

2

1

45

34

3

Child
Adult

Adult

Child

89

SCCBI County Filed Petitions, by Year & Type
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Blue Earth County Civil Commitment Proceedings
Outcome Data
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Changes from 2019 to 2020:
Blue Earth County

• 14.3% Increase in petitions
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OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
BLUE EARTH COUNTY, MINNESOTA
February 2, 2021
The County Board of Commissioners met in the County Board Room at 9:00 AM.
Present were Commissioners Kip Bruender, Colleen Landkamer, Mark Piepho, Kevin Paap, and
Vance Stuehrenberg. Also present were County Administrator Robert Meyer, County Attorney
Pat McDermott, and Administrative Specialist Jessica Anderson.
Board Chair Bruender called the meeting to order.
PLEDGE
All present said the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.
AGENDA REVIEW
Commissioner Landkamer moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to
approve the agenda. The motion carried. 2021-044
PLANNING AND ZONING
Mr. Mark Manderfeld, Deputy Director Property Assessments, presented the following
item to the Board:
Commissioner Stuehrenberg moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to
approve the following resolution:
ORDINANCE AMENDMENT
TO THE BLUE EARTH COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES
CHAPTER 24 – SEC 24.45 LAND USE DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION
TO REQUIRE THAT VIOLATIONS BE RESOLVED PRIOR
TO AN APPLICATION BEING CONSIDERED COMPLETE
WHEREAS, Minnesota Statutes 394.21 to 394.37 gives Counties the authority to regulate land
development by adopting and amending Official Controls to protect the public health, safety, and
welfare: and,
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WHEREAS, the Planning Agency of the County prepared an amendment proposal and
completed a report pertaining to staff report PC 04-21, a copy of said report has been presented
to the Planning Commission and County Board; and,
WHEREAS; the Planning Commission of the County on the 6th day of January 2021, following
proper notice held a public meeting regarding the amendments, and following discussion, voted
unanimously to forward the Ordinance Amendment to the County Board with a recommendation
for approval of the ordinance amendments; and,
WHEREAS; the County Board of Commissioners on the 19th day of January 2021, following
proper notice, held a public hearing regarding the request, and following due consideration of
presented testimony and information, voted unanimously to continue the hearing until February
2, 2021; and,
WHEREAS; the County Board of Commissioners on the 2nd day of February 2021, held a
public hearing regarding the request, and following due consideration of presented testimony and
information, voted unanimously to adopt the proposed amendments; and,
WHEREAS, the Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners finds:
1. Minn. Stat. § 394.21 grants counties the authority to regulate land development by
adopting and amending official controls.
2. Enforcement of the County Code is necessary to protect the health, safety and general
welfare of the County.
3. Withholding permits or not accepting applications for permits when there are existing
violations is an effective and cost-effective method to help enforce the County Code.
4. The proposed ordinance amendment is consistent with the County Land Use Plan which
has an action item to: “Regularly review and amend the zoning ordinance and land
division regulations to ensure standards correlate with current development trends.”
5. The proposed ordinance amendment will help the County implement the Land Use Plan
which has an action item to: “Continue to enforce ordinances related to junkyards and
solid waste.”
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED, by the Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners,
that the amendments to Chapter 24, Sec. 24-3. - Definitions and word usage” and “Sec 24-45
Land use development application; complete application required” of the Blue Earth County
Code of Ordinances contained in Attachment A, are hereby adopted.
The motion carried. 2021-045
COUNTY DITCH 35 IMPROVEMENT PUBLIC HEARING
Chair Bruender called to order the County Ditch 35 Improvement public hearing
continuation.
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Mr. Craig Austinson, Ditch Manager, presented the jurisdictional documents to the
Board.
Mr. Chuck Brandel, ISG, presented the Engineer’s Report.
Chair Bruender opened the public comment portion of the hearing. Public comment was
heard by Don Waskosky, Mankato, Bruce Sellers, Blue Earth, Don Arnosti, St. Paul, and Mark
Bosacker, North Mankato. There being no further comments, the public comment portion of the
hearing was closed.
Commissioner Landkamer moved and Commissioner Paap seconded the motion to take
from the table the resolution for further discussion. Motion carried. 2021-046
Commissioner Paap moved and Commissioner Stuehrenberg seconded the motion to
table the discussion to March 2, 2021. Motion carried. 2021-047
DRAINAGE
Mr. Craig Austinson, Ditch Manager, presented to the following item to the Board:
Commissioner Paap moved and Commissioner Landkamer seconded the motion to
approve the following:
BLUE EARTH COUNTY DRAINAGE AUTHORITY
SITTING AS THE DRAINAGE AUTHORITY FOR
COUNTY DITCH 28
In the Matter of:

FINDINGS AND ORDER
INITIATING APPOINTING A VIEWER
TO PREPARE A RECOMMENDATION
OF OUTLET FEES AND BENEFITS

the Petition to Outlet lands to
County Ditch 28

The Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners, sitting as the drainage authority for County Ditch
28, pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 103E.401, based on the record and proceedings, it was moved,
seconded by to adopt the following Findings and Order:
Findings:
1.

The Blue Earth County Board is the drainage authority for Blue Earth County Ditch 28.
3
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2.

On January 13, 2021 a Petition was received from Robert and Nancy Kluver to outlet lands
into County Ditch 28.
The petitioned land is in the Southwest Quarter of Section 16 of Lincoln Township and
will outlet into the open ditch portion of County Ditch 28.
The deeded acres for the petitioned parcel are 157 acres. 90 of these acres are currently on
the County Ditch 28 benefit roles. The petition is for the remaining tillable acres.
The County Ditch 28 was recently improved and repaired.
A Redetermination of Benefits was performed and accepted by the drainage authority on
September 8, 2015.
While not required by statute, it is the practice of the Blue Earth County Drainage Authority
to appoint a Viewer to prepare a recommendation for the Outlet Fees and Benefits.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Order:
Based on the foregoing Findings, the Blue Earth County Board, acting as the drainage authority
for Blue Earth County Ditch 28, hereby orders as follows:
1.
2.

The Board shall follow the procedures of Minn. Stat. § 103E.401.
That Ron Ringquist is hereby appointed as Viewer to make a recommendation report for
the Outlet Fee and Benefits on the petitioned land.

After discussion, the Board Chair called the question. Upon vote, the Chair declared the motion
passed and the Findings and Order adopted.
The motion carried. 2021-048
Mr. Ryan Hiniker, Drain Management Specialist, presented to the following item to the
Board:
Commissioner Stuehrenberg moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to
approve the following:
BLUE EARTH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS,
SITTING AS THE DRAINAGE AUTHORITY FOR
COUNTY DITCH 57
In the Matter of:
Petition for Partial Abandonment of
Portions of Blue Earth County Ditch 57,
Pursuant to Minnesota Statue 103E.806.

