AGENDA
PARKS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MAY 24, 2021
BLUFF PARK
6:30 p.m.

1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

ROLL CALL

3.

ADOPT PROPOSED AGENDA

4.

APPROVE MEETING MINUTES

(Members: S. Creighton, K. DeCamillis, K. Halverson, S. Marotz, J. Merwin, D. Peterson, L. Talvitie)

4A. Approve Regular Parks Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes of April 26, 2021
5.

BUSINESS
5A. Request for Concept Plan Review for Prairie Meadows 3rd Addition
5B. Brom Park Questionnaire Feedback
5C. Staff Updates

6.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS’ REPORTS

7.

OTHER

8.

ADJOURN

Disclaimer: This agenda has been prepared to provide information regarding an upcoming meeting of the Big Lake Parks
Advisory Committee. This document does not claim to be complete and is subject to change.
Notice of City Council Quorum: A quorum of the City Council members may be present at this Big Lake Parks Advisory
Committee meeting beginning at 6:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers. No action will be taken by the City Council.

AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Parks Advisory Committee
Prepared By:
Corrie Scott, Recreation and Communication Coordinator

Meeting Date:
5/24/2021

Item No.

4A

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, Community
April 26, 2021 Parks Advisory Committee Regular Development Director
Meeting Minutes
Reviewed By: Norm Michels, Streets, Parks, and
Fleet Superintendent

ACTION REQUESTED
Approve the April 26, 2021 Big Lake Parks Advisory Committee Regular Meeting Minutes as
presented.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The April 26, 2021 Parks Advisory Committee Regular Meeting Minutes are attached for review.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
04-26-21 Parks Advisory Committee Regular Meeting Minutes

Big Lake Parks Committee Meeting Minutes
Date: April 26, 2021
Page 1 of 5

- DRAFT MINUTES NOT APPROVED

PARKS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING MINUTES
MONDAY APRIL 26, 2021

1.

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Peterson called the meeting to order at 6:32 p.m.
2.

ROLL CALL

Committee Members present: Scott Creighton, Kristi DeCamillis, Ken Halverson, Scott
Marotz, Jack Merwin, Doug Peterson, and Laura Talvitie.
Also present: Recreation and Communication Coordinator Corrie Scott, and Streets, Parks,
City Planner Lucinda Meyers, and Fleet Superintendent Norm Michels.
3.

ADOPT AGENDA

Committee Member Talvitie motioned to approve the agenda as presented. Seconded by
Committee Member Marotz, unanimous ayes, motion carried.
4.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Committee Member Talvitie motioned to accept the March 22, 2021 Parks Advisory
Committee minutes as presented. Seconded by Committee Member Merwin, unanimous
ayes, motion carried.
5.
5A.

BUSINESS
HOW TO ADD AN ITEM TO THE PARKS ADVISORY COMMITTEE AGENDA

Scott reviewed the three ways that Parks Advisory Committee Members can add
something to an upcoming meeting agenda.
Peterson commented that the group is passionate and because of this, previous meetings
have become quite lengthy. He stated that this process will help to keep the Committee on
task.
5B.

BROM PARK WETLAND DELINEATION UPDATE

Scott reviewed that the City Council approved a contract with Bolton and Menk, Inc to have
a wetland delineation performed at Brom Park in the amount of $2,400. This project is
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expected to take place in May 2021 once plant growth starts, but weather can impact this
date. She stated that she will bring updates to the Committee as the project moves
forward.
Halverson asked how far the questionnaire went out. Scott stated that the neighborhoods
surrounding the City owned Brom Lane parcel were targeted and that over 300
questionnaires were mailed. Peterson asked about the wetland delineation survey and if it
will give a boundary for what land is usable. Scott confirmed that once the survey comes
back, staff will have an idea of what types of equipment will be feasible to install on the
parcel. Halverson stated that the neighboring property owners are currently pumping water
from their yards onto City property. He stated that he is interested to hear the City
Engineer’s thoughts on whether the City should pump water from the City’s property to
make the land developable.
Peterson asked if runoff calculations will be included in the survey. Marotz stated that this
report will only be delineating the wetland area and setting boundaries for what land is
developable. He stated that there is generally also a buffer between the wetland area and
what can be used. Martoz stated that runoff calculations will likely need to be addressed,
but that the first step is determining what amount of land can be manipulated.
Merwin asked if the funding for this project is coming from the parks fund. Scott stated that
she will need to research if the project was budgeted for in 2021 or if it will need to be
funded by the Park Dedication Fund. She recommended that any questions about the
City’s budget be directed to the City’s Finance Director.
5C.

