AGENDA
BIG LAKE PARKS ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
OCTOBER 25, 2021
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 September 27, 2021
5)

BUSINESS
5A. PUD Concept Plan for Parkwood Knolls
5B. PUD Concept Plan for Prairie Meadows 3rd Addition
5C. Big Lake Business Park Preliminary Plat
5D. 2021 Joint Committee Workshop
5E. 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
Item Description:
September 27, 2021 Parks Advisory Committee Regular
Meeting Minutes

Meeting Date:
10/25/2021

Item No.

4A

Reviewed By: Norm Michels, Streets, Parks, and
Fleet Superintendent
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, Community
Development Director

ACTION REQUESTED
Approve the September 27, 2021 Big Lake Parks Advisory Committee Regular Meeting Minutes as
presented.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The September 27, 2021 Parks Advisory Committee Regular Meeting Minutes are attached for review.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
09-27-21 Parks Advisory Committee Regular Meeting Minutes
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PARKS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING MINUTES
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 27, 2021

1.

CALL TO ORDER

Vice-Chair Talvitie called the meeting to order at 6:36 p.m.
2.

ROLL CALL

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

ADOPT AGENDA

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

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Committee Member Marotz motioned to accept the June 28, 2021 Parks Advisory
Committee minutes as presented. Seconded by Committee Member Creighton,
unanimous ayes, motion carried.
5.
5A.

BUSINESS
POWELL PARK RECONSTRUCTION DISCUSSION

Michels reviewed that staff is recommending to Council that Powell Park playground be
removed and reconstructed due to rust concerns and being in overall poor condition. Three
total playground designs were provided from St. Croix Recreation and Midwest Playscapes
upon request from staff. A replacement park would include new amenities, meet ADA
requirements, have a portable toilet pad and have one or two picnic table pads. Staff is
asking for the Parks Advisory committee to review and include input on the designs.
Talvitie stated that the designs seem large for the area. Michels stated that the dimensions
will fit within Powell Park, but that the St. Croix option removes an existing tree and the
Midwest Playscapes option keeps the tree. Halverson stated that he would like to see a
design that is ADA compliant. Marotz stated that he prefers the option where the sidewalk
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goes all the way around the park equipment. Halverson stated that he doesn’t like the sit
down zip line because it is a hazard for kids to get stuck. Michels stated that he doesn’t like
the sit down zip line because he can see the wrong age group using and breaking it.
Halverson asked if the park designs utilize wood chips. Michels confirmed that they are all
proposing to use wood chips. Halverson asked if woodchip replacement could be an issue.
Michels stated that there are some costs involved but that Public Works staff no longer has
to replace it as there is an outside vendor that will contract that task. Halverson asked if
there are other options that don’t need as much maintenance as wood chips. Michels
stated that there are other rubber options, but that they are exponentially more expensive
than wood chips. Marotz recommended using the rubber flooring option at Brom Park
instead as it is much smaller of a space and wouldn’t cost nearly as much as it would for
Powell Park.
Halverson asked about the timeline of installing the park. Michels stated that due to
supplier backups, the earliest that Powell Park could be installed is summer 2022. Talvitie
asked if the damage done at Sanford Select Acres is ongoing. Michels stated that the
damage done to Sanford Select Acres Park was only a one-time occurrence. Talvitie stated
that she likes the zip line feature because it appeals to a wider age group. Marotz
recommended using a portion of Park Dedication Funds toward the replacement of Powell
Park and a portion of funds from the General Fund. Scott stated that the only funds that the
Finance Director has set aside for park creation is about $35,000 in a CIP Fund. Halverson
stated that he would rather see the Park Dedication Fund used for the creation of new
parks rather than the replacement of equipment on an existing park. Marotz asked if it is
possible to fund the replacement of Powell Park with the Park Dedication Fund and ask
Council to replace that funding in the future. Scott stated that she is unsure if this is an
option, and that the Parks Committee would have to consult the Finance Director.
Marotz stated that although he doesn’t have an issue with fully funding the replacement of
Powell Park with Park Dedication Funds, he does feel that it sets a precedent for the
replacement of other parks. He stated that this use isn’t sustainable with the amount of
parks in Big Lake that are going to need equipment replacements in the near future versus
the amount of development bringing in funding to the Park Dedication Fund. Creighton
agreed that Council should start setting aside money in the General Fund to go toward the
replacement of parks. Scott stated that each year about $5,000 is being put into a CIP
Fund for this purpose. Halverson stated that this needs to be increased significantly to
match the need of park replacement in the City. Marotz stated that in the past this hasn’t
been an issue because most of the City’s parks were newly created, but that the majority of
parks in Big Lake now need replacement and there needs to be a larger conversation with
City Council on how to fund these projects in the future.
Creighton asked how much money is budgeted for general park maintenance. He asked if
the Parks Committee can recommend an amount to be allocated each year for the
maintenance of existing parks. Scott clarified that there is an amount budgeted for general
maintenance of parks each year, however, the replacement of park equipment is not
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considered maintenance. Halverson stated that there are unallocated CIP funds that could
potentially go toward the replacement of Powell Park. Michels stated that there was
originally $80,000 from the Park Dedication Fund budgeted toward the replacement of
Powell Park. Talvitie recommended that the Parks Committee recommend that Council use
the originally budgeted $80,000 from the Park Dedication Fund and the remainder of the
cost to replace Powell Park from CIP funds.
Michels stated that when a park is fully replaced, it needs to be ADA compliant. He stated
that the parks needing replacement in the future will not necessarily always need to be fully
replaced, and in that case they do not need to be ADA compliant and they also wouldn’t
qualify to be funded through the Park Dedication Fund. Marotz stated that regardless of
whether Powell is fully funded through the Park Dedication Fund that he would like to
ensure Council has a conversation about how to fund the replacement of existing parks
that is sustainable. Halverson stated that he is worried if Council uses full funding from
Park Dedication Fund for Powell that it will make it difficult to ever get them to agree to use
other funding sources in the future. Martoz agreed, but expressed concern that if they do
not allow Powell to be fully funded by Park Dedication Funds now that it will postpone the
project, which is already overdue.
Committee Member Marotz motioned to recommend that City Council approve installation
of Option 1 by Midwest Playscapes with total cost not to exceed $120,000 at Powell Park
with $80,000 funding coming from the Park Dedication Fund and the remainder coming
from other funding sources deemed appropriate by Council with the expectation that staff
and Council find a better funding mechanism to replace existing park structures in the
future. Seconded by Committee Member Merwin, unanimous ayes, motion carried.
Michels stated that he is planning to go through the Park Improvement Budget and update
it to reflect more accurate costs per park. He noted that not all parks will need full
replacement like Powell Park and in that case the funding is not able to come from the
Park Dedication Fund and they do not have requirements from the state to be ADA
compliant. Halverson asked if there are any grant opportunities regarding ADA compliance
that could help offset the cost of full park replacement. Michels stated that he hasn’t done
any research on grants at this point, but that there are likely grant opportunities out there.
5B.