ORDER FOR PUBLIC HEARING

At a public meeting conducted by the Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners, sitting as the
Blue Earth County Drainage Authority for County Ditch 57, on February 2, 2021, pursuant to
Minn. Stat. § 103E.806, based on the record and proceedings, it was moved and seconded for the
adoption of the following Findings and Order:
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Findings:
1. Blue Earth County Drainage Authority is the drainage authority for the County Ditch 57
drainage system.
2. On November 19, 2020, a petition for Partial Abandonment of portions of County Ditch
57 was received by the Blue Earth County Property and Environmental Resources
Department.
3. The Petition for Partial Abandonment for portions of County Ditch 57 is being requested
by the Duncanson Family LLLP Number Two, 57746 State Hwy. 30, Mapleton MN,
56065.
4. Area of partial abandonment is hereby described as follows: Main County Ditch 57
“original” concrete tile line, including 30 and 36-inch tile, lying in the northwest quarter,
lying north and west of the current open ditch. This includes 250 feet of 36-inch concrete
“original” main tile line lying east and south of the current open ditch. Starting at a point
on the east side of the current open ditch, lying in the northwest quarter of the northeast
quarter of the northwest quarter, all lying in Section 4 of Mapleton Township, Blue Earth
County, Minnesota, and as shown on the attached aerial photograph.
5. Pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 103E.806, subd. 3, a public hearing notice shall be given of the
hearing by mail to the owners of all property benefited by the drainage system, and either
in a newspaper of general circulation within the affected drainage area or by publication
on a website of the drainage authority.
Order:
Based on the foregoing Findings and the entire record of proceedings before the Board, the Board,
acting as the drainage authority for County Ditch 57, hereby orders as follows:
1. A hearing on the Partial Abandonment for portions of County Ditch 57, including the area
described, shall be held on February 16, 2021, at 9:00 A.M., on the second floor of the Blue
Earth County Historical Courthouse, located at 204 South 5th Street, Mankato, Minnesota.
2. At least ten days before the hearing, the Property and Environmental Resources Department
shall mail notice of the time and location of the hearing to petitioners, owners of property
benefitted by the County Ditch 57 drainage system, and political subdivisions likely to be
affected by the proposed petition for Partial Abandonment for portions of County Ditch 57.
After discussion, the Board Chair called the question. The question was on the adoption of the
foregoing findings and order, and upon vote, the Chair declared the motion passed and the Findings
and Order adopted.
The motion carried. 2021-049
PUBLIC WORKS
Mr. Ryan Thilges, Public Works Director, presented the following items to the Board:
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Commissioner Stuehrenberg moved and Commissioner Paap seconded the motion to
approve the Detour Agreement between the State of Minnesota and Blue Earth County for Trunk
Highway No. 60 Detour.
The motion passed. 2021-050
Commissioner Landkamer moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to
approve a resolution regarding payment for the Detour Agreement between the State of
Minnesota and Blue Earth County for Trunk Highway No. 60 Detour.
The motion passed. 2021-051
Commissioner Stuehrenberg moved and Commissioner Landkamer seconded the motion
to approve the following:
BLUE EARTH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
RESOLUTION
WHEREAS: The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) is accepting grant
applications for the Local Road Improvement Program (LRIP) grant program and cities are
eligible to apply for a portion of the $75 million in LRIP grant funds, and
WHEREAS: The projects would be anticipated for 2021-2023 construction projects, and
WHEREAS: Applications are due by March 3, 2021, and
WHEREAS: The City of Mapleton intends to make application for these LRIP funds for
reconstruction and improvements to Borchert Street.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That Blue Earth County is supportive of the City
of Mapleton application to pursue the MnDOT grant application and agrees to act as project
sponsor and perform the following tasks if applicable:
1. Be the fiscal agent on behalf of the community and have funds flow from MnDOT to the
county to the contractor
2. Request SAP/SP number for the project
3. Ensure the project meets milestones and dates
4. Assist local agency in execution of a grant agreement
5. Coordinate development, review and/or approve the plan
6. Submit plan, engineers estimate, and proposal to the DSAE
7. Advertise, let, and award the project
8. Submit pay requests to State Aid
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9. Communicate progress and updates with the DSAEs and State Aid Programs Engineer
10. Ensure that the project receives adequate supervision and inspection • Assist with project
close out
The motion passed. 2021-052
Commissioner Paap moved and Commissioner Landkamer seconded the motion to
approve the following:
BLUE EARTH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
RESOLUTION
WHEREAS: The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) is accepting grant
applications for the Local Road Improvement Program (LRIP) grant program and Townships are
eligible to apply for a portion of the $75 million in LRIP grant funds, and
WHEREAS: The projects would be anticipated for 2021-2023 construction projects, and
WHEREAS: Applications are due by March 3, 2021, and
WHEREAS: Pleasant Mound Township intends to make application for these LRIP funds for an
improvement project consisting of the reconstruction of 121st Street including grade raise and
drainage improvements.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That Blue Earth County is supportive of the
Pleasant Mound Township application to pursue the MnDOT grant application and agrees to act
as project sponsor and perform the following tasks if applicable:
1. Be the fiscal agent on behalf of the community and have funds flow from MnDOT to the
county to the contractor
2. Request SAP/SP number for the project
3. Ensure the project meets milestones and dates
4. Assist local agency in execution of a grant agreement
5. Coordinate development, review and/or approve the plan
6. Submit plan, engineers estimate, and proposal to the DSAE
7. Advertise, let, and award the project
8. Submit pay requests to State Aid
9. Communicate progress and updates with the DSAEs and State Aid Programs Engineer
10. Ensure that the project receives adequate supervision and inspection • Assist with project
close out
The motion passed. 2021-053
Commissioner Stuehrenberg moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to
approve the following:
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BLUE EARTH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
RESOLUTION
WHEREAS: The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) is accepting grant
applications for the Local Road Improvement Program (LRIP) grant program and Townships are
eligible to apply for a portion of the $75 million in LRIP grant funds, and
WHEREAS: The projects would be anticipated for 2021-2023 construction projects, and
WHEREAS: Applications are due by March 3, 2021, and
WHEREAS: Decoria Township intends to make application for these LRIP funds for an
improvement project consisting of the reconstruction of 181st Lane.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That Blue Earth County is supportive of the
Decoria Township application to pursue the MnDOT grant application and agrees to act as
project sponsor and perform the following tasks if applicable:
1. Be the fiscal agent on behalf of the community and have funds flow from MnDOT to the
county to the contractor
2. Request SAP/SP number for the project
3. Ensure the project meets milestones and dates
4. Assist local agency in execution of a grant agreement
5. Coordinate development, review and/or approve the plan
6. Submit plan, engineers estimate, and proposal to the DSAE
7. Advertise, let, and award the project
8. Submit pay requests to State Aid
9. Communicate progress and updates with the DSAEs and State Aid Programs Engineer
10. Ensure that the project receives adequate supervision and inspection • Assist with project
close out
The motion passed. 2021-054
Commissioner Landkamer moved and Commissioner Paap seconded the motion to
approve the following:
BLUE EARTH COUNTY BOARD RESOLUTION
IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR THE LOCAL ROAD IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM (LRIP) GRANT
WHEREAS, Blue Earth County plans to improve safety and access on the County State Aid
Highway network through improvements to CSAH 7 in the City of Mapleton, and
WHEREAS, the Maple River School District (ISD 2135) has begun construction of a new K-12
school at the southeast corner of CSAH 7 and Borchert Street in the City of Mapleton, which is
planned to begin operation in the summer of 2022, and
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WHEREAS, Blue Earth County and the City of Mapleton have entered into cooperative
agreement to reconstruct CSAH 7 in order to provide safe and efficient access and traffic
operations and safe multi-modal pedestrian infrastructure to the school site, and
WHEREAS, construction of the CSAH 7 will have beneficial operational and safety impact and
will have a positive regional impact to the area, and
WHEREAS, the Local Road Improvement Program (LRIP) has been established to provide
funding assistance to local agencies, and
WHEREAS, the CSAH 7 reconstruction project is eligible for (LRIP) funds.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, Blue Earth County hereby sponsors the application
for LRIP and the County Engineer is hereby authorized to submit the grant application on behalf
of the County.
The motion passed. 2021-055
Commissioner Stuehrenberg moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to
approve the following:
BLUE EARTH COUNTY BOARD RESOLUTION
IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR THE LOCAL ROAD IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM (LRIP) GRANT
WHEREAS, Blue Earth County plans to improve safety and access on the County State Aid
Highway network through improvements to CSAH 26 from CSAH 57 to MN Highway 22 in the
City of Mankato in order to provide safe and efficient access and traffic operations and safe
multi-modal pedestrian infrastructure, and
WHEREAS, construction of the CSAH 26 will have beneficial operational and safety impact
and will have a positive regional impact to the area and regional businesses, and
WHEREAS, the Local Road Improvement Program (LRIP) has been established to provide
funding assistance to local agencies, and
WHEREAS, the CSAH 26 reconstruction project is eligible for (LRIP) funds.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, Blue Earth County hereby sponsors the application
for LRIP and the County Engineer is hereby authorized to submit the grant application on behalf
of the County.
The motion passed. 2021-056
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Commissioner Paap moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to accept the
low bid of $944,000.00 from APX Construction Group for reconstruction of the Lake Crystal
shop.
The motion passed. 2021-057
Commissioner Stuehrenberg moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to
accept the low bid of $296,990.00 from North Central International for two new tandem axle
trucks with snow equipment.
The motion passed. 2021-058
Commissioner Piepho moved and Commissioner Paap seconded the motion to accept the
low bid of $208,667.00 from RDO for one new motor grader and the add on option of six-wheel
drive in the amount of $27,896.00.
The motion passed. 2021-59
COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE
Mr. Pat McDermott, County Attorney presented an update on the County Attorney’s
Office.
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
Mr. Robert Meyer, County Administrator, presented the following items to the Board.
Commissioner Landkamer moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to
approve the January 19, 2021 Board Minutes. The motion carried. 2021-060
Commissioner Piepho moved and Commissioner Stuehrenberg seconded the motion to
approve the following bills:
For the week of January 14-20, 2021 totaling $1,111,673.12
For the week of January 21-27, 2021 totaling $3,242,416.74
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The motion carried. 2021-061
The Human Resources items were presented as informational items.
Commissioner Landkamer moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to
appoint Commissioner Paap to the Le Sueur Watershed Policy Committee and Commissioner
Bruender as the alternate. The motion carried. 2021-062
COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS ON COMMITTEES
Due to COVID-19, the Commissioners have participated via teleconference for most of
their committee meetings. Some of those meetings include: 169 Corridor Legislative Open
House, 169 Corridor Meeting, Airport Commission Meeting, AMC New Commissioners
Training, Community Education, COVID Task Force, CSAH 27 Open House, Ditch 50
Landowners Meeting, Greater Mankato Diversity Council, Human Services Orientation, Joint
Ditch 48 Hearing, Library Meeting, MICA, MRCI Executive Meeting, MVAC Board Meeting,
NACo Board Orientation, NACo Central Meeting, Partners for Housing, Regional Emergency
Communication Board Meeting, Representative Luke Fredricks Meeting, Rural Minnesota
Energy Board, South Central Work Force, State Emergency Communication Board Meeting,
State Transportation Plans Policy Advisory Committee Meeting, Southwest MN Housing
Partnership Meeting, TdS Meeting, Transportation Alliance Meeting, Transportation Alliance
Regional Meeting, YMCA Board Meeting.
Commissioner Stuehrenberg moved and Commissioner Piepho seconded the motion to
adjourn the meeting at 11:06 AM. The motion carried. 2021-063
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January 28 – February 3, 2021
A.H. HERMEL COMPANY
AFFORDABLE TOWING OF MANKATO INC
AG SPRAY EQUIPMENT
ALL SAINTS CHURCH
ALLIANCE HEALTH SERVICES, INC.
ALLIANCE HEALTH SERVICES, INC.
ALPHA WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS INC
AMERICAN ACCOUNTS & ADVISORS INC
AMERICAN PEST CONTROL INC
AMERICARE MOBILITY VAN INC
ARAMARK
ARAMARK
ASSOCIATION OF TRAINING OFFICERS OF MN
ATWOOD PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INC
B&H PHOTO-VIDEO
BAKER & TAYLOR INC.
BEC ENTERPRISES
BENCO ELECTRIC COOP
BENTLEY SYSTEMS INCORPORATED
BLUE CROSS & BLUE SHIELD
BLUE EARTH COUNTY HIGHWAY DEPT.
BLUE EARTH COUNTY HIGHWAY DEPT.
BLUE EARTH COUNTY PHYSICAL PL.
BLUE EARTH COUNTY PHYSICAL PL.
BLUE EARTH COUNTY PHYSICAL PL.
BLUE EARTH COUNTY PROPERTY&ER
BOLTON & MENK INC
BORN TAMMI
BPB LLC
BROWN COUNTY EVALUATION CTR INC
C & S SUPPLY CO INC
C & S SUPPLY CO INC
C & S SUPPLY CO INC
C & S SUPPLY CO INC
C & S SUPPLY CO INC
CARE CORNER INC
CARLSON COUNSELING CONSULTING
CENTERPOINT ENERGY
CHARTER COMMUNICATIONS CO
CHERRY RIDGE APTS LTD
CITY SQUARE APARTMENTS
CLIFTONLARSONALLEN LLP
COMPUTER TECH SOLUTIONS INC
COMPUTER TECH SOLUTIONS INC
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR

OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
CHILD CARE-NON TAXABLE
CONTRACTED H.S. SERVICES
HEALTH MEDICAL PSYCHOLOG.
PUBLIC HEALTH SUPPLIES
DOCTOR FEES
OTHER FEES
MEDICAL COMMON CARRIERS
CONTRACTED SERVICES
OTHER FEES
REGISTRATION FEES
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
EQUIPMENT-PURCHASED
LIBRARY COLLECTION
OTHER FEES - TAXABLE
ELECTRICITY
OTHER FEES
COUNTY PAID HEALTH
GASOLINE/DIESEL/FUELS
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
GAS/FUELS - BUILDING
POSTAGE
REFUNDS
CONTRACTED SERVICES
ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
DETOX
CONSTRUCTION SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
EXPENDABLE EQUIPMENT
OTHER FEES
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
CHILD CARE-NON TAXABLE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
OTHER FEES
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
PUBLIC EXAMINER FEES
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
PUBLIC HEALTH SUPPLIES
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
MA PARKING
MEDICAL MEALS

345.80
116.25
19.27
394.22
4,588.87
21,698.75
19,914.86
2,098.72
65.00
2,017.20
803.97
449.08
550.00
1,376.00
134.62
1,142.87
150.00
5,226.84
2,357.00
12,224.20
10.86
12.29
1.49
32.00
9.78
6,300.00
4,500.00
40.00
128.90
6,456.15
15.78
21.96
247.97
89.99
598.83
590.00
1,800.00
6.00
618.54
2,679.00
1,695.00
2,625.00
75.90
1,549.00
1,257.67
542.50
158.55
777.20
125.50
2,569.28
237.98
509.77
1,146.38
3,293.92
1,925.10
78.69
3.00
103
12.72
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CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
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CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR

MEDICAL TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
SILS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
OHP - RULE 1
MEDICAL TRANSPORTATION
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1

50.60
60.00
817.92
4,164.23
471.44
2,476.59
4,359.36
237.98
149.10
1,391.28
702.15
765.84
579.88
635.20
1,515.28
702.15
435.03
3,106.20
1,736.31
136.01
1,315.64
319.94
745.00
2,490.72
190.20
2,752.79
2,717.15
2,866.88
97.94
529.89
982.39
3,162.00
1,146.38
2,515.03
329.28
4,311.72
2,553.25
4,613.42
334.02
104.27
1,648.89
97.44
47.76
2,515.03
187.81
45.00
1,644.86
29.92
438.44
942.71
1,814.12
251.00
95.07
271.80
425.00
140.50
348.57
235.00
1,660.36
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CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONSOLIDATED COMMUNICATIONS INC.
CONSOLIDATED COMMUNICATIONS INC.
CONSOLIDATED COMMUNICATIONS INC.
CRYSTAL VALLEY COOPERATIVE
DEGROODS APPLIANCE INC.
DEPT OF HUMAN SERVICES
DEPUTY REGISTRAR
DEPUTY REGISTRAR
DM STAMPS & SPECIALITIES, INC.
DOUBLE E PROPERTIES
DRENGLER KALE
DTN LLC
ELIOR INC
EQUIFAX CREDIT INFORMATION SVC
EXPRESS SERVICES, INC.
FARNSWORTH MICHAEL M.D.
FIS
FLOEN CHARITY R
FOUR SEASONS ALL SERVICE LLC
FOUR SEASONS ALL SERVICE LLC
FREE PRESS CO
FREEBORN COUNTY DEPT H.S.
FURTHER
GMS INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES INC
GOBLISH MICHAEL JOHN
HAWKES DAN
HERICKHOFF PENELOPE
HILLYARD INC/HUTCHINSON
HOME PROPERTY MANAGEMENT LLC
HOPSON GERAMY
HY-VEE
IFD FOODSERVICE DISTRIBUTOR
J R BRUENDER CONSTRUCTION INC.
J R BRUENDER CONSTRUCTION INC.
JOHNSON CONTROLS INC
KIDS KORNER EDUCARE CTR INC
KOPISCHKE THERESA
LEO A HOFFMANN CENTER INC
LITTLE SAND GROUP HOMES INC
LJP WASTE SOLUTIONS
LJP WASTE SOLUTIONS
LJP WASTE SOLUTIONS
LOR MAR INC
MACPZA
MADISON ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLC
MADISON LAKE CITY OF
MANKATO AREA FUNERAL HOMES LLC
MANKATO MOTOR CO
MANPOWER INC
MANPOWER INC
MANPOWER INC
MATTHES REBEKAH
MAYO CLINIC
MAYO CLINIC
MAYO CLINIC

COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
CELLULAR PHONE EXPENSE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
TELEPHONE
OTHER FEES
EXPENDABLE EQUIPMENT
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
VEHICLE LICENSE
OFFICE SUPPLIES
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
OTHER FEES
BOARD OF PRISONER FEES
OTHER FEES
MANPOWER SALARIES
HEALTH MEDICAL PSYCHOLOG.
CREDIT CARD FEES
HEALTH MEDICAL PSYCHOLOG.
BUILDING-IMPROVEMENTS
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
LEGAL PUBLICATIONS
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
HEALTH MEDICAL PSYCHOLOG.
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
CUSTODIAL SUPPLIES
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
DEFERRED REVENUE-UNEARNED
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
BOARD OF PRISONER FEES
EQUIPMENT-RENTAL/LEASE
OTHER FEES
MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT
CHILD CARE-NON TAXABLE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
OHP - CORRECTION FACILITY
OHP - RULE 8
EQUIPMENT-RENTAL/LEASE
HHW DISPOSAL
WATER/SEWER
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
MEMBERSHIP DUES
SOLAR
WATER/SEWER
MEDICAL EXAMINER FEES
REFUNDS
CONTRACTED SERVICES
MANPOWER SALARIES
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
OTHER FEES
DOCTOR FEES
MEDICAL LODGING
MEDICAL MEALS