OUTSTANDING CITIZEN JUDGES PANEL

Scott reviewed that the City is hosting its first annual Outstanding Citizen Award with a
deadline for nominations on May 1, 2021. She asked if a member from the PAC is
interested in participating on the judges panel.
Committee Member Merwin volunteered to be on the judges panel for the 2021
Outstanding Citizen Award.
5D.

STAFF UPDATES

Scott reviewed the status of various projects regarding the community’s parks, trails, 2021
and programming. She stated that the Chamber Park Challenge had zero entries the first
week, one entry the second week, one entry the third week, and 33 entries the fourth week
from a total of ten individuals. Thirteen of the City’s and Township’s parks were identified in
the 35 photos that were submitted. There are a total of 66 entries for the grand prize as
some of the submissions qualified for a double entry.
Scott recommended that the Parks Committee meet at Bluff Park for the May meeting as it
is near the Prairie Meadows Third Addition which will be on the agenda. She stated that the
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concept plan for Prairie Meadows Third Addition will be presented by City Planner Lucinda
Meyers. Scott recommended that Committee Members bring lawn chairs as seating is
limited.
Michels stated that Public Works finished up their park inspections. He stated that Powell
Park’s equipment is deteriorating and there is an opportunity to use Park Dedication Funds
to introduce new park equipment. Michels stated that this park would likely have more
room than the parcel on Brom Lane and it would be a good fit for another zip line. Marotz
stated that this is one of the older parks in the community and conversation about updating
equipment has occurred in the past. Peterson recommended that this conversation be put
on the June agenda as May already has several large discussion items. Marotz stated that
it would be best to meet at Powell Park during the conversation. Marotz stated that if all
new park equipment is being installed, rather than maintenance to existing equipment, that
Park Dedication Funds could be used.
Creighton asked if Michels could bring rough costs of potential equipment such as a zip
line to the discussion of Powell Park in June. Michels confirmed that he will bring pricing of
various equipment to the June meeting. He stated that he isn’t planning to take priority
away from the potential Brom Park, but that the Brom Park project could take some time,
so he would like to start working on Powell Park simultaneously to move them both along.
Marotz stated that the timeline makes sense with the street project taking place near
Powell Park.
Halverson asked if half of the funding for Powell Park could come from the general fund.
He stated that he has a problem with using all Park Dedication funds to replace equipment
at an existing park. He stated that when money goes into the Park Dedication Fund from a
development, it should go toward creating a park near that specific development.
Halverson stated that the City Council should be willing to invest in replacing park
equipment at existing parks rather than taking money from the Park Dedication Fund.
Marotz stated that not every development will be able to have a park within it, but that he
agrees that funding for replacing existing park equipment should at least partially come
from the general fund. He stated that the Parks Advisory Committee can make the
recommendation to use general fund dollars, but that the decision is ultimately up to City
Council. Halverson stated that he would support the recommendation to use general fund
dollars for park equipment replacement. Creighton asked if the PAC has ever approached
City Council with a recommendation to use general funds. Marotz stated that in the past
they have not approached Council and instead used Park Dedication Fund dollars if they
were available. Examples of these parks are Norland and Sanford Select Acres, but they
were also newly created parks rather than existing parks needing equipment replacement.
Halverson stated that when a park is built, such as Sanford Select Acres, it draws more
development in that area because neighborhood parks are desirable. Creighton asked how
the installation of new park equipment will affect the Public Works budget. Michels stated
that he doesn’t have an issue with asking Council to budget general fund dollars toward
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park equipment replacement rather than Park Dedication funds, but that he wanted to
make the PAC aware that staff is looking into equipment replacement this year. Marotz
stated that the amount of funds in the Park Dedication Fund will help dictate project
timelines.
Halverson stated that if the Liquor Store is bringing in an excess of money, it shouldn’t be a
problem to use some of that to upkeep parks. He stated that the City continually maintains
things like squad cars, fire trucks, and computers, and that parks should be considered a
part of this annual routine maintenance. Peterson stated that in May the PAC will discuss
Brom Park and in June it will discuss Powell Park, giving enough time for staff to research
potential options for funding and equipment. Marotz asked if a full park equipment
replacement is not possible, what Michels’ plan is to maintain Powell Park. He stated the
City Council should be able to budget at least the amount needed to maintain the park.
Halverson stated that if we spend money to fix equipment knowing it is in need of
replacement, it will likely cost the City more in the long run than if they replaced the
equipment the first year.
Marotz asked if there is a way to find out how much of the current Park Dedication Fund
came from commercial versus residential projects. Scott stated she would research this.
Marotz stated that if the PAC knows what portion of the funds came from commercial, then
they can use that for existing parks and save the residential project funds for creating new
parks in the areas that developments have recently been built. Halverson stated that a
development likely will not put enough money in the Park Dedication Fund to produce their
own park, so commercial funds are likely needed to supplement the creation of a new park.
Marotz stated that the one of the reasons for commercial funding in the Park Dedication
Fund is to put toward regional parks like Lakeside Park rather than smaller neighborhood
parks. Halverson stated that there is no reason to use Park Dedication Funds for Lakeside
Park as it generates revenue through parking fees. He stated that the revenue from parking
fees should not be put in the general fund and instead be placed in a separate budget
specifically for Lakeside Park maintenance. Marotz stated that he doesn’t believe the
parking fees generate more funding than is needed to maintain Lakeside Park currently.
He stated that the improvements made to Lakeside Park were supported by the PAC and
were significant changes that required significant funding rather than purely maintenance.
Marotz stated that every new development that has come into Big Lake currently has a
neighborhood park with the exception of Harrison Cove as there wasn’t any land available
to build a park, which is why the PAC is currently focusing on building a park near Brom
Lane.
Talvitie asked if the developer has a choice between dedicating land for a park or donating
cash in lieu. Marotz stated that the PAC is able to provide input when this decision is being
made. He stated that with Harrison Cove, the land that they were offering to donate for
parkland wasn’t a good fit, and they decided to go with cash in lieu.
Peterson asked about the Fishing Pier at Lakeside Park. Michels stated that the high winds