STAFF UPDATES

Scott reviewed the status of various programs and recreation taking place in the
community’s parks.
6.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS’ REPORTS – None.

7.

OTHER

Halverson asked when Powell Park will be going to Council for Workshop. Michels stated
that he hopes to bring it to one of the October Workshops for Council approval. He stated
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that he plans to make Powell Park a priority and once the plan has been set in place, he
will start to put more work into Brom Park. He stated that Powell Park is projected to be
created in 2022 and that Brom is more likely to be constructed in 2023 depending on what
type of equipment is approved for installation. Talvitie expressed concern about the
creation of new parks without a plan for sustainable funding for replacement of park
equipment. Marotz stated that the area near Brom Park is underserved and that he agrees
it is important to wait to put effort into Brom until it can take main focus from staff and the
Parks Committee as the goal is to make the park unique.
Scott stated that there are three concept plans that will be brought to Parks Advisory
Committee in October. Marotz stated that he anticipates an increase in development in
2022. Creighton stated that he went out and viewed the City’s parks and noticed that some
of them do not have much for amenities. He recommended that the Parks Committee go
out and view all of the City’s parks and talk about where there is a need for new amenities
including benches, trees, and picnic tables. Marotz stated that generally these types of
amenities are funded by other sources than the Park Dedication Fund in an attempt to
stretch those dollars. He stated that an option for the City is to look into the Park
Dedication fees required from developers.
Michels stated that general maintenance of parks including mowing grass has increased
over the years. Marotz stated that people in Big Lake tend to go to parks in the area and
use that as a standard when expecting certain amenities for Big Lake’s parks. Talvitie
stated that some of the larger parks in the region have a cost involved. Halverson stated
that most city-owned parks do not require a fee. Marotz stated that some of these parks
are county-owned, but there are parks as close as Princeton that do charge a fee to use
certain amenities including concessions, rentals, or use of a splash pad. Talvitie stated that
the Committee needs to be careful of getting into the mindset of what Big Lake doesn’t
have compared to other communities because traffic of some of those communities is
different. Marotz agreed, but stated that many prospective and current residents choose to
live in a community due to aesthetics and amenities and those things require investment.
8.

ADJOURN

Committee Member Marotz motioned to adjourn the meeting at 7:58 p.m. Seconded by
Committee Member Merwin, unanimous ayes, meeting adjourned.

AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Parks Advisory Committee

Prepared By:
Kevin Shay and Kendra Lindahl
Consultant Planner

Meeting Date:
10/25/2021

Item No.