215.00
2,533.63
1,275.96
1,033.94
65.93
361.21
160.61
1,489.49
1,286.92
8,615.67
20.00
50.00
201.28
918.00
600.00
1,370.18
3,574.82
20.99
328.50
11,650.85
2,767.04
1,134.63
1,295.00
187.50
180.37
24,406.59
2,112.33
134.99
3,763.80
755.00
700.00
148.07
1,000.00
7,910.00
160.00
423.01
64.00
122.00
1,030.00
65.52
899.80
1,026.00
7,746.90
101.61
340.42
1,558.21
42.00
330.00
681.97
99.57
650.00
114.25
263.25
2,924.90
4,090.13
203.13
8,075.00
630.00
19.76
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MENARDS INC
MENARDS INC
MENARDS INC
MENTAL HEALTH RESULTS LLC
MICHIGAN AUTO TITLE SERVICE
MIKE'S LLC
MN DNR
MN SECRETARY OF STATE - NOTARY
MN STATE TREASURER
MN WASTE PROCESSING CO
MRCI EAST PARK
MRCI EAST PARK
MRCI EAST PARK
MRCI EAST PARK
NEXUS-KINDRED FAMILY HEALING
NIELSEN BLACKTOPPING INC
NORLAND JAMES
NORTH HOMES INC
OMG MIDWEST INC
OMG MIDWEST INC
PAAPE COMPANIES INC
PC FOR PEOPLE
POMPS TIRE SERVICE INC
POMPS TIRE SERVICE INC
PONDEROSA MANAGEMENT COMPANY
PONDEROSA MANAGEMENT COMPANY
PONDEROSA MANAGEMENT COMPANY
PONDEROSA MANAGEMENT COMPANY
POWERPLAN INC.
PRAIRIE LAKES JDC-SECURE
RAMSEY COUNTY
RIVER BEND BUSINESS PRODUCTS
RIVER CITY ELECTRIC CO
RIVERSIDE SUITES
RUBY KIM
SAFELITE FULFILLMENT INC
SAM'S CLUB DIRECT INC
SAM'S CLUB DIRECT INC
SCHAEFFER MFG CO
SCOTT CO JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE FACILITY
SCULTHORP DENNIS
SFGF II LLC
SIOUX TRAILS MENTAL HEALTH CTR
SONNEK'S BODY SHOP LLC
ST PAUL PORT AUTHORITY
STAPLES BUSINESS ADVANTAGE INC
STATE OF MINNESOTA
STEELE-WASECA COOP ELECTRIC
STREAMWORKS
TERRELL JERRY
THE CARETAKERS INC
THE CARETAKERS INC
TOOL SALES CO
TREAS OF LAKE CRYSTAL
TREAS OF MANKATO CITY
TREAS OF MANKATO TOWNSHIP
TREAS OF VERNON CENTER CITY
TWELL ENVIRONMENTAL INC
UNIVERSITY PARK OF MANKATO INC

CUSTODIAL SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
EXPENDABLE EQUIPMENT
HEALTH MEDICAL PSYCHOLOG.
REFUNDS
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
REVENUE COLLECTED/OTHERS
MEMBERSHIP DUES
REVENUE COLLECTED/OTHERS
RECYCLING/DISPOSAL FEES
CUSTODIAL SUPPLIES
EXPENDABLE EQUIPMENT
GROUNDS UPKEEP/IMPROVE
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
RULE 4 - ADMIN FEE
PW CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
OHP - RULE 5
EARTHEN MATERIALS/SOILS
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES ROAD
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
MATERIALS TRANSPORTATION
OTHER ADMIN. COSTS
OTHER FEES
INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLE
OHP - CORRECTION FACILITY
MEDICAL EXAMINER FEES
MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT
OTHER FEES
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLE
DRUGS & MEDICINE
MEMBERSHIP DUES
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
OHP - CORRECTION FACILITY
CONTRACTED SERVICES
SOLAR
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
EQUIPMENT-PURCHASED
REVENUE COLLECTED/OTHERS
OFFICE SUPPLIES
OTHER FEES
ELECTRICITY
POSTAGE
CONTRACTED SERVICES
CONTRACTED SERVICES
OTHER FEES
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
REVENUE COLLECTED/OTHERS
REVENUE COLLECTED/OTHERS
REVENUE COLLECTED/OTHERS
OTHER FEES
BUILDING-IMPROVEMENTS
FACILITY-RENTAL/LEASE

6.42
184.47
43.02
8,358.57
158.25
34.00
3,847.00
120.00
229,711.24
164.32
80.00
20.00
1,800.00
165.00
1,209.00
10,017.68
695.00
386.81
6,757.35
715.96
316.00
110.00
(150.00)
4,827.16
173.71
2,148.44
69,859.79
275.67
1,284.09
1,446.00
1,400.00
218.60
2,418.99
1,462.00
60.00
581.39
19.98
45.00
780.00
5,750.00
400.00
15,528.92
15,252.37
120.00
521,298.81
106.99
80.00
39.43
13,725.00
160.00
11,830.00
395.00
35.00
7,840.00
56,021.02
2,392.00
863.13
11,344.90
48.34
106

USPS-HASLER
VERIZON WIRELESS
VERIZON WIRELESS
VERUS CORPORATION
VILLAGE RANCH INC
WALMART COMMUNITY BRC INC
WALMART COMMUNITY BRC INC
WALMART COMMUNITY BRC INC
WALMART COMMUNITY BRC INC
WALTERS JAY
WASTE MGMT OF SOUTHERN MINN MA
WESELY GENE
WETLAND PROFESSIONALS ASSOCIATION
WISE JEREMY
XCEL ENERGY
XCEL ENERGY
XCEL ENERGY
ZIEGLER INC

CENTRAL POSTAGE
CELLULAR PHONE EXPENSE
TELEPHONE
OTHER FEES
OHP - CORRECTION FACILITY
OFFICE SUPPLIES
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
PROGRAM SUPPLIES
PUBLIC HEALTH SUPPLIES
ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
MEMBERSHIP DUES
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
AMHI FLEXIBLE FUNDS
OTHER FEES
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.

15,000.00
1,028.07
40.01
675.75
8,008.83
78.97
712.81
89.00
143.39
60.00
61.00
635.00
120.00
1,401.00
70.74
142.90
243.64
3,209.97
$1,350,458.59
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February 4 – February 10, 2021
ADAMS, ANTHONY
ADVANCED CORRECTIONAL HEALTHCARE INC
AFSCME COUNCIL 65
AFSCME PEOPLE
AIG SUNAMERICA FUND SERVICES
AMAZON CAPITAL SERVICES INC
AMAZON CAPITAL SERVICES INC
AMAZON CAPITAL SERVICES INC
AMAZON CAPITAL SERVICES INC
AMAZON CAPITAL SERVICES INC
AMERICAN FAMILY LIFE ASSURANCE
AMERICAN SOLUTIONS FOR BUSINESS
AMERICARE MOBILITY VAN INC
ANDERSON, LUANNE
ANOKA METRO RTC-412
ARNOLDS OF MANKATO INC
B & G PROPERTIES LLC
B&H PHOTO-VIDEO
B.E. COUNTY VITAL STATISTICS
BAIR-BRAAM, SUZANNE
BAIR-BRAAM, SUZANNE
BAKER & TAYLOR INC.
BAKER & TAYLOR INC.
BAMMERT, MICHAEL
BARTLETT-WRIGHT KELLEY
BATEMAN THOMAS & MARRI
BATEMAN THOMAS & MARRI
BEST AUTO
BEVCOMM INC
BLACKROCK COLLEGE ADVANTAGE 529
BLOM, KARI
BLUE CROSS & BLUE SHIELD
BLUE EARTH CO HISTORICAL SOCIETY
BLUE EARTH COUNTY PROPERTY&ER
BLUE EARTH COUNTY PROPERTY&ER
BLUE EARTH-NIC HUMANE SOCIETY
BOLTON & MENK INC
BPB LLC
BRAUN OIL COMPANY
BRUENDER, KIP
BRUENDER, KIP
CARAWAY, JULIE
CARAWAY, JULIE
CENTERPOINT ENERGY
CENTERPOINT ENERGY
CHARTER COMMUNICATIONS CO
CITY OF LE CENTER
CITY OF MANKATO
CITY OF MANKATO
CLEAN SWEEP
COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE
COMMISSIONER OF TRANSPORTATION
COMMUNITY EDUCATION & RECREATION
COMPASS MINERALS AMERICA INC
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR

GAS FUELS
DOCTOR FEES
UNION DUES WITHHELD
UNION DUES WITHHELD
DEFERRED COMP WITHHELD
CONSTRUCTION SUPPLIES
EXPENDABLE EQUIPMENT
OFFICE SUPPLIES
PROGRAM SUPPLIES
UNIFORM ALLOWANCE
CANCER INS WITHHELD
OFFICE SUPPLIES
MEDICAL COMMON CARRIERS
UNIFORM ALLOWANCE
STATE HOSPITALS
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
REFUNDS
EQUIPMENT-PURCHASED
OTHER FEES
MILEAGE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
LIBRARY COLLECTION
LIBRARY MATERIALS DONATED
UNIFORM ALLOWANCE
MILEAGE
DAMAGE REIMBURSEMENT
RIGHT-OF-WAY
REFUNDS
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
DEFERRED COMP WITHHELD
MILEAGE
COUNTY PAID HEALTH
COMMUNITY SUPPORT
CONSTRUCTION OTHER
SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS
COMMUNITY SUPPORT
PW CONSULTANTS SERV
EXPENDABLE EQUIPMENT
GASOLINE/DIESEL/FUELS
COUNTY BOARD PER DIEM
MILEAGE
MILEAGE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
GAS/FUELS - BUILDING
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
OTHER FEES
REFUNDS
CONTRACTED SERVICES
STATE WITHHOLDING
CONSTRUCTION OTHER
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES ROAD
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS

57.57
130.29
5,048.07
3.00
5,351.76
57.66
35.99
54.13
61.96
0.00
2,573.70
263.38
2,130.60
16.32
132,042.00
11.85
3,066.00
765.64
20.00
72.24
61.81
3,774.46
671.60
127.95
169.79
26,200.00
5,000.00
10.00
50.00
135.00
157.92
467,499.07
111,224.00
356.20
6.30
1,300.00
24,058.00
112.32
13,660.92
820.00
45.92
55.94
60.00
284.85
37.00
156.10
98.88
3,184.78
10.00
8,133.33
48,107.95
627.11
85.00
18,433.38
421.40
251.24
882.36
108
220.00

CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONFIDENTIAL VENDOR
CONSOLIDATED COMMUNICATIONS INC.
CONSOLIDATED COMMUNICATIONS INC.
CONSOLIDATED COMMUNICATIONS INC.
CONSOLIDATED COMMUNICATIONS INC.
CORROW KENZIE

COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
REFUNDS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
MEDICAL TRANSPORTATION
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
MEDICAL TRANSPORTATION
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
MEDICAL TRANSPORTATION
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
REFUNDS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
MEDICAL TRANSPORTATION
OHP - RULE 1
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
OHP - RULE 1
OHP - RULE 1
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
PAYMENT FOR RECIP-NON TAX
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
CHILD CARE
CHILD CARE-NON TAXABLE
COST EFFECTIVE HEALTH INS
CELLULAR PHONE EXPENSE
OTHER FEES
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
TELEPHONE
OTHER SALARY/COMPENSATION

233.24
139.00
169.32
545.84
278.00
251.00
393.00
124.96
303.40
319.94
15.40
77.50
290.00
2.64
146.48
303.40
279.22
153.39
30.00
681.92
480.24
14.52
1,146.38
180.00
2,813.87
1,170.00
514.28
101.43
130.00
74.00
386.40
507.51
136.17
4,473.65
3,113.99
259.00
292.42
213.36
150.00
533.84
212.50
181.72
490.91
210.00
296.00
232.28
56.57
40.00
80.00
256.56
319.64
839.22
689.28
242.38
113.76
350.00
173.90
6,625.57
25.00
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CRYSTEEL TRUCK EQUIPMENT INC
DAHMS, MALACHI
DDC
DHS-CCDTF
EIDE BAILLY LLP
EIDE BAILLY LLP
ELIOR INC
ELOFSON, ANDREW
ELOFSON, ANDREW
ENGEL MELISSA
FALKSTONE LLC
FARMAMERICA
FASTENAL CO
FISHER ANNA
FITZSIMMONS, MARIA
FITZSIMMONS, MARIA
FLOEN CHARITY R
FORENSIC NURSING HOME 492
FORSBERG DRAINAGE & EXCAVATION LLC
FREE PRESS CO
FREYBERG PETROLEUM SALES
FRIEDRICHS, KRISTEN
FULLER, JENNIFER
FULLER, JENNIFER
FURTHER
FURTHER
GALLAGHER BENEFIT SERVICES INC
GALLS, LLC
GOPHER STATE ONE-CALL
GREAT-WEST LIFE & ANNUITY INS COMPANY
GREAT-WEST LIFE & ANNUITY INS COMPANY
GREATER MANKATO UNITED WAY
GROVER ROBERT S & KATLYN A
HAEDER, KELLEY
HAEFNER AUTO SUPPLY INC
HAEFNER AUTO SUPPLY INC
HALL, TERRY
HARRY MEYERING CTR INC-SILS
HERITAGE CRYSTAL CLEAN INC
HERNANDEZ KAREN
HOEFT, THOMAS
HOLIDAY CREDIT OFFICE
HOLIDAY CREDIT OFFICE
HOUSE OF HOPE INC
HOUSE OF LIGHTS INC
HY-VEE
I.U.O.E, LOCAL 49
INNOVATIVE OFFICE SOLUTIONS
INNOVATIVE OFFICE SOLUTIONS
INNOVATIVE OFFICE SOLUTIONS
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
JENSEN, CHRISTOPHER
JETTER CLEAN INC
JETTER CLEAN-OWATONNA
JOHNSON, DONNA
JOHNSON, SARAH
JOHNSON, SARAH

EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
UNIFORM ALLOWANCE
BLOOD TESTING FEES
CCDTF
AMHI FLEXIBLE FUNDS
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
BOARD OF PRISONER FEES
MILEAGE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
CONTRACTED SERVICES
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES ROAD
COMMUNITY SUPPORT
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
OTHER SALARY/COMPENSATION
MILEAGE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
HEALTH MEDICAL PSYCHOLOG.
STATE HOSPITALS
CONTRACTED SERVICES
LEGAL PUBLICATIONS
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
MILEAGE
MILEAGE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
EE HOSPITALIZATION WITHHELD
CONTRACTED SERVICES
UNIFORM ALLOWANCE
OTHER FEES
DEFERRED COMP WITHHELD
HEALTH CARE SAVINGS PLAN
UNITED WAY WITHHELD
REFUNDS
PUBLIC HEALTH SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
MILEAGE 2021
SILS
OTHER FEES
ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
UNIFORM ALLOWANCE
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
GASOLINE/DIESEL/FUELS
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
UNION DUES WITHHELD
OFFICE SUPPLIES
PROGRAM SUPPLIES
PUBLIC HEALTH SUPPLIES
FEDERAL WITHHOLDING
FICA WITHHELD
MEDICARE WITHHELD
MILEAGE
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
OTHER FEES
MILEAGE
MILEAGE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT

958.92
336.46
303.00
16,516.95
1,791.95
5,375.75
3,500.89
41.44
21.88
31.50
25,057.55
1,300.00
595.21
25.00
17.41
70.00
821.63
7,914.30
104,810.24
117.18
1,483.35
6.72
55.44
10.82
10,199.80
21,257.67
400.00
53.98
16.20
1,565.00
17,194.68
407.37
370.24
34.78
1,500.92
576.51
19.60
2,361.94
547.65
40.00
144.98
83.20
35.90
155.00
3,035.52
11.98
910.00
426.80
215.53
105.65
100,593.53
127,259.88
32,710.06
51.52
1,125.00
567.50
1.68
288.96
15.00
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JOHNSON, SARAH
KENNEDY CHRISTOPHER
KENNEDY, JAMIE
KENNEDY, JAMIE
KEYSTONE INTERPRETING SERVICES INC
KIENLEN, ERIN
KILLION SMITH LAW
KIRKWOOD, MICHAEL
KIRKWOOD, MICHAEL
KIRKWOOD, MICHAEL
KRANZ-MARBLE MALINDA
KUEHN, JAMIE
KUEHN, JAMIE
KWIK TRIP INC
KWIK TRIP INC
KWIK TRIP INC
LAKE CRYSTAL AREA REC CTR INC
LAKE WASHINGTON SANITARY DISTRICT
LAW ENFORCEMENT LABOR SERVICES
LAWSON PRODUCTS INC
LEE, JASON
LEIDER, KARI
LEIDER, KARI
LEO A HOFFMANN CENTER INC
LEXISNEXIS RISK DATA MANAGEMENT INC
LEXISNEXIS RISK DATA MANAGEMENT INC
LINDAHL MARK
LUTHERAN SOCIAL SERVICES INC
LUTHERAN SOCIAL SERVICES INC
MACLEAN KRISTINE H
MANKATO CITY HALL WATER DEPT
MANKATO MOTORSPORTS
MANKATO MOTORSPORTS
MANKATO REHABILITATION CENTER INC
MANPOWER INC
MANPOWER INC
MANPOWER INC
MANPOWER INC
MAPLETON FARM AND HOME LLC
MARIPOSA PUBLISHING
MAS COMMUNICATIONS
MASCHKA RIEDY, RIES & FRENTZ
MATHESON TRI-GAS INC
MCGUIRE MICHAEL D
MCGUIRE MICHAEL D
MCIT
METRO SALES INC
MIDSTATES EQUIPMENT & SUPPLY INC
MIDWEST MONITORING & SUR INC
MILLER MELANIE
MINNESOTA BENEFIT ASSOCIATION
MN CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENT CNTR
MN CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENT CNTR
MN DNR
MN STATE TREASURER
MN WING CIVIL AIR PATROL
MNPEA
MONTESSORI LEARNING CENTER INC
MONTESSORI LEARNING CENTER INC

