AGENDA
BIG LAKE PARKS ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
NOVEMBER 22, 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 October, 2021
5)

BUSINESS
5A. PUD Concept Plan for Capstone Homes (PID 65-543-0030 and 65-543-0070)
5B. 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:
October 25, 2021 Parks Advisory Committee Regular
Meeting Minutes

Meeting Date:
11/22/2021

Item No.

4A

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

ACTION REQUESTED
Approve the October 25, 2021 Big Lake Parks Advisory Committee Regular Meeting Minutes as presented.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The October 25, 2021 Parks Advisory Committee Regular Meeting Minutes are attached for review.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
10-25-21 Parks Advisory Committee Regular Meeting Minutes
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PARKS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING MINUTES
MONDAY, OCTOBER 25, 2021

1.

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Peterson called the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m.
2.

ROLL CALL

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

ADOPT AGENDA

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

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Committee Member Talvitie motioned to accept the September 27, 2021 Parks Advisory
Committee minutes as presented. Seconded by Committee Member Creighton, unanimous
ayes, motion carried.
5.
5A.

BUSINESS
PUD CONCEPT PLAN FOR PARKWOOD KNOLLS

Spanier reviewed that 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.
Spanier asked the PAC 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.
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Peterson asked what has changed from the previous application. Spanier stated that in the
original concept the Applicant proposed detached apartments within a rental community.
Halverson asked how large the land is south of Minnesota Avenue. Spanier stated it is
about seven acres. Talvitie asked why the land south of Minnesota Avenue isn’t being
proposed for parkland. Spanier stated that the PAC could request for that land to be
dedicated. She stated that it is best for that land to remain undeveloped, but that it is not
beneficial for the City to own land contiguous to roadways because the City would have to
take on full costs of any future updates or maintenance to those roadways as opposed to
deferring that responsibility to private landowners.
Halverson asked what percent the Applicant would be required to donate if they do not
provide cash in lieu. Spanier stated that it would be 10% and the reason they aren’t
proposing to donate that land Is because it is going toward open space due to shoreland
management requirements. She stated that open space cannot have any structures built to
fit the shoreland management requirement. Halverson asked if the property needs to be
rezoned. The Applicant stated that the land will need to be rezoned to R3.
Halverson stated that now is a tough time for the PAC to make comment to the Applicant
because the land needs to be rezoned. Spanier stated that there is no formal
recommendation needed at this time. She stated that because it is in the concept plan
phase all that is requested is informal comment. Talvitie stated that she would prefer there
be parkland in the middle of the housing units rather than across a major road. The
Applicant stated that this property cannot be considered R1 because it has to be 50% open
space and the open space has to be maintained. He stated that their intention is to either
donate land or cash, but not both.
Halverson asked if this Applicant is in a similar position as the Capstone Homes project.
Spanier stated that this parcel is in a shoreland management area and Capstone Homes is
not. Halverson asked if the Applicant can develop an HOA to make it possible for them to
get to their open space requirement and also build a park. Spanier stated that the PAC
could recommend a park be integrated into the development. She asked the Applicant if
they researched that possibility. The Applicant stated that they did not look into it because
of the open space requirements. He stated that it isn’t feasible for them to meet open
space requirements and also build a park within the development. Talvitie asked if the
housing in the concept is for sale or rent. The developer confirmed that they will be for
sale. Talvitie stated that she wouldn’t want to purchase a home in an area that she would
need to cross a major roadway to access parkland. She also expressed concerns that the
current landowner might not want to sell the land near the proposed development for a
future park.
Peterson asked if the Applicant can develop on the south side of Minnesota Avenue. The
Applicant stated that it is possible but that the utilities are already in Minnesota Avenue.
Halverson stated that he agrees with Talvitie about it being ideal to have a park within the
housing development rather than across a major street. Creighton asked if there are other
concept plans that they are considering. The Applicant stated that this is the first concept
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plan they have proposed, but that they only have two feasible options due to the shoreland
requirements. Spanier noted that a lot of the undeveloped land in Big Lake has likely not
been developed at this point because it is in the shoreland management district which
comes with a lot of requirements. Halverson asked if they have considered larger lots with
more expensive homes. The Applicant stated that if they build larger lots they would not be
able to fund the parkway or collector street.
Talvitie stated that she prefers this concept to the original concept the Applicant submitted,
but that she would prefer there be a park incorporated into the development. The Applicant
stated that moving units to the south would incur costs for the construction of streets.
Halverson stated that although they would need to build more streets on the south end if
they move units, they would also not need to build as many streets on the north end that
would hopefully even out the total cost of the project. He agreed with Talvitie’s
recommendation of trying to build a park within the development if possible.
5B.