Item Description:
PUD Concept Plan for Parkwood Knolls

Reviewed By: Lucinda Spanier, City Planner
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek,
Community Development Director

5A
EDFP,

60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: November 8, 2021
ACTION REQUESTED
The Parks Advisory Committee is asked to provide informal comment regarding the project’s proposed
parkland dedication or cash in lieu of dedicated parkland, and to advise the City Council as they review the
concept plan.
Any comments given by the PAC are advisory in nature. While the comments are non-binding, the
applicant will consider the comments from the PAC when they prepare their formal submittal.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION:
Off and On, LLC has submitted a development application for a PUD Concept Plan. The request is for a
residential development on 47 acres located north of TH 10, south of 205th Avenue NW, west of 172nd
Street NE and east of Liberty Elementary School.
The existing property is currently vacant agricultural land. There are no existing structures on the site. The
parcel lies directly north of Preusse Lake.
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
The subject application is for a residential development that will provide single family homes and
townhomes. The development is proposed to include 256 units broken into the following unit types:
 32 single family homes;
 224 townhome units in sets of 8 or 16 if back-to-back.
The proposed gross density of the development is 5.4 units per acre. The development includes a large
amount of open space as part of the shoreland.
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS:

The existing 47-acre property is currently vacant land. There are no existing structures on the site.
EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE:
R-1 Single Family Residential and R-1E Single
Family Residential Estate, Shoreland Overlay,
PUD

Zoning
Future Land Use
Existing Land
Use
Topography

Low Density Housing

Vacant Land
Relatively flat with some wooded area

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Direction
North
South
East
West

Zoning
Currently located in Big Lake
Township
Preusse Lake
R-1 Single Family Residential
Currently located in Big Lake
Township

Future Land Use
Plan

Existing Land Use

Future Neighborhood

Vacant

Preusse Lake
Low Density Housing

Preusse Lake
Low Density Housing

Future Neighborhood

Parking

ANALYSIS OF REQUEST
NEXT STEPS:
The parcels are currently guided Low Density Housing and zoned R-1 and R-1E with a Shoreland Overlay
from Preusse Lake. The site is part of an existing CUP/PUD from the original Prairie Meadows. The
applicant would need a comprehensive land use amendment for the townhome portion of project to
change the land use from Low Density Housing (2.5 to 4 units per acre) to Medium and High Density
Housing (4 to 8 units per acre). They would also need to request a rezoning to assign an R-1 zoning to the
R-1E portion of the site and an R-3 zoning to the R-1 portion of the site. The rezoning sets the base
residential standards used for the development. Additionally, the proposal would require a conditional use
permit to amend the existing Prairie Meadows PUD and to allow a shoreland PUD for the additional
density, a preliminary plat and development stage PUD.
PROPOSED SITE PLAN
Shoreland Overlay
The proposed development is part of the shoreland overlay for Preusse Lake, which is classified as a
shoreland lake by the MN DNR and imposes restrictions on the development of the property. Preusse Lake
(located south of the property) is classified as a natural environment lake. The lake has a 1,000-foot
Shoreland Overlay boundary where the development standards are applied. The 1,000-foot shoreland
boundary is further broken down into the tiers shown below and on the concept plan, which are used to
calculate the allowable number of residential units within each shoreland tier.

Shoreland Tier Dimensions
Sewered
200 feet
267 feet
320 feet

General Development Lakes
Recreational Development Lakes
Natural Environment Lakes

Each tier is evaluated for the amount of land suitable to development, which excludes wetlands, bluffs and
land below the ordinary high-water level (OHWL) of the lakes. The suitable land within each tier is then
divided by the City’s lot size standard for the lake classification to determine the allowable number of units
for each tier.
A density bonus is available in the shoreland overlay district to increase the base number of units within
each tier, provided the increase to standards such as lakeshore setbacks and shoreland preservation can
be achieved.
There is also a provision which allows the developer to take any number of units not provided in a given
tier and transfer them into a tier that is further from the lakeshore. The further from the lakeshore the tier
is, the greater the bonus to the number of units. The intent of this provision is to push density away from
the lakeshore and is only allowed if the developer pursues a PUD.
The table included below shows the calculations for the base number of allowable units and the allowable
units with the density bonus compared to what the applicant is proposing.
Natural Environment Lake (Preusse Lake)

Tier

Minimum
Bonus
Total Area Unsuitable Suitable
Base
Single Lot
Density
(SF)
Area (SF) Area (SF)
Density
Size (SF)
Factor

1
180,801
2
477,045
3
653,785
Total 1,311,631

6,036
0
0
6,036

174,765
477,045
653,785
1,305,595

40,000
20,000
20,000

4.4
23.9
32.7
61.0

1.5
2.0
3.0

Allowable
Adjusted
Units per
Units
Allowable Proposed
tier with
transferred
Units per
Units
Bonus
to next tier
tier
Density
6.6
47.7
98.1
152.4

54.3
98.1

0
68
159
227

6.6
-13.7
-60.9

The applicant provided a similar shoreland density calculation table and utilized a minimum lot size of
16,250 for the density calculation. This number was used by taking the minimum lot size for a Quad in the
shoreland district which is 65,000 square feet and dividing it by 4 to arrive at 16,250 per unit. However, the
city code specifies the use of “the single residential lot size standard for lakes” when calculating the
density. This standard is 20,000 square feet for non-riparian lots of natural environment lakes. Staff has
prepared the shoreland density calculation table using this 20,000 square foot requirement (40,000 square
feet for riparian lots). The density allowed within tier 2 and 3 of the shoreland is exceeded by 14 and 61
units, respectively. In the applicant’s table that was provided they were exceeding the number of units in
tier 3 by 32 units.
The applicant has demonstrated that they can achieve the required shoreland setbacks from the ordinary
high water level (OHW) and the 50% minimum open space requirement necessary to allow a shoreland
PUD (See Attachment B).