Big Lake Parks Committee Meeting Minutes
Date: April 26, 2021
Page 5 of 5

- DRAFT MINUTES NOT APPROVED

this year split the Fishing Pier open. He stated that the streets projects are taking priority,
but that in mid-May he will start working on it and hopefully will have it open to the public
again in June.
6.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS’ REPORTS

Marotz stated that the Code Revision Task Force had a meeting in mid-April. He stated
that the City Council approved the addition of a fulltime Planning Technician and that it will
allow the City Planner, Lucinda Meyers, to make the Code Revision Task Force a priority.
Halverson stated that the portion of the City’s Code regarding signs is very lengthy and
difficult to understand. Marotz stated that because the City’s Code is so difficult interpret
regarding temporary signs, many businesses aren’t applying for the proper permitting.
Marotz stated that the Code Revision Task Force’s first priority is to simplify the City’s Code
regarding temporary signage.
Halverson stated that the rebranding project should be wrapping up in the next couple of
months. He stated that the logo is coming together and they are starting to show the
BLEDA what logos will look like on a water tower and other real life applications, Scott
stated that the proposed logo will go to City Council for informal approval at the May 12
Workshop. Creighton asked staff about the welcome sign near Lakeside Park and if it will
be replaced when the new logo is introduced. Scott stated that the introduction of the new
logo will slowly happen over time and as structures need replacing it will be incorporated on
things like signage and the water tower.
7.