PUD CONCEPT PLAN FOR PRAIRIE MEADOWS 3RD ADDITION

Spanier reviewed that 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. The subject application is for a residential
development that will provide 22 twin homes and 55 townhome unites in set of three or
four. 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. Spanier asked the PAC 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.
Talvitie asked how much land is in the private play area. The Applicant stated that it hasn’t
been determined, but that it would likely be about 40 yards long by 25 yards wide.
Halverson asked if it is an HOA and if the private play area will be maintained by an HOA.
The Applicant confirmed that it will be maintained by an HOA. They stated that they did
research on whether park equipment or a dog run area would be preferred and that a
majority would rather have a place to bring their dog. The Applicant stated that 75% of
people who live in developments like the one proposed are dog owners. Halverson asked if
there is another park near the proposed development. Spanier stated that Bluff Park is
located across the street. Halverson stated that the PAC could use the cash in lieu of park
dedication to update and expand Bluff Park.
Talvitie stated that there is a huge interest from dog owners for places to bring their dogs,
especially those that do not have large yards at home. Peterson asked if the area will be
fenced. The developer confirmed that it will be fenced. Halverson stated that there is only
one dog park in Big Lake currently. He asked if everyone in the Prairie Meadows
development would be able to use the dog run area. The developer confirmed that it would
be open for the public to use.
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Spanier stated that the dog run area could qualify as a portion of their park dedicaiton.
Halverson stated that he would support the proposed dog run area going toward their park
dedication if it is open for the public to use. Talvitie stated that she brings her family dog to
Maple Grove to use their dog park because they also have park equipment for the children
nearby. Talvitie asked if there is an ability to place a small park structure near the dog run
area so that families could run their dogs and bring their children somewhere to play
simultaneously. The Applicant stated that the area is quite small and if park equipment is
introduced it might not be enough space for both. Spanier stated that there is still room to
add equipment to Bluff Park which is nearby. The Applicant recommended that the City
introduce a small dog park or dog run area at Bluff Park. Peterson asked about the unused
area at Bluff Park. Spanier stated that Bluff Park is about 2.7 acres. Michels stated that the
playground equipment only uses up about a third of the open space at Bluff Park and that
there is plenty of room to expand the park facilities.
Talvitie asked how busy Prairie Drive is and if it would be safe for children to cross to
access Bluff Park. Michels stated that it isn’t’ a very busy neighborhood and that it should
be safe for families to cross so they can use Bluff Park. Talvitie and Peterson stated that
they like the layout of the development. Halverson stated that he doesn’t like the idea of
putting in a cul-de-sac. Spanier stated that the proposal doesn’t include a cul-de-sac, but
instead an opening to a future development. Halverson asked if the units will have garages.
The Applicant confirmed that they will all have garages. Talvitie asked if they will have
basements. The Applicant stated that they are proposing walkout basements. They stated
that units will be around $300,000 to $325,000 and they will offer a great deal for the
square footage for that price.
5C.

BIG LAKE BUSINESS PARK PRELIMINARY PLAT

Spanier reviewed that RJ Ryan Construction Inc., on behalf of Envision Company, the
applicant, has submitted a development application requesting Preliminary Plat for “Big
Lake Business Park” to create two lots and two outlots. 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).
Spanier reviewed that the Comprehensive Plan requires 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’ 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
180th Street to provide safe pedestrian connections to the Big Lake businesses.
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Spanier recommended that the PAC 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, 2021, and to advise the City Council as they
review the concept plan.
Peterson asked where their shipping route will be. Spanier stated that they will be building
their own exit for shipping so they can avoid exiting onto 180th Street. Halverson
recommended that a sidewalk be installed on 180th Street. Peterson agreed with
Halverson’s recommendation to install a sidewalk. Talvitie asked if the sidewalk would
come out of the park dedication fund. Spanier stated that park dedication funds can only
be used for the creation of new parks and trails, and that the creation of sidewalks would
not qualify.
Committee Member Peterson motioned to recommend to City Council that they accept
cash-in-lieu of land dedication for Lots 1 and 2 on Block 1 of Big Lake Business Park and
recommend that a sidewalk be built on 180th Street. Seconded by Committee Member
Creighton, unanimous ayes, motion carried.
5D.

2021 JOINT COMMITTEE WORKSHOP

Scott reviewed that the Council has scheduled the following workshop to meet with all
committee members on Tuesday, December 7, 2021 at 5:00 p.m. in the Big Lake City
Council Chambers. She stated that 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. She reminded all PAC Members RSVP
to Gina Wolbeck if they plan on attending.
Committee Member Peterson motioned 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.
Seconded by Committee Member Talvitie, unanimous ayes, motion carried.
5E.