TAXABLE MEALS
ATTORNEY FEES
MILEAGE
TAXABLE MEALS
INTERPRETER FEES
MILEAGE
ATTORNEY FEES
MEALS
MILEAGE
REGISTRATION FEE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
MILEAGE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
GASOLINE/DIESEL/FUELS
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
COMMUNITY SUPPORT
WATER/SEWER
UNION DUES WITHHELD
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
UNIFORM ALLOWANCE
MEALS
MILEAGE
OHP - RULE 5
PAYMENT FOR RECIP-NON TAX
PUBLICATIONS & BROCHURES
ATTORNEY FEES
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
RULE 4 - ADMIN FEE
OTHER SALARY/COMPENSATION
WATER/SEWER
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
USE TAX PAYABLE
FACILITY-RENTAL/LEASE
CONTRACTED SERVICES
MANPOWER SALARIES
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
TAXABLE MEALS
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES ROAD
LIBRARY COLLECTION
EQUIPMENT-RENTAL/LEASE
ATTORNEY FEES
OTHER FEES
CONTRACTED SERVICES
OTHER FEES
GENERAL INSURANCE
MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES ROAD
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
DISABILITY INS WITHHELD
MISCELLANEOUS WITHHOLDING
REVENUE COLLECTED/OTHERS
REVENUE COLLECTED/OTHERS
REVENUE COLLECTED/OTHERS
COMMUNITY SUPPORT
UNION DUES WITHHELD
CHILD CARE
CHILD CARE-NON TAXABLE

38.46
240.00
259.27
6.11
162.60
2.91
4,842.00
15.00
181.44
35.00
620.00
45.55
50.00
26.61
126.63
40.00
30,000.00
121.25
2,279.56
629.65
200.00
24.11
38.36
11,881.98
348.00
116.00
540.00
177.80
4,933.95
25.00
1,507.78
97.67
(6.71)
4,500.00
351.00
4,561.06
7,161.04
11.63
25.99
497.26
225.73
24.00
59.28
55.00
6.16
1,334.00
4,200.74
4,626.50
964.25
40.00
622.58
889.69
1,205.26
24,159.93
172,514.25
1,044.00
1,326.00
478.45
956.17
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MOSHER, JOEL
MOTOROLA INC
MOUNTAIN MICHAEL
MSOP-MN SEX OFFENDER PROG-462
MSSA
MSSA
MSU - MANKATO FOUNDATION
MUELLERLEILE, DAVID
MURRY, RICHARD
MURRY, RICHARD
NAPA AUTO PARTS - MANKATO
NAPA AUTO PARTS - MANKATO
NATH & ASSOCIATES
NATIONAL HIGHLIGHTS INC
NATIONWIDE RETIREMENT SOLUTION
NATIONWIDE TRUST COMPANY, FSB
NELSON JEFFREY & LORI
NELSON JEFFREY & LORI
NEREM, SHAWN
NETT KRISTIN
NICOLLET COUNTY FINANCE DEPARTMENT
NORTH CENTRAL INTERNATIONAL INC
NORTH CENTRAL UTILITY OF MINNESOTA, LLC
NORTHERN SAFETY TECHNOLOGY INC
NORTHWEST NATURAL GAS LLC
OMG MIDWEST INC
ON SITE COMPANIES, INC.
ON SITE COMPANIES, INC.
ON TIME AUTO EQUIPMENT, LLC
OVERHEAD DOOR COMPANY INC
PARAGON PRINTING & MAILING INC
PC FOR PEOPLE
PENWORTHY COMPANY
PETERSON REBECCA
PETERSON, ROSS
PETERSON, TIMOTHY
PITTMANN, KRISTIE
POSTMASTER
POSTMASTER
POWERPLAN INC.
PRO-TECH
PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIRE ASSOC
QUALIFACTS SYSTEMS INC
RAMSEY COUNTY
RICHTER ADAM & AMBER
RITTER, ALEXANDRA
RIVER BEND BUSINESS PRODUCTS
RIVER BEND BUSINESS PRODUCTS
RUCH, CHAD
RUCH, CHAD
RVS SHREDDING
SAFELITE FULFILLMENT INC
SAM'S CLUB DIRECT INC
SAM'S CLUB DIRECT INC
SANCO EQUIPMENT, LLC
SOUTH CENTRAL MN EMS
SOUTHERN MN INITIATIVE FOUND.
SRF CONSULTING GROUP INC
ST PETER RTC - 472

UNIFORM ALLOWANCE
OTHER CAPITAL EXPENDITURE
ATTORNEY FEES
STATE HOSPITALS
MEMBERSHIP DUES
REGISTRATION FEES
COMMUNITY SUPPORT
TAXABLE MEALS
TAXABLE MEALS
UNIF MAINT
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
USE TAX PAYABLE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
LIBRARY COLLECTION
DEFERRED COMP WITHHELD
PEHP CONTRIBUTION
DAMAGE REIMBURSEMENT
RIGHT-OF-WAY
OTHER FEES
ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
CONTRACTED SERVICES
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
EQUIPMENT-PURCHASED
GAS/FUELS - BUILDING
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES ROAD
USE TAX PAYABLE
WATER/SEWER
EQUIPMENT-PURCHASED
FACILITY-REPAIR/MAINT.
OFFICE SUPPLIES
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
LIBRARY COLLECTION
OTHER SALARY/COMPENSATION
UNIFORM ALLOWANCE
MILEAGE
MILEAGE
OFFICE SUPPLIES
PROGRAM SUPPLIES
INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLE
OTHER FEES
PERA WITHHELD
MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT
MEDICAL EXAMINER FEES
REFUNDS
MILEAGE
EXPENDABLE EQUIPMENT
OFFICE SUPPLIES
EQUIP REPAIR/MAINTENANCE
TAXABLE MEALS
OTHER FEES
INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLE
FURNITURE-PURCHASED
OFFICE SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
COMMUNITY SUPPORT
COMMUNITY SUPPORT
PW CONSULTANTS SERV
STATE HOSPITALS

344.90
3,480.00
780.00
20,101.95
600.00
1,500.00
2,625.00
33.80
18.40
23.60
11.55
(0.79)
865.00
514.00
4,289.75
1,537.99
500.00
1,400.00
75.00
40.00
32,331.58
1,010.34
1,256.40
9,426.90
1,168.56
1,630.43
(4.57)
191.57
2,999.00
88.00
31.61
46.00
509.66
25.00
238.73
12.05
21.84
180.00
420.00
722.60
499.00
187,447.40
4,452.50
3,425.00
568.00
3.36
269.00
148.43
54.18
29.13
308.75
39.95
89.98
7.64
30.74
5,000.00
5,250.00
26,727.98
20,960.30
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STAPLES BUSINESS ADVANTAGE INC
STAPLES BUSINESS ADVANTAGE INC
STUEHRENBERG, VANCE
TEAMSTERS LOCAL 320
TELSHAW DIANE
TELSHAW DIANE
TOPPERS PLUS INC
TRACTOR SUPPLY CREDIT PLAN
TRAXLER, DOUGLAS
TREAS OF BEAUFORD TWP
TREAS OF BUTTERNUT VALLEY TWP
TREAS OF CAMBRIA TWP
TREAS OF CERESCO TWP
TREAS OF DANVILLE TWP
TREAS OF DECORIA TWP
TREAS OF GARDEN CITY TWP
TREAS OF JAMESTOWN TWP
TREAS OF JUDSON TWP
TREAS OF LERAY TWP
TREAS OF LIME TWP
TREAS OF LINCOLN TWP
TREAS OF LYRA TWP
TREAS OF MANKATO CITY
TREAS OF MANKATO TOWNSHIP
TREAS OF MAPLETON TWP
TREAS OF MCPHERSON TWP
TREAS OF MEDO TWP
TREAS OF NOBLES COUNTY
TREAS OF PLEASANT MOUND TWP
TREAS OF RAPIDAN TWP
TREAS OF SCOTT COUNTY
TREAS OF SHELBY TWP
TREAS OF SOUTH BEND TWP
TREAS OF STERLING TWP
TREAS OF VERNON CENTER TWP
TRI-COUNTY FAIR
TRUCK CENTER COMPANIES EAST LLC
UNITED HEALTH CARE INSURANCE COMPANY
UNITED PROCESS SERVERS OF MINNESOTA
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
US BANK
VARIABLE ANNUITY LIFE INSURANC
VINE HOME THRIFT STORE
WALMART COMMUNITY BRC INC
WALMART COMMUNITY BRC INC