The concept does not comply with the number of residential units allowed in the shoreland tiers for
Preusse Lake. The developer has asked for bonus density as part of the overall PUD in addition to the
bonus granted through the shoreland PUD. Staff does not believe a PUD density bonus should be granted
on top of the shoreland density bonus.
Shoreland Standards
The applicant has not provided enough information to determine compliance with most of the shoreland
standards that apply to each lot. However, the standards are included below to inform both the developer
and Planning Commission of the standards that will be evaluated at the time of a preliminary plat and
development stage PUD plan submittal.






The maximum impervious surface coverage is 25% per lot unless a conditional use permit is
approved to allow a maximum of 35%.
The minimum lakeshore setback for:
o A natural environment lake is 150 feet (225 feet if a density bonus is requested)
70% of the lakeshore setback must be preserved in a natural or existing state.
The minimum required open space is 50% of the project area.
The maximum building height is 25 feet.

Access/Utilities
The applicant is proposing a private drive with private utilities for the townhome portion of the project.
This is not allowed within a standard development and would require PUD flexibility to be allowed.
The proposed extension of Minnesota Avenue is designated as a future collector road and is necessary to
provide access to this development and for future development to the West. Minnesota Avenue should
have 80 feet of right of way and a roadway width as determined by the City Engineer. The applicant is
proposing a 32-foot-wide street.
The Functional Classification Plan (Figure 12-1) from the 2018 Comprehensive Plan showing the future
collector road is provided as “Attachment E”.
Development Standards
In addition to the shoreland standards the following development standards are included below to inform
both the developer and Planning Commission of the standards that will be evaluated at the time of a
preliminary plat;


Townhome units
o Allow maximum of 6 units per structure if in a row or 8 units if back-to-back
o 24-foot-wide minimum unit width
o 15-foot minimum separation between buildings
o 25-foot minimum setback from the back of the curb line

The current concept does not comply with the number of townhome units per structure and the minimum
unit width. They are requesting row townhomes with 8 units per building and back-to-back townhomes
with 16 units per building. Both of these standards would require PUD flexibility to move forward.



Single Family homes
o 12,000 square foot minimum lot size
o 85-foot minimum lot width
o 30-foot front yard setback
o 10-foot side yard setback
o 30-foot rear yard setback

The concept plan appears to meet all of the single family standards.
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT:
PUD Justification
The Applicant is seeking a shoreland PUD and Residential PUD. The City’s PUD ordinance (Code Section
1011) is very clear that the City should only grant PUD approval in situations where there is a “public
benefit” that comes from granting the approval. The PUD ordinance lays out thirteen (13) benefits that are
being sought by the City. The applicant did not address the 13 benefits sought by the City but instead
stated that the City benefits of the project are:





Dedication of all future parkway right of way.
Dedication of park land areas immediately South of Parkway and adjacent to wetlands
Building of parkway
Creating Tax Base

Staff would like to note that the dedication of parkway right of way and construction of the parkway is a
requirement of any project that would develop this property and the same goes for parkland dedication.
PUD Format
The Zoning Code’s PUD ordinance states that shoreland PUD’s must be processed as a CUP. Staff would
process the residential PUD by rezoning it to PUD and process a CUP to address the shoreland PUD
standards.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:
The State requires certain projects to go through an environmental review process before proceeding. The
standards for determining when a project requires an environmental review is provided in the Minnesota
Rules. Section 4410.4300 Subpart 19a “residential development in shoreland outside the seven-county
metro area” applies to this project because of the shoreland lakes surrounding the project. The number of
residential units allowed before requiring an environmental review is determined by whether the
surrounding shoreland is considered sensitive or nonsensitive shoreland. The shoreland lakes are
considered as nonsensitive shoreland if they are classified as general development or recreational
development lakes and considered sensitive shoreland if they are classified as a natural environment lake.
Preusse Lake is considered sensitive shoreland.
An environmental assessment worksheet (EAW) is mandatory if there are more than 25 units in the
sensitive shoreland area or there are more than 50 units in the nonsensitive shoreland area. An
environmental impact statement (EIS) is mandatory if there are more than 100 units in the sensitive