OTHER – None.

8.

ADJOURN

Committee Member Marotz motioned to adjourn the meeting at 7:26 p.m. Seconded by
Committee Member Creighton, unanimous ayes, meeting adjourned.

AGENDA ITEM
Parks Advisory Committee
Prepared By:
Lucinda Meyers, City Planner

Meeting Date:
5/24/2021

Item No.

5A

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Corrie Scott, Recreation and
Request for Concept Plan Review for Prairie Meadows 3rd Communication Coordinator
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP, Community
Addition
Development Director

ACTION REQUESTED
Review the proposed concept plan and provide feedback to the applicant on parkland dedication and
open space.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Application
The applicant, JP Brooks Builders, has submitted the following application:
 Concept Plan for a single-family residential Planned Unit Development (PUD) featuring 60 lots, 4
outlots and dedicated public right of way.
The preparation of a concept plan is required for all PUD’s. The purpose of the concept plan is to obtain
informal review comments prior to filing a formal preliminary plat application. On the basis of the concept
plan, the City shall informally advise the developer of the extent to which the proposed subdivision generally
conforms to the design standards of the subdivision ordinance. Concept plan review does not convey any
legal development rights to the applicant.
Background
Property Location:
The property is located north of Marketplace Drive, south of 205th Avenue NW,
east of 172nd Street NE and abuts City limits.
Applicant:
Owner:

JP Brooks Builders, 11314 86th Ave N, Maple Grove, MN 55369
Little Red Hen Properties, Inc, 2559 Clarence St N, Maplewood, MN 55109

Existing Zoning: High Density Residential (R-3), Shoreland Management Overlay (western half of parcel
only), and Prairie Meadows PUD
2040 Comprehensive Plan:
Medium and High Density Housing (approximately 4-8 units/acre for
duplex, townhome and similar housing types, and up to 25 units/acre for multifamily buildings)
Surrounding Land Uses:
North:
Single family homes- Prairie Meadows residential subdivision
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South:
West:
East:

Vacant parcel zoned Medium Density Residential, three-quarters of which is within the
Shoreland Management Overlay District
Single family homes- Prairie Meadows residential subdivision
Single family homes- Big Lake Township

Overview
Existing Conditions
The subject property consists of a total of approximately 15 undeveloped acres. Roughly half of that area is
within what the DNR has classified as Sensitive Shoreland due to proximity to a Natural Environment Lake
(Preusse Lake). This area is identified by the Shoreland Management Overlay district boundary. The
western edge of the site is bordered by Prairie Drive, a local road serving the adjacent single-family
neighborhood. Bluff Park, which is a neighborhood park, is located on the west side of Prairie Drive.
Land Use
The concept plan identifies a single-family development with 60 lots. The net density of the concept,
calculated as the number of units divided by the developable area, is 4.09 units per acre. Rezoning to
Medium Density Residential (R-2) will be required. Circulation proposed includes a roadway and sidewalk
system which connects to adjacent roadways and sidewalks to the west.
Zoning and Shoreland Management
The concept plan provides the following details regarding the proposed setbacks.
R-2 Requirements

Proposed

Setback from property line
for a standard lot
Front Yard
Side Yard
Rear Yard
Interior Rear Yard

30 feet
10 feet
30 feet
-

25 feet
6 feet
20 feet
15 feet

Setback from property line
for a corner lot
Front Yard
Corner Side Yard
Side Yard
Rear Yard
Interior Rear Yard

30 feet
30 feet
10 feet
30 feet
-

25 feet
25 feet
6 Feet
20 feet
15 feet

Table 1. Setbacks.

The concept plan features lots ranging from 5,460 SF (Lots 6-8, Block 3) to 11,638 SF (Lot 1, Block 1) and
provides the following details regarding the proposed lot standards.