OFFICE SUPPLIES
PUBLIC HEALTH SUPPLIES
COUNTY BOARD PER DIEM
UNION DUES WITHHELD
CONTRACTED SERVICES
OTHER FEES
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
MILEAGE 2021
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
CONTRACTED SERVICES
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
OTHER FEES
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
OTHER FEES
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
PASS THRU OF FUNDS
COMMUNITY SUPPORT
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
DENTAL INSURANCE PAYABLE
OTHER FEES
COMMERCIAL TRAVEL
CONSTRUCTION SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT-PURCHASED
EQUIPMENT-REPAIR/MAINT.
EXPENDABLE EQUIPMENT
GAS/FUELS - BUILDING
MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT
MEMBERSHIP DUES
OFFENDER PROGRAMMING
OFFICE SUPPLIES
OTHER FEES
OTHER MAINT SUPPLIES SHOP
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
POSTAGE
PROGRAM SUPPLIES
REGISTRATION FEES
DEFERRED COMP WITHHELD
PAYMENT FOR RECIP-NON TAX
OFFICE SUPPLIES
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT

1,288.99
554.91
780.00
1,766.00
95.00
20.16
3,382.97
30.13
83.44
11,839.20
12,057.88
6,425.31
10,235.67
12,831.13
24,753.31
17,206.85
12,236.52
15,679.92
20,375.50
23,678.45
9,425.44
15,529.69
34,908.41
38,102.42
15,036.39
19,213.68
15,452.41
250.00
13,739.17
27,656.14
10,880.00
13,526.16
33,499.06
13,306.94
12,196.76
800.00
4,468.44
7,840.35
1,300.00
462.15
25.87
(659.98)
(547.43)
399.92
32.00
69.95
1,467.00
46.00
80.37
341.58
97.08
421.81
449.98
9.49
2,841.75
16,835.38
35.00
29.00
435.82
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WATTS TERRY
WENDLANDT, ERICA
WERSAL, JEFF
WEX BANK
WEYER, ALYSHA
WIBORG, JEFFREY
WICKS, ANGELINA
WINGERT DEBRA
WOLF BROS GLASS INC
WOLFE, AMY
WRIGHT, TIMOTHY
WS TRANSPORTATION
XCEL ENERGY
XCEL ENERGY
XCEL ENERGY
XCEL ENERGY

ADVISORY COMM. PER DIEMS
MILEAGE
TAXABLE MEALS
GASOLINE/DIESEL/FUELS
MILEAGE
MEALS
MILEAGE
RENTAL ASSISTANCE
INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLE
MILEAGE
MILEAGE
WAIVERED SERVICES
ELECTRICITY
FACILITY-RENTAL/LEASE
PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENT
RENTAL ASSISTANCE

40.00
27.64
20.27
169.51
6.72
74.69
30.47
50.00
342.00
28.00
85.68
11,834.00
123.99
72.07
540.00
42.00
$2,553,180.08
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BLUE EARTH COUNTY
HUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
AGENDA
February 16, 2021

I.

ACTION
a.

II.

Authorization to initiate recruitment for two (2) Senior Land Use Planners (C43)
(Property and Environmental Resources) Adjust Budgets
INFORMATIONAL

a.

Resignation of Christine Riewe, Library Clerk (on call) (A12) effective February 1, 2021.
(Library)

b.

Recruitment initiated for a Land Use Specialist (C41). (Property and Environmental
Resources)

c.

Resignation of Mitchell Tersteeg, Correctional Officer (B23) effective February 23, 2021.
(Sheriff)

d.

Recruitment initiated for a Correctional Officer (B23). (Sheriff)

e.

Change in employment status for Elijah Blakesley from Temporary Deputy Sheriff to
Deputy Sheriff (C42) effective March 3, 2021. (Sheriff)
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MEMORANDUM

To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners
Robert W. Meyer, County Administrator
February 16, 2021
Board of Adjustment Appointment

Purpose
The County’s Board of Adjustment committee currently has two vacancies. Mr. Michael (Dusty) Riley
has applied to serve on the Board of Adjustment. Mr. Riley, Commissioner District 4, has served on the
Planning Commission since 2018. If the Board elects to appoint Mr. Riley to the Board of Adjustment, he
will fill a vacant position with the term ending in December 2022.
Requested Action
Appoint Mr. Michael (Dusty) Riley, Commissioner District 4, to the Board of Adjustment to complete a
term ending in December 2022.
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INTEROFFICE MEMO
To:
County Board of Commissioners
From: Robert Meyer, County Administrator
Date: February 16, 2021
Re:
Construction Management Professional
Services Contract

Based on direction received by the County Board at a recent work session, Blue Earth County
has solicited a proposal from Kraus-Anderson to provide Construction Management Services for
the construction of a new Public Works facility in Mankato.
Their proposal follows the exact same fee structure as was charged for the Government Center
project.
a. Preconstruction Phase Services
b. Bidding Phase Fee
c. Site Services
d. Fee Percentage
e. Closeout Phase Services
I recommend authorization for the Chair and County Administrator to enter into an agreement
with Kraus-Anderson.
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INTEROFFICE MEMO
To:
County Board of Commissioners
From: Robert Meyer, County Administrator
Date: February 16, 2021
Re:
Professional Services Contract

Blue Earth County has been working with ISG on the planning of a new Public Works facility.
Given the size and scope of the construction project and the consideration of a construction
management contract, a project specific contract with ISG for professional services is
appropriate.
I recommend authorizing the Chair and the County Administrator’s signature on a professional
services contract with ISG for design of a new Public Works facility.
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Firm 2021 Standard Hourly Rates

Rates effective as of January 1, 2021, and are subject to change on an annual basis.

Employee Type

Hourly Rate

Administrative

Employee Type

GIS Specialist

I - IV

$66-124

I - Senior

Applied Technology Specialist

Graphic Designer

I - Senior

I - Senior

$91-136

Architect
I - Senior

$109-190
$100-142

I - Senior

$124-187

I - Senior

$88-108

$93-103

Civil Engineer

I - Senior

$108-160

Civil Designer

I - Senior

$110-170

$96-138

I - Senior

I - Senior

$124-139

I - Senior

$99-179

I - Senior

$121-190

Visualization Specialist
$101-180

I - Senior

$145-176

Videographer
$91-136

	

$124

Water/Wastewater Designer
$117-187

Landscape Designer

I - Senior

$118-190

Technology Engineer

Landscape Architect
$123-190

I - Senior

Technology Designer

Land Survey Specialist

I - Senior

Hourly Rate

Technical Writer

Land Surveyor

Business Writer

I - Senior

$109-169

Interior Designer

Business Developer
I - Senior

I - Senior

Employee Type

Structural Engineer

IT Specialist

Architectural Designer
I - Senior

Hourly Rate

I - Senior

$96-143

Water/Wastewater Engineer
$102-139

I - Senior

$123-190

Community Resource Planner

Marketing Consultant/Specialist

Water/Wastewater Project Manager

I - Senior

I - Senior

I - Senior

$112-165

Construction Administrator
I - Senior

Mechanical Engineer
$99-140

Drone Specialist
I - Senior

$91-136
$121-190

I - Senior

$99-136

I - IV

$111-145

Project Manager
$99-179

Environmental Scientist/
Engineer/Specialist
I - Senior

$121-190

Project Coordinator

Electrical Designer
I - Senior

I - Senior

I - Senior

$124-190

Senior Finance Consultant
	

$124-190

Equipment Expenses

Mechanical Designer

Electrical Engineer
I - Senior

$103-160

3D Laser Scanner
$63
All-Terrain Vehicle 
$25
Drone$125
Mapping Grade GPS
$19
Survey Grade GPS/Robotics
$56
Traffic Counter
$11
Pipe Crawler
$0.50
Mileage is billed at the IRS allowable rate
Consultant subcontracts are billed at
cost +10%

$160

$109-170

Architecture + Engineering + Environmental + Planning

ISGInc.com
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Financial Status for January 31, 2021
Governmental Funds
Target % = 8.3%

Revenues & Other Sources
State & Federal
Fees for Service
Local Tax Levy
Transportation Sales Tax
Interest on Investments
Miscellaneous Revenue
Other Financing Sources
Use of Fund Balance
Total Revenues & Other Sources

Jan-20

2021 Adopted

YTD % of

% Change

Budget

Budget

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3,812,603
738,173
546,891
98,119
164,128
-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,522,168
579,892
550,078
(10,361)
262,746
-

-33.8%
-21.4%
0.0%
0.6%
-110.6%
60.1%
0.0%

$

5,359,914 $

3,904,523

-27.2%

Expenditures & Other Uses
Public Aid Assistance
Personal Services
Contracts & Fees
Debt Service
Bldg. & Equip. Purchase
Other Expenditures
Other Financing Uses
Provided to Fund Balance
Total Expenditures & Other Uses

Jan-21

2020-2021

Jan-20

Jan-21

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

46,440,114
10,469,643
39,557,458
6,070,000
410,000
4,791,002
3,404,574
2,624,460
113,767,251