shoreland area or there are more than 200 units in the nonsensitive shoreland area. An Alternative Urban
Areawide Review (AUAR) is an alternative option available to satisfy the environmental review
requirement.
The current concept will require an EIS to be completed to determine the environmental impacts of this
development. The developer has submitted an environmental review application and will be proceeding
with the alternative option of completing an AUAR for the development.
DEVELOPMENT FEES
Park Dedication
The City’s subdivision ordinance and fee schedule state residential subdivisions must dedicate 10% of the
land being subdivided as parkland OR pay a fee equal to 10% of the value of the land. It is at the City’s
discretion whether to require a land donation or allow the fee in lieu to be paid. A future park is shown on
the east side of Preusse Lake but does not extend into the parcels proposed to be developed with this
project. The 47 acre project would require 4.7 acres of land to be dedicated to the City for a public park, a
cash equivalent of 4.7 acres, or a combination thereof.
STAFF COMMENTS:
Engineering and Public Works:
Bolton & Menk prepared a comment letter for the review of this concept plan (Attachment D).
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Department of Natural Resources:
Plans were sent to James Bedell at the Department of Natural Resources, but we have not received any
comments from him at the time the report was drafted. We do expect to receive comments and we will
provide an update at the Planning Commission meeting.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Parks Advisory Committee should provide feedback on the applicant’s proposal as it related to the
City’s parkland dedication requirement for new development. The applicant would take these comments
under advisement as they prepare a formal submittal. The Future Park Map designates a future park on
the east side of Preusse Lake. Should the City accept cash in lieu of dedicated parkland, the City could
explore acquisition of this nearby designated future parkland as was discussed by the PAC last year upon
their review of a different development concept for this property.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:
Attachment E

Site Location Map
Concept Plan
Applicant’s Narrative
Engineer’s Memo
Functional Classification Plan from the 2018 Comprehensive Plan
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Site Location Map
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Attachment B
Concept Plan
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Attachment C
Applicant’s Narrative
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Attachment D
Engineer’s Memo
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Attachment E
Functional Classification Plan from the 2018 Comprehensive Plan

14

AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Parks Advisory Committee
Prepared By:
Lucinda Spanier, City Planner

Meeting Date:

Item No.

Item Description:
PUD Concept Plan for Prairie Meadows 3rd Addition

Reviewed By: Corrie Scott, Communications
and Recreation Director

10/25/2021

5B

Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek,
Community Development Director

EDFP,

ACTION REQUESTED
The Parks Advisory Committee is asked to provide informal comment regarding the project’s proposed
parkland dedication or cash in lieu of dedicated parkland, and to advise the City Council as they review the
concept plan.
Any comments given by the PAC are advisory in nature. While the comments are non-binding, the
applicant will consider the comments from the PAC when they prepare their formal submittal.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION:
Cavaliera Homes and Landform Professional Services have submitted a development application for a PUD
Concept Plan. The request is for a residential development on 15 acres located north of TH 10, south of
205th Avenue NW, east of 172nd Street NE and abutting City limits.
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
The subject application is for a residential development that will provide twin homes and townhomes. The
development is proposed to include 77 units broken into the following unit types:
 22 twin homes;
 55 townhome units in sets of 3 or 4
The proposed gross density of the development is 5.2 units per acre. The development includes a large
amount of open space as part of the shoreland management regulations.
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS:
The existing 15-acre property is currently vacant land. There are no existing structures on the site.
EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE:

Zoning

High Density Residential (R-3), Shoreland

Legend
City Limits
Easements
Township Limits
Parcels (8-1-2021)
PWI - Watercourse
PWI - Basins

Site Location
Map
Disclaimer:

0

527 Feet

© Bolton & Menk, Inc - Web GIS 10/1/2021 11:53 AM

75
2.3

This drawing is neither a legally recorded map nor a
survey and is not intended to be used as one. This
drawing is a compilation of records, information, and data
located in various city, county, and state offices, and other
sources affecting the area shown, and is to be used for
reference purposes only. The City of BigLake is not
responsible for any inaccuracies herein contained.
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Introduction
On behalf of Cavaliera Homes, Landform is pleased to submit this application for concept plan to receive feedback
on the construction of 22 twin homes and 55 townhomes. The site is a single 14.7-acre parcel that is currently
undeveloped. Our plan includes a plat to subdivide the property into 22 twin home lots and 55 townhome lots served
with street, sewer and water infrastructure improvements. We are excited about the improvements proposed for this
site.

Concept Plan
The parcel for the proposed concept plan is currently guided medium to high density residential and zoned high
density residential (R-3), with a natural environment shoreland overlay on the western portion of the site. The
proposed concept plan proposes a shoreland PUD to allow the bonus density necessary to meet the goals of the
high density guidance and zoning. With the shoreland PUD comes the requirement for 50% open space within the
shoreland boundary. We have configured the site to maximize the open space while still meeting the transition
requirement of a single layer of twin homes to buffer the townhomes from the adjacent single family homes.
However, because stormwater ponds are not counted as open space area, we are only able to achieve 41% open
space and would request a variance from the 50% open space requirement with a formal application. In an attempt to
minimize impervious surface, we are showing 26-foot-wide public streets to serve the homes instead of the standard
32-foot-wide streets. Our concept plan shows 14 off street-guest parking stalls in addition to the parking provided for
each unit.