STAFF UPDATES

Scott reviewed the status of various programs and recreation taking place in the
community’s parks. She stated that the City received the final draft of the new Parks and
Trails map and that it will be on the City’s website by the end of October.
Michels stated that the PAC’s recommendation for Powell Park will be presented at the
October 27 Council Workshop. Halverson stated that $100,000 was tentatively moved into
a parks maintenance fund for 2022 and that there will be more going in that fund in future
years. Peterson asked if those funds have restrictions. Michels stated that the only fund
with restrictions is the park dedication fund because of State Statute. He stated that these
proposed funds can be used for creation of new funds or simple maintenance on existing
parks.
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Michels stated that there is some minor excavation in the ice rinks planned for this year so
that it will be easier to create quality ice during the winter months. This effort will hopefully
cut down on labor costs to upkeep the rinks throughout the season as well.
Scott stated that there have been some complaints about people stealing from Community
Garden plots and throwing weeds into walkways or other gardeners’ plots. She stated that
in 2022 they will be working on being proactive with these issues. Michels stated that
although there were policing issues, the gardeners were happy with the updates made to
the garden layout. Scott agreed that gardeners gave a lot of positive feedback about the
new layout that was provided by Public Works staff including the introduction of small
compost piles onsite and an increased number of water hookups.
Halverson asked about the status of Brom Park. Michels stated that he is prioritizing Powell
Park and once he receives final approval from Council to order that equipment he will start
to work with the City Engineer for plans for Brom Park.
6.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS’ REPORTS – None.

7.

OTHER – None.

8.

ADJOURN

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

AGENDA ITEM

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

Meeting Date:
11/22/2021

Item No.

5A

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator
PUD Concept Plan for Capstone Homes (PID 65-543-0030
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
and 65-543-0070)
Community Development Director

60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: December 3, 2021
ACTION REQUESTED
The Parks Advisory Committee is asked to provide informal review and comment regarding the project’s
acceptability in relation to the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations and to advise the City
Council as they review the concept plan.
Any comments given by the Parks Advisory Committee are advisory in nature. While the comments are nonbinding, the applicant will consider the comments received during the concept plan review process when
they prepare their formal submittal.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION:
Capstone Homes, Inc. has submitted a development application for a PUD Concept Plan. The request is for
a residential development on 29 acres located north of Marketplace Drive and west of 166th Street
Northwest.
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
The subject application is for a residential development that will provide detached townhomes. The
development is proposed to include 139 detached townhome units.
The proposed gross density of the development is 4.8 units per acre.
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS:
The existing property is currently vacant land. There are no existing structures on the site.
EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE:

1

Zoning
Future Land Use
Existing Land
Use
Topography

B-3, General Business

Medium and High 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
B-3, General Business
R-1 Single Family Residential and R1E Single Family Residential Estate
A, Agricultural

Future Land Use
Plan
Agriculture or SemiRural Housing
Business

Existing Land Use
Rural Housing
Vacant

Low Density Housing

Low Density Housing

Natural Open Space

Ponding

ANALYSIS OF REQUEST
NEXT STEPS:
The parcels are currently guided Medium and High Density Housing and zoned B-3, General Business. The
Medium and High Density land use expects a gross density of 4 to 8 units per acre for townhome units with
the concept falling at 4.8 units per acre. The applicant would need to request a rezoning to assign a PUD
zoning utilizing the R-2, Medium Density Residential standards as the base for the site. The PUD is required
to allow the detached townhome use along with the flexibilities for lot size, lot width, front yard setback and
side yard setback discussed later in the report. Additionally, the proposal would require a preliminary plat
and development stage PUD.
PROPOSED SITE PLAN
Development 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;
Detached Townhome units
Lot Area

R-2 District Standards
Interior - 7,500 square feet
Corner - 9,000 square feet

Lot Width

Interior - 60 feet
Corner - 72 feet

Proposed Development
Interior, Corner – Unknown,
unlikely to meet standard with
40-foot lot width
Interior – 40 feet
Corner - Unknown

25 feet
10 feet
25 feet
45 feet

20 feet
5 feet
25 feet
25 feet

Principal structure setbacks:
Front
Side
Rear

2

Rear adjacent to
Marketplace Drive
Maximum building height

35 feet

Separation between buildings

10 feet

No building height given, 1 and 2
story units.
10 feet

The current concept does not comply with the lot size, lot width, front yard setback, rear yard setback
adjacent to Marketplace Drive or side yard setback standards in the R-2 district. The developer would need
flexibility as part of the PUD to proceed with the development. The Planning Commission may wish to
provide feedback on the flexibility proposed.
Streets/Utilities
The applicant is proposing public streets with public utilities to serve the detached townhome units. The
public streets will have 60 feet of right of way with a 32-foot wide street. The concept does not include
sidewalks; however, sidewalks are required on one side of all residential streets and would be required
with the development of this project.
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT:
PUD Justification
The Applicant is seeking a 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 addressed benefits of their
detached townhome product and the concept design they are seeking. The full narrative is included as
Attachment B.
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 0.55-acre open space park
area is shown in the center of the concept. The Parks Plan from the Comprehensive Plan does not identify a
future park within the proposed development area, however it does identify both a new park and an
expansion of an existing park nearby. The Parks, Trails and Protective Open Space Plan is included as an
attachment to this memo (Attachment E).
The location proposed for the development is situated between Bluff Park to the west and Hudson Woods
Park to the east. The Comp Plan designates land west of 172nd St NW along the shores of Preusse Lake for a
future park and land east of Hudson Woods Park for future park expansion. The distance from the center of
the neighborhood, as the crow flies, to either park is approximately ½ mile. Pedestrian infrastructure is
currently in place for travel between the development and Hudson Woods park, however it is lacking on
172nd