Standard lot size
Width
Depth
Lot Area

R-2 Requirements

Shoreland District
Requirements

Proposed
(average)

80 feet (interior); 96 (corner)
10,000 sf (interior lot)
12,000 sf (corner lot)

125 feet
20,000 sf

52 feet
120 feet
6,240 sf
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Table 2. Standard Lot Sizes.

A number of deviations appear to be proposed.
If a formal application is made, additional information will be required to determine compliance with
shoreland standards. The standards are included below to inform both the developer and Planning
Commission of the standards that will be evaluated at the time of preliminary plat and development stage
PUD plan submittal.





The maximum impervious surface coverage is 25%, unless a conditional use permit is approved to
allow a maximum of 35%.
The minimum required open space is 50% of the project area within the Shoreland Management
Overlay.
All lots will be limited to 25-foot building height which may affect the home design.
Tier Analysis (Shoreland PUD): The majority of the site is within Tier 3 of a natural environment
overlay. The 6.69 acres in the third tier divided by the 20,000 SF lot area requirement gives you the
14.6 base unit density for the development. Tier 3 allows a 200% increase in the base density when
going through a shoreland PUD, which brings the total allowed units to 43.8.

Parkland Dedication
Based on the total acreage, the current parkland dedication requirement for this project would be 1.7 acres,
or 1.5 x the per acre with a minimum of $2,500.00 per lot, if cash in lieu of dedicated land is accepted by the
City Council.
The concept does not propose land dedication for parks or trails. The City’s Park Advisory Committee (PAC)
is responsible for reviewing park needs in new development proposals. The PAC is scheduled to review the
concept plan at their regularly scheduled meeting on May 24, 2021 and will provide feedback to the
developer at that time.
Streets and Sidewalks
The property is bound on the west by Prairie Drive, which features a sidewalk on the east. The plan shows
extensions of the following roadways from Prairie Drive (from north to south): Mayapple Drive, Larkspur
Lane and Trillium Lane. An extension from Trillium Lane is proposed to the property south of the site. All
roads proposed are local roads with sidewalks. The dedicated right-of-way is shown as 60’ wide, including a
5 foot concrete sidewalk and 32 foot roadway.
Utilities
Sanitary sewer and watermain are installed under Prairie Drive, with stubs for future connection to the east.
Required Landscaping/Tree Preservation
A landscaping, screening, and a tree preservation plan will be required upon submittal of a development
application. The zoning ordinance requires specific landscaping for residential lots- two (2) trees per dwelling
unit to be located in the front yard. Financial securities will likely be required upon approval, or with building
permits.
Storm Water Management
Storm water management techniques must be consistent with the City’s Subdivision Ordinance, with the
following additions: retention basins are to resemble natural ponds to the maximum extent possible and
their landscaping shall include indigenous plants and landscaping materials. Ponding and drainage impact
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will need to be reviewed with submittal of a development application. The concept plan features four (4)
storm water ponds located in outlots.
Engineering Comments
Comments from the City Engineer are provided in the attached memo dated April 23, 2021.
Consistency with Comprehensive Plan
The site is identified for Medium and High-Density Housing uses in the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. The
Comprehensive Plan describes this category as areas with small-lot single-family houses, duplexes,
townhouses, 4-12unit buildings that typically have individual exterior entrances, and apartment buildings,
which have interior corridors. The housing is located where there is good traffic access, between low-density
housing and non-residential land uses, and at high-amenity locations. The density is expected to be in the
range of 4 to 8 units per acre for the duplex, townhouse and similar buildings and up to 25 units per acre for
apartment buildings. The proposed uses and densities within this concept plan are consistent with the 2040
Comprehensive Plan.
Entitlement Process
Development of this site will require several steps, and review and approval by different agencies.
Environmental Assessment Worksheet
The size of the development triggers a mandatory environmental assessment worksheet (EAW). The City is
the regulatory governmental unit (RGU) charged with making a decision on the EAW and the need for further
environmental review.
Rezoning
As proposed, this development will require rezoning from High Density Residential (R-3) to Medium Density
Residential (R-2).
Planned Unit Development/Preliminary Plat
As proposed, this development will require approval of an amended Planned Unit Development (PUD) to
allow for the deviations from the R-2 zoning district, Shoreland Management overlay district and the zoning
code. The intent of a PUD is to provide flexibility and joint planning between the city and developer to
introduce flexibility of site design and architecture for the conservation of land and open space through
clustering of lots, buildings and activities, which promote the goals outlined in the Comprehensive Plan or
serve another public purpose.
The developer must provide information on the requested deviations and how providing this flexibility will
benefit the city and meet goals of the comprehensive plan and PUD criteria. The PUD ordinance lays out
thirteen (13) benefits that are sought by the City.
The preliminary plat process includes a public hearing before the Planning Commission and review and
approval by the City Council. The preliminary plat is processed in conjunction with the development stage
plan. The PUD is processed as a rezoning, in conjunction with the preliminary plat and the development
stage plan.
Final Plat and Plan Approval Process
The final plat is processed by the City Council prior to or in conjunction with the final stage PUD plan.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
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The applicant is responsible for all costs associated with the processing of this application.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The purpose of the concept plan review process is to provide a potential developer with an advisory review
of a proposed development without incurring major costs to prepare and submit a subdivision application.
This process is intended to allow an informal discussion between the developer and the city. A concept plan
is not a formal development application, and any comments offered by the City are advisory.
The Parks Advisory Committee should use this opportunity to ask questions about the proposed
development and provide feedback to the applicant that is focused on the following:
1. The City’s (also the DNR’s) requirement to ensure 50% of the area that is within the Shoreland
Management overly district is preserved as open space.
2. Parkland dedication. If cash in lieu is accepted, the development will generate $150,000.00 of park
dedication funds.
ATTACHMENTS
ABCD-