Summary
We respectfully request feedback on the concept plan to subdivide the property into 22 twin homes lots and 55
townhome lots.

Contact Information
This document was prepared by:
Todd Olin
Landform
105 South Fifth Avenue, Suite 513
Minneapolis, MN 55401
Any additional questions regarding this application can be directed to Todd Olin at tolin@landform.net or
612.638.0265.

Prairie Meadows 3rd Addition, Big Lake, MN
CAV21001

September 3, 2021
1

September 28, 2021
Lucinda Spanier, City Planner

via e-mail: LSpanier@Biglakemn.org
RE:

Prairie Meadows 3rd Addition Concept
City of Big Lake, Minnesota
Project No.: 0W1.123454

Dear Lucinda,
We have reviewed the concept plan submitted via e-mail on 9/21/2021 for the above referenced project
and have the following comments:
1. All sidewalks shall be a minimum of six (6) feet in width.
2. The existing pedestrian ramp on Prairie Drive at Bluff Park shall be made ADA compliant as part
of the proposed improvements.
3. The applicant shall submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for the review of the city.
4. The applicant shall submit a Storm Water Management Plan including storm water calculations
complete with drainage area maps for the review of the city.
5. The applicant shall enter into a Stormwater Maintenance Agreement for all stormwater basins on
the property.
6. The proposed temporary cul-de-sac shall be constructed according to city standards.
7. Verification shall be provided that no wetlands exist on the property. If wetlands exist, they shall
be delineated.
8. The applicant shall submit a grading plan for the review of the city.
9. The applicant shall submit utility plans for the review of the city.
10. The applicant shall submit signage and striping plans for the review of the city.
11. The applicant shall submit construction details for the review of the city.
12. The applicant shall submit a lighting plan for the review of the city.
13. All construction shall be in accordance with the City of Big Lake Standards.
We recommend the above requested information be submitted with a preliminary plat application for the
review and approval of the City of Big Lake.
If you have any questions on the above, please call.
Sincerely,
Bolton & Menk, Inc.
Jared Voge, P.E.
Principal Engineer
H:\BGLK\0W1123454\1_Corres\C_To Others\2021-09-28 123454 Spanier PM 3rd Concept Review.docx
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ANALYSIS OF REQUEST
NEXT STEPS:
In addition to the PUD and platting applications, the applicant would need a variance to the shoreland
management open space requirement. The concept proposes a total of 41% of the area within the
shoreland district for open space, while the district requires 50%.
PROPOSED SITE PLAN
Shoreland Overlay
The proposed development is part of the shoreland overlay for Preusse Lake, which is classified as a
shoreland lake by the MN DNR and imposes restrictions on the development of the property. Preusse Lake
(located west of the property) is classified as a natural environment lake. The lake has a 1,000-foot
Shoreland Overlay boundary where the development standards are applied. The 1,000-foot shoreland
boundary is further broken down into the tiers shown below and on the concept plan, which are used to
calculate the allowable number of residential units within each shoreland tier.
Shoreland Tier Dimensions
General Development Lakes
Recreational Development Lakes
Natural Environment Lakes

Sewered
200 feet
267 feet
320 feet

Each tier is evaluated for the amount of land suitable to development, which excludes wetlands, bluffs and
land below the ordinary high-water level (OHWL) of the lakes. The suitable land within each tier is then

divided by the City’s lot size standard for the lake classification to determine the allowable number of units
for each tier.
A density bonus is available in the shoreland overlay district to increase the base number of units within
each tier, provided the increase to standards such as lakeshore setbacks and shoreland preservation can
be achieved.
There is also a provision which allows the developer to take any number of units not provided in a given
tier and transfer them into a tier that is further from the lakeshore. The further from the lakeshore the tier
is, the greater the bonus to the number of units. The intent of this provision is to push density away from
the lakeshore and is only allowed if the developer pursues a PUD.
The table included below shows the calculations for the base number of allowable units and the allowable
units with the density bonus compared to what the applicant is proposing.
Natural Environment Lake (Preusse Lake)

Tier

Minimum
Bonus
Total Area Unsuitable Suitable
Base
Single Lot
Density
(SF)
Area (SF) Area (SF)
Density
Size (SF)
Factor

1
2
3
4
Total

0
10,827
188,553
35, 030
234,410

0
0
0
0

10,827
188,553
35, 030
234,410

40,000
20,000
20,000
20,000

0.54
9.43
1.75
11.72

2.0
3.0
3.0

Allowable
Adjusted
Units per
Units
Allowable Proposed
tier with
transferred
Units per
Units
Bonus
to next tier
tier
Density
1.08
28.28
5.25
34.61

1.08
29.36
11.61

0
23
7
30.0

1.08
6.36
-

The proposal is in conformance with the density standards for the shoreland PUD, as calculated in the
table above.
The concept does not comply with the open space requirement. The concept designates 41% as opposed
to 50% of the land within the shoreland for open space.
Shoreland Standards
The applicant has not provided enough information to determine compliance with most of the shoreland
standards that apply to each lot. However, the standards are included below to inform both the developer
and Planning Commission of the standards that will be evaluated at the time of a preliminary plat and
development stage PUD plan submittal.






