
STILLWATER TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
July 15, 2026 

Stillwater Township Town Hall (13636 90ᵗʰ St) – 7:00 PM 
 
Commissioner’s Present 

Jack Soukup, Chairperson 
Kate Niemann 
Frank Countryman 
Dan Loveridge 
Carrie Rolstad 
Steve Valley 
Robyn Stoller 
 
Commissioner’s Absent 

Peter Howard 
Katie Driver 
 
Staff Present 

CJ Sycks, Planner (TKDA) 
Barbara Riehle, Clerk 
Danielle Herrick, Deputy Clerk 
Jim Riehle, Town Board Supervisor 
 
Chairperson Soukup opened the meeting at 7:01pm. 
 
Agenda Approval 

Motion by Member Rolstad to approve the agenda as written. Seconded by Member 
Niemann. 

Motion by Member Rolstad, seconded by Member Niemann. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Approval of Meeting Minutes 

Approve July 1, 2026, Planning Commission Minutes. 

Motion by Member Loveridge, seconded by Member Rolstad, to approve the minutes as 
received. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Open Forum 

No members of the public came forward for open forum. 
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Planner Report 

Axdahl Minor Subdivision/Variance – Concept Review 
Planner Sycks presented a concept plan submitted by Brian and Leslie Axdahl for a minor 
subdivision of their properties on the east side of the Township (PIDs 010.3.020.340.003 and 
010.3.020.320.010), located along Arcola Trail North and near the Arcola Bluffs Open Space 
Development (OSD). Planner Sycks explained that although concept reviews under 
Subdivision Ordinance Section 8.0 are typically reserved for major subdivisions, staff 
elected to follow that process for this minor subdivision because it is a useful tool for 
applicants to receive informal feedback before submitting a formal application. She 
emphasized that no action could be taken and that any comments offered were advisory 
only and not to be construed as approval or denial of a future application. 

The concept proposes reconfiguring three existing parcels (Parcels A, B, and C) totaling 
approximately 60 acres using the lot averaging subdivision technique, which permits 
smaller lot sizes than a conventional subdivision provided density does not exceed four 
dwelling units per 40 acres. Under this standard, the property could support up to six 
dwellings total. As proposed, Parcel A (48.10 acres) would remain agricultural with no new 
dwelling; Parcel B (10.62 acres) would be created for one new home; and Parcel C 
(approximately 1.25 acres) would be conveyed to the adjoining Notarangelo property, which 
is part of the Arcola Bluffs OSD. Planner Sycks noted the home on Parcel C has already been 
counted toward the OSD's approved density and would not count against this subdivision's 
density. 

Planner Sycks identified several unresolved issues for the Commission's consideration: 

Arcola Bluffs/OSD Land Transfer: Because Parcel C would be incorporated into the existing 
Arcola Bluffs OSD, the addition of land could require the OSD plat to be amended or 
replatted. Staff recommended the parcel instead be created as an outlot (Outlot A) to avoid 
this complication. After consulting the Township Attorney, staff explained that replatting 
would not be necessary, however, amending the PUD is. 

Ghost Plat/Future Development: The concept's “ghost plat” lines depicting potential future 
lots showed seven additional dwellings, exceeding the five additional lots that would 
actually be permitted under the density maximum. Staff recommended the applicant revise 
the ghost plat to reflect a feasible number of future lots and to show a second point of 
access (potentially connecting to Arcola Tr. N.) rather than relying solely on cooperation 
from an adjacent landowner. This is a suggestion for clarity and is not required for 
completeness of a future application. 

Frontage: Proposed Parcel B does not currently have frontage on a public roadway. The 
applicants proposed an encroachment agreement to allow a driveway across approximately 
50 feet of Township-owned right-of-way between the existing temporary cul-de-sac and the 
parcel line. Planner Sycks and the Township Attorney advised that an encroachment 
agreement alone would not satisfy the frontage requirement, which calls for 300 feet of 
frontage on a public roadway. Two potential paths to meet the requirement without a 
variance were discussed: extending the cul-de-sac approximately 115 feet onto Parcel B to 
provide the required 60 feet of frontage, or constructing a paved “stub” roadway, providing 
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300 feet of frontage, which is permitted under Subdivision Ordinance Section 13.3(10) for 
future street extensions. Absent one of these solutions, the applicant would need a variance 
from the frontage requirement. 

Roadway Material: Gravel roads are prohibited under the Subdivision Ordinance; any 
roadway improvement would need to be paved with concrete or bituminous surfacing 
unless a variance or ordinance amendment is obtained. Staff noted a separate resident is 
independently pursuing a possible ordinance amendment addressing gravel roads, but no 
such application has been submitted. 

Commission Discussion 

Applicant Brian Axdahl explained the background of the request, noting a neighboring family 
has long expressed interest in purchasing the adjacent parcel, and that the family is seeking 
a simple, low-disturbance solution to provide legal driveway access off the existing cul-de-
sac rather than rebuilding it further down the property. 