Site Location Map
Zoning Map
Comprehensive Plan Further Land Use Map
Concept Plan – Prairie Meadows 3rd Addition
E- Memorandum from City Engineer
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ATTACHMENT A
SITE LOCATION MAP

6

ATTACHMENT B
ZONING MAP

7

ATTACHMENT C
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FUTURE LAND USE MAP

8

ATTACHMENT D
CONCEPT PLAN – PRAIRIE MEADOWS 3rd ADDITION

9

ATTACHMENT E
MEMO FROM CITY ENGINEER
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AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Parks Advisory Committee
Prepared By:
Corrie Scott, Recreation and Communication Coordinator

Meeting Date:
5/24/2021

Item No.

Item Description:
Brom Park Questionnaire Feedback

Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, Community
Development Director

5B

Reviewed By: Norm Michels, Streets, Parks, and
Fleet Superintendent

ACTION REQUESTED
N/A
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Staff mailed out a questionnaire to over 330 homes located near the City owned parcel on Brom
Lane in April. Attached is an example of the questionnaire and the feedback that was received
from the 14 homeowners that responded.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
Brom Park Questionnaire
Brom Park Questionnaire Feedback

City of Big Lake
2021 Brom Lane Proposed Park Questionnaire
Please complete and return this survey to City Hall (160 Lake Street North, Big Lake, MN, 55309). This
questionnaire is for informational purposes to better assist with the design of a park being
created on Brom Lane. Staff will follow up with any questions or concerns that you note.
1.

Park Amenities

Please rank the amenities that you and your family would like to see installed on the City owned
parcel located on Brom Lane. (1 = Most Important – 11 = Least Important)
___
___
___
___
___
___
___
___
___
___
___

Playground Equipment
Benches
Swing Set
Zip Line
Exercise Equipment
Park Shelter/Gazebo
Educational Information Center
ADA Compliant Surfacing (i.e. Astroturf)
Handicap Accessible Park Equipment
Grills
Picnic Tables

Let us know if you have a suggestion that isn’t listed: _____________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
2.