2021 Adopted

YTD % of

% Change

Budget

Budget

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,045,858
3,876,994
571,073
3,150
300,726
1,199,560
-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

557,744
3,808,014
1,392,019
450
81,006
1,344,306
-

-46.7%
-1.8%
143.8%
-85.7%
-73.1%
12.1%
0.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

9,503,065
47,126,608
35,517,483
4,068,576
6,075,300
8,091,645
3,384,574

5.9%
8.1%
3.9%
0.0%
1.3%
16.6%
0.0%

$

6,997,361 $

7,183,539

2.7%

$

113,767,251

6.3%

Governmental Funds
2020-2021

Revenues & Other Sources

Jan-20
$
$
$

Jan-21

257,518 $
934 $
258,452 $

343,117
913
344,030

% Change
33.2%
-2.2%
33.1%
2020-2021

Expenditures & Other Uses

Jan-20
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

8,539
39,845
17,251
65,635

Jan-21
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

26,154
69,860
35,827
24,323
156,164

% Change
206.3%
0.0%
-100.0%
-100.0%
-10.1%
41.0%
137.9%

Millions

(Ponderosa Landfill)

Contracts & Fees
Land Improvements
Machinery & Equipment
Admin Costs
Other Expenditures
Financial Assurance
Total Expenditures & Other Uses

3.4%

2020-2021

Enterprise Fund

Fees for Service
Miscellaneous Revenue
Total Revenues & Other Sources

5.4%
5.5%
0.0%
9.1%
-2.5%
5.5%
0.0%

$8
$7
$6
$5
$4
Jan
$3
$2

Jan

$1
$0
Revenues

Interim financial statements are prepared on a cash basis.

Expenditures
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Blue Earth County Cash and Investment Balances
January, 2017

January, 2018 January, 2019 January, 2020

January, 2021

Available Funds
General Fund
Human Services
Public Works
Capital Purchases
Ponderosa Landfill Enterprise

10,017,720
7,600,507
(470,243)
1,953,748
4,904,383

10,261,779
8,434,070
7,495,361
3,452,596
4,234,150

14,058,412
9,098,367
10,981,130
15,240,525
5,491,586

19,023,203
10,220,522
8,823,076
5,722,863

28,624,316
10,963,152
7,534,262
5,729,338

Total Available Funds

24,006,115

33,877,956

54,870,020

43,789,664

52,851,068

6 Month Operating Needs

55,191,339

Dedicated Funds
Health Insurance
Law Library
Debt Service
Missing Heirs
Library
Professional Development
County Attorney Forfeitures
City Attorney Forfeitures
Enhanced 911 Fund
Emergency Communications Board
Conceal and Carry
Emergency Management
Sheriff Court Contingent
Elections Technology
Recording Equipment Fund
Recording Compliance Fund
Veterans Van
Recycling Fee
Waste Management
Economic Development
Small City Loan Avail.
Small City Daycare Loan Avail.
Human Services Fiscal Agent
Capital Improvements Plan
Ponderosa Long-Term Dedicated
Ditch
Ditch Funding From Capital

1,908,923
32,548
1,454,367
42,072
222,015
118,923
113,410
7,442
380,301
72,518
295,249
1,600,000
6,547
227,000
59,694
173,901
29,357
7,397,304
874,319
173,823
673,973
1,665,397
42,262,000
2,600,428
3,690,086
9,074,323

2,758,762
6,885
1,235,264
270,799
102,867
124,891
16,860
412,693
79,744
333,081
1,600,000
6,301
235,834
106,333
253,211
29,771
7,344,087
773,254
118,393
722,661
273,085
38,543,483
2,721,806
4,807,610
9,135,779

2,322,042
(8,439)
1,216,552
300,683
102,403
143,783
30,119
438,416
71,699
380,671
1,600,000
6,188
195,959
169,517
342,695
30,338
7,313,168
597,124
53,860
339,904
282,600
222,660
28,623,950
2,918,507
3,113,313
9,073,587

2,119,269
(16,010)
1,287,000
297,107
101,638
160,649
38,777
454,423
406,790
1,600,000
6,880
78,581
233,478
440,451
31,166
7,286,197
405,780
28,861
378,931
228,457
305,710
34,957,217
3,125,519
2,500,651
8,560,125

3,025,265
(18,595)
1,388,279
311,215
118,995
148,907
17,159
295,580
- *
481,375
1,600,000
6,506
78,915
347,818
572,308
31,458
7,281,462
135,210
393,415
193,457
216,185
32,718,019
3,417,395 **
1,626,945
5,772,947

Total Dedicated Funds

75,155,920

72,013,454

59,881,299

65,017,647

60,160,220

Total County Funds

99,162,035

105,891,410

114,751,319

108,807,311

113,011,288

Taxes & Penalties
Other Fiduciary Funds

573,896
632,674

3,508,040
2,158,337

779,889
2,271,312

958,270
1,256,810

553,467
1,480,116

Total Fiduciary Funds

1,206,570

5,666,377

3,051,201

2,215,080

2,033,583

100,368,605

111,557,787

117,802,520

111,022,391

115,044,871

Fiduciary Funds

Grand Total

Blue Earth County Investments January 31, 2021
Current Investments less agency fund (Year to Date Earnings)

0.16%

14,642

Last Month less agency fund (Year to Date Earnings)

0.71%

805,852

Last Year less agency fund (Year to Date Earnings)

0.54%

2021 Budgeted Interest Income

48,655
456,000

2021 Interest/Fair Value Change Thru 1/31/21 (GASB 31)

-0.11%

(10,361)

Millions

Fund Balance
120
100
80
60
40
20
2015

2016

2017

Special Revenue Funds

2018

2019

General Fund

*The Emergency Communications Board was moved to the Fiduciary Fund.
**Transfer of Ponderosa Financial Assurance Payments from external managed trust to Blue Earth County acting as Trustee.
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Motion

Subsidiary
Motions

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Privileged
Motions

10
11
12
13

Main Motion
Postpone Indefinitely
Amend
Commit or Refer
Postpone to a certain
time
Limit or extend limits
of debate
Previous Question
Lay on the Table
Call for the orders of
the day
Raise a question of
privilege
Recess
Adjourn
Fix the time to which
to adjourn

Parliamentary Procedure Cheat Sheet

Is a 2nd
required?
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Is it
amendable?
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

It is
debatable?
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

What vote is
required?
Majority
Majority
Majority
Majority
Majority

Can it be
reconsidered?
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

May it
interrupt?
No
No
No
No
No

Yes

Yes

No

Two-Thirds

Yes

No

Yes
Yes
No

No
No
No

No
No
No

Yes
No
No

No
No
Yes

No

No

No

Two-Thirds
Majority
At the
request of
one member
Chair decides

No

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
No
Yes

No
No
No

Majority
Majority
Majority

No
No
Yes

No
No
No

Main Motion – Introduces new business. A main motion is the lowest ranking motion, and a member may make only when no
other business is pending.
Subsidiary Motion – Assist in handling the main motion. Always apply to another motion that is pending. Is in order from the
time the chair states the main motion until the motion is voted on.
Privileged Motion – Do not relate to the pending motion, but deal with special matters of immediate and overriding importance.
RANKING MOTIONS
1. Main Motion – Introduces a Substantive question as a new subject.
2. Postpone Indefinitely – reject main motion without a direct vote.
3. Amend – alter or modify the wording of a main motion. A primary amendment modifies the main motion; a secondary
amendment modifies the primary amendment.
Can amend a motion in 3 ways:
• Insert or add words – insert words at the beginning, middle or end of motion.
• Strike out words or paragraph – Remove words or a paragraph.
• Strike out and insert words or substitute a paragraph – Remove certain words or paragraphs and replace them
with others.
4. Commit or refer – to refer a motion to a smaller group or committee.
5. Postpone to a certain time – delay consideration of a main motion until later in the same meeting or until the next
scheduled meeting.
6. Limit or extend limits of debate – a motion that limits or changes the number of times a member make speak or the time
consumed by a speech, or total time for debate. A motion to limit the debate applies to all motions previously made and
that may subsequently be made, but a motion to extend limits of debate only affects motions that are still pending.
7. Previous question – a motion to close the debate, or call for the question, so the pending motion will come to an
immediate vote.
8. Lay on the table – a motion to set aside the main motion temporarily to take up a more pressing issue.
9. Call for the order of the day – a request made to follow the adopted agenda.
10. Raise a question of privilege – interrupt the discussion of business to bring up an urgent subject. Ex: Noise or
temperature of the room, to received handout materials, or see a presentation.
11. Recess – to take a short intermission in the meeting
12. Adjourn – to close the meeting
13. Fix the time to which to adjourn – to set a time, date, and place to continue the present meeting anytime before the next
regularly scheduled meeting.
** A resolution must have at least 3 yes votes to pass whether there are 3, 4, or 5 Commissioners present.
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