Member Stoller asked why the applicants were pursuing this as a standalone minor 
subdivision rather than incorporating the land into the existing Arcola Bluffs Open Space 
Development (OSD), given the parcels are contiguous. Planner Sycks responded that 
incorporating the land into the OSD would require replatting the entire neighborhood, which 
would be a more significant undertaking than creating a single outlot, and noted the OSD 
was finalized around 2015 and its boundaries are tied directly to the density and 
conservation acreage approved under that development's PUD. 

Member Countryman sought clarification on the future road shown on the concept plan.  
Planner Sycks confirmed that the roadway easement runs across land owned by the 
Axdahls, not the Township, and that the Township's interest is limited to a small dedicated 
right-of-way at the end of the existing cul-de-sac. Member Valley asked how a future 
roadway easement across Parcel B would affect the ability to develop that parcel, and 
whether splitting ownership across the easement would create a landlocked or non-
contiguous parcel. Planner Sycks confirmed the parcel would remain a single, contiguous 
property for zoning purposes even if a road were later built through it, and that dedicating 
the easement would not by itself compensate the property owner, as the land remains 
privately owned and taxed until such time as it may be developed. 

The Commission's discussion then centered on how to resolve the frontage deficiency for 
Parcel B without a variance. Member Valley raised the possibility of a paved stub extending 
from the cul-de-sac to the property line, noting the ordinance does not specify a maximum 
stub length, only that dead-end streets are prohibited except as stubs for future extension 
or when designed as cul-de-sacs. Chairperson Stoller stated a preference for 
recommendations that avoid a variance where possible, and observed that if the cul-de-sac 
itself were simply relocated onto Parcel B, no variance would be required at all. Planner 
Sycks confirmed that relocating the cul-de-sac approximately 115 feet, rather than 
extending the roadway the full 300 feet otherwise required for frontage, would satisfy the 
ordinance's 60-foot cul-de-sac frontage standard without a variance. 

Chairperson Soukup acknowledged that relocating the cul-de-sac would involve 
considerable construction cost and disturbance for the benefit of a single lot, and stated he 
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could see a reasonable basis for a variance in this circumstance rather than requiring that 
work. Member Valley cautioned that the applicant would need to submit a clear, well-
documented rationale. Planner Sycks noted that financial hardship cannot by itself support 
a variance under State law and a variance requires a hardship or practical difficulty that is 
not created by the property owner. She further noted that applicants are asked to respond 
to a set of standard criteria addressing consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and vision 
statement, among other factors.  

No formal action was taken. Staff will incorporate the Commission's feedback and continue 
working with the applicant, who may revise the concept plan or proceed with a formal 
subdivision application. 

2050 Comprehensive Plan – Public Engagement Plan Review 
Planner Sycks presented the draft Public Engagement Plan (PEP) for the Imagine 2050 
Comprehensive Plan Update. The PEP is a living, internal working document that will be 
refined throughout the project. Staff requested Commission feedback specifically on the 
plan's project priorities, engagement goals, and stakeholders sections. 

The Commission discussed expanding the stakeholder list beyond the initial entries 
(Washington County Historical Society, local businesses/churches, residents, and visitors). 
Members recommended adding the Town Board, Park Committee, and Communications 
Committee, noting these groups should be included even without immediate action items 
so the stakeholder map can be used to anticipate and document future risks and 
touchpoints throughout the process. Member Valley recommended including relevant state 
and regional agencies at this stage of the process rather than waiting to involve them in the 
final review stage of the plan. Members discussed adding homeowners associations within 
the Township, and organizations such as the watershed districts and the Minnesota Land 
Trust given their role in existing OSD conservation easements.  

The Commission discussed the Township's first public engagement event to be held at the 
Annual Picnic. Members agreed that the top priorities for this event are: (1) building basic 
public awareness that the Comprehensive Plan update process exists, its timeline, and how 
to get involved, and (2) gathering high-level input on community values and priorities to help 
direct the land use and housing sections. Members suggested highlighting goals and 
accomplishments from the 2040 Plan to show the impact the Comprehensive Plan has on 
the Township. Planner Sycks will prepare display boards and activities. Postcards with a QR 
code linking to the project website will be provided at the event. 

2050 Comprehensive Plan – Goals and Policies Introduction 
Planner Sycks introduced the review of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan's existing goals and 
policies as the starting point for the 2050 update, explaining that the Township's goals must 
be established before objectives, strategies, and implementation targets can be developed. 
Commissioners were asked to review the goals and policies document and submit revisions 
using track changes in Word, markup on a PDF, or handwritten notes so that changes can 
be tracked and incorporated. Revisions are due by Monday, August 17, 2026. 
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Town Board Liaison Report 

Supervisor Riehle reported on planning for the Township's Annual Picnic on August 16, 
including canopy, staffing, and food arrangements, and invited Commission members to 
assist.  

Adjournment 

Motion by Member Rolstad to adjourn the meeting. Seconded by Member Loveridge. 

Upon a voice vote, all voting aye, Chairperson Soukup declared the motion carried 
unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 9:05 p.m. 

Next Meeting 

September 3, 2026 at 7:00 PM 

Submitted by: Clerk Barbara Riehle 

 