Age Group

Please place a checkmark next to the age group that you would like park equipment to be geared
toward if installed on the City owned parcel located on Brom Lane.
___
___
___
___

Toddler (6-23 months)
Early Childhood (2-5 years)
Elementary (5-12 years)
Teen and Adult (13+ years)

3.

General Comments

Please feel free to provide any general comments: _______________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
4.

Contact Information

_____________________________________

________________________________________________

Name

_____________________________________

Property Address

________________________________________________

Telephone

City of Big Lake

E-mail

160 Lake Street North

Big Lake, MN 55309
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Q1 Park Amenities
Answered: 14

Skipped: 0
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Q2 Age Group
Answered: 14

Skipped: 0
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Toddler (6-23 months)
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3
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Elementary (5-12 years)

64.29%

9

Teen and Adult (13+ years)

14.29%

2

Total Respondents: 14
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Additional Suggestions:
‘Remote control car track, bike track/jumps’
‘Baby swings, please! A smaller toddler section would be great as well (for playground equipment).’
‘A free standing library box.’
‘I would like to see BL put in a public outdoor swimming pool!’
‘Toilet? Water fountain?’
General Comments:
‘I chose things for younger children because I prefer not to have unaccompanied minors hanging out.
Can funds be used for mosquito or gnat control since that is a problem with the wetlands there. This
would help the neighborhood enjoy it more.’
‘Please install a playground. There are so many families in the Tarrytown, Brom, Katrina, and Harrison
Cove area that Need a park! Long overdue.’
‘It would be fantastic to have some green space as well.’
‘A playground would get the most use with the amount of children in this neighborhood.’
‘A few of us on Brom Lake have toddlers who would love a safe place to play! Really hope it can
happen.’
‘I am thrilled to see a park go in, in our neighborhood! We have so many kids in our area that something
within walking distance is super important!’
‘Would love to bring our grandkids to a park we can walk too!!’

5C
Recreation and Communication Coordinator Updates
______________________________________________________________________
1. Programming
a. Winter Farmers Market: The last market of the winter season took place
in conjunction with the Chamber Community Fair in May. Attendance for
the event was a little over 240 people.
b. Summer Farmers Market: Staff has a full schedule of volunteers to help
run the information booth for the 2021 summer season. Kick off for the
market will take place on Wednesday, June 2, 2021.
c. Music in the Park: The music schedule for 2021 Music in the Park is set.
Lupulin Brewing is waiting for final approval from the state on whether
their liquor license for the event will be approved.
d. Movie in the Park: The first Movie in the Park of 2021 is confirmed for
Friday, May 21 and will feature the film The Croods: A New Age. The
second Movie in the Park date is scheduled for September 10 and will
feature the film Shrek.
e. Food Trucks at Lakeside Park: Staff plans to bring this program forward
with the understanding that cancellations are a possibility if Public Works
has issues with increased litter or scarce parking at Lakeside Park. Only
on Big Lake food truck has shown interest so far this year.
f. Outstanding Citizen Award: Deb Johnson is the recipient of the City of
Big Lake’s first annual Outstanding Citizen Award. She will be recognized
at the May 26 Council Meeting at 6 p.m.
g. Sherburne County 4-H Programming: Staff is working with Sherburne
County 4-H to plan a day camp program for youth grades K-2 that will take
place twice in the month of August at a park in Big Lake. Spud Fest has
agreed to sponsor the event so that registration will be free.
h. Fairy House Event: The Big Lake Ambassadors will be hosting this event
in late July. Judging will take place the evening of July 22 by the
Ambassadors, and houses will be left out for the community to admire until
July 30. Registration will begin in early July.
2. Rebranding: Como Lake Marketing Team presented a proposed logo to Council
at the May 12 City Council Workshop and received positive feedback from all in
attendance. They are now working on a marketing toolbox that includes
PowerPoint presentations, letterheads, photography, and short marketing videos.