The maximum impervious surface coverage is 25% per lot unless a conditional use permit is
approved to allow a maximum of 35%.
The minimum lakeshore setback for:
o A natural environment lake is 150 feet (225 feet if a density bonus is requested)
70% of the lakeshore setback must be preserved in a natural or existing state.
The minimum required open space is 50% of the project area.
The maximum building height is 25 feet.

Access/Utilities
The property is bound on the west by Prairie Drive, which features a sidewalk on the east. The plan
extends Larkspur Lane to the east and forms a loop with an extension to the adjacent property to the
south. All roads proposed are local roads with sidewalks. The dedicated right-of-way is shown as 60’ wide,
including a sidewalk and 26-foot roadway.
Development Standards
In addition to the shoreland standards the following development standards are included below to inform
both the developer and Planning Commission of some of the standards that will be evaluated at the time
of a preliminary plat;


Twinhome and Townhome units
o Allow maximum of 6 units per structure if in a row or 8 units if back-to-back
o 24-foot-wide minimum unit width
o 15-foot minimum separation between buildings
o 25-foot minimum setback from the back of the curb line

The current concept appears to meet these standards, however more information will be required to
determine conformance with house width and building separation minimums.
The City’s PUD ordinance (Code Section 1011) is very clear that the City should only grant PUD approval in
situations where there is a “public benefit” that comes from granting the approval. The PUD ordinance lays
out thirteen (13) benefits that are being sought by the City. The Zoning Code’s PUD ordinance states that
shoreland PUD’s must be processed as a CUP. Staff would process the residential PUD by rezoning it to
PUD and process a CUP to address the shoreland PUD standards.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:
The State requires certain projects to go through an environmental review process before proceeding. The
standards for determining when a project requires an environmental review is provided in the Minnesota
Rules. Section 4410.4300 Subpart 19a “residential development in shoreland outside the seven-county
metro area” applies to this project because of the shoreland lakes surrounding the project. The number of
residential units allowed before requiring an environmental review is determined by whether the
surrounding shoreland is considered sensitive or nonsensitive shoreland. The shoreland lakes are
considered as nonsensitive shoreland if they are classified as general development or recreational
development lakes and considered sensitive shoreland if they are classified as a natural environment lake.
Preusse Lake is considered sensitive shoreland.
An environmental assessment worksheet (EAW) is mandatory if there are more than 25 units in the
sensitive shoreland area or there are more than 50 units in the nonsensitive shoreland area. An
environmental impact statement (EIS) is mandatory if there are more than 100 units in the sensitive
shoreland area or there are more than 200 units in the nonsensitive shoreland area. An Alternative Urban
Areawide Review (AUAR) is an alternative option available to satisfy the environmental review
requirement.

The current concept will require an EAW to be completed to determine the environmental impacts of this
development. The developer has submitted an environmental review application and will be proceeding
with the EAW for the development.
DEVELOPMENT FEES
Park Dedication
The City’s subdivision ordinance and fee schedule state residential subdivisions must dedicate 10% of the
land being subdivided as parkland OR pay a fee equal to 10% of the value of the land and a minimum of
$2,5000 per unit. It is at the City’s discretion whether to require a land donation or allow the fee in lieu to
be paid. A private park is shown within the development, for which the developer is considering a dog park
or off-leash area.
The concept does not propose land dedication for parks or trails. Based on the total acreage, the current
parkland dedication requirement for this project would be 1.7 acres, or 1.7 x the per acre market value of
the land at the time of sale, if cash in lieu of dedicated land is accepted by the City Council.
STAFF COMMENTS:
Engineering and Public Works:
Bolton & Menk prepared a comment letter for the review of this concept plan (Attachment C).
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Department of Natural Resources:
Plans were sent to James Bedell at the Department of Natural Resources, but we have not received any
comments from him at the time the report was drafted. We do expect to receive comments and we will
provide an update at the Planning Commission meeting.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Parks Advisory Committee should provide feedback on the applicant’s proposal as it related to the
City’s parkland dedication requirement for new development. The applicant would take these comments
under advisement as they prepare a formal submittal.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:

Site Location Map
Concept Plan
Engineer’s Memo

AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Parks Advisory Committee
Prepared By:
Lucinda Spanier, City Planner

Meeting Date:

Item No.

Item Description:
Big Lake Business Park Preliminary Plat

Reviewed By: Corrie Scott, Communications
and Recreation Coordinator

10/25/2021

Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek,
Community Development Director

5C
EDFP,

ACTION REQUESTED
The Parks Advisory Committee is asked to provide a recommendation to the City Council on the applicant’s
proposal as it relates to the City’s parkland dedication requirement for new development. The City Council
will take these comments under advisement as they consider the applications on October 27. , and to
advise the City Council as they review the concept plan.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
RJ Ryan Construction Inc., on behalf of Envision Company, the applicant, has submitted a development
application requesting the following:
 Preliminary Plat for “Big Lake Business Park” to create two lots and two outlots.
The applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval to create two lots and two outlots from the 85-acre
parcel. Lot 1, Block 1 will be retained for the existing farmstead, Lot 2, Block 1 will be developed as
Premier Marine, Outlots A and B are planned for future development and Minnesota Avenue and 180 th
Street will be constructed to serve the site.
The plat does not include dedicated parkland; the applicant is proposing a cash payment to the City’s park
fund in lieu of dedicating land. The park dedication requirements apply to buildable lots only (does not
apply to outlots). The dedication requirement is 4% of the land area for commercial and industrial
property.



Lot 2, Block 1 (industrial property) is 17.83 acres, therefore requiring 0.71 acres (cash-in-lieu)
Lot 1 Block 1 (commercial property) is 3.42 acres and will require 0.14 acres (cash-in-lieu)

Sidewalks/Trails
The Comprehensive Plan required sidewalks on at least one side of future streets in industrial parks and
commercial areas and specifically notes that a trail should be constructed on Minnesota Avenue.
The plans show a 10’foot wide bituminous trail on the north side and a 6-foor wide sidewalk on the south
side of Minnesota Avenue.

No trails or sidewalks are shown on 180th Street. The Comprehensive Plan states that a sidewalk should be
provided on one side of the street. A sidewalk should be considered on 180 th Street to provide safe
pedestrian connections to the Big Lake businesses.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A see above
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Parks Advisory Committee should provide a recommendation to the City Council on the applicant’s
proposal as it relates to the City’s parkland dedication requirement for new development. The City Council
will take these comments under advisement as they consider the applications on October 27. The PAC
should provide formal recommendation on the following items:
1. Pedestrian facilities proposed for the dedicated public right of way, including Minnesota Avenue
and 180th Street
2. The proposed cash-in-lieu of land dedication for Lots 1 and 2 on Block 1 of Big Lake Business Park
ATTACHMENTS
ATTACHMENT A – Big Lake Business Park Preliminary Plat
ATTACHMENT B – City Code Section 1108.11 Property Dedication, Subd. 2 (link only)
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AGENDA ITEM

Big Lake Parks Advisory Committee
Prepared By:

Meeting Date:

Item Description:

Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator

Gina Wolbeck, City Clerk

10/25/2021

2021 Joint Committee Workshop

Item No.

5D

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

ACTION REQUESTED
Motion to set the 2021 Annual Joint Committee Workshop date of Tuesday, December 7, 2021 at 5:00
p.m. in the Big Lake City Council Chambers.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The City has three (3) committees/commissions: Planning Commission, EDA, and Parks Advisory Committee.
The Council has scheduled the following workshop to meet with all committee members:
DATE:
TIME:
LOCATION:

Tuesday, December 7, 2021
5:00 p.m.
Big Lake City Council Chambers
160 Lake Street North

Most years, we alternate between the committee’s providing verbal updates on the past year/plans for the
future, and the City Administrator providing an update on the City’s Strategic Plan. Last year, Committee
Chairs provided verbal updates. This year, City Administrator Wilfahrt will present the 2021 City of Big Lake
Strategic Plan, and Committee Members will be invited to participate in identifying strategies to achieve the
City’s goals.
Also, as we have offered in the past, a working meal will be provided during this Workshop.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Set the Committee Workshop as presented.
ATTACHMENTS
N/A

5E
Recreation and Communication Coordinator Updates
______________________________________________________________________
1. Programming
a. Gardening Program: The 2021 Online Group Gardening Program
wrapped up for this year. Staff will have a wrap up meeting with Kerry
Hamlet, the Sherburne County Master Gardener who hosted this year’s
program, to plan for a future series.
b. Community Gardens: The Community Gardens will be closed for the
season starting October 31. There were multiple complaints this year
about produce being stolen from the gardens and weeds being thrown in
the walkways, making it difficult to access other plots. Staff sent out a
reminder to all gardeners to be courteous of others by tossing weeds in
the compost pile and by not touching other gardeners’ plots.
c. Winter Farmers Market: The Winter Market will take place the third
Saturday of the month from November-April from 10 a.m. – 1 p.m. at City
Hall with an additional date on April 23 in conjunction with the Community
Fair at the High School.
d. Holiday Lighting Contest: Details on this year’s event will be released in
early November. Judging will take place online by the general population
rather than City staff.
2. Rebranding: Staff unveiled the new Brand and Identity Project on October 1.
The focus has been on the City’s website and City Hall. Changes to permanent
signage around town will be a long term project.
3. Parks and Trails Map: Staff is working with Bolton and Menk to finalize an
updated Parks and Trails Map. It will be both interactive for the website and
printable so that it can be placed in the lobby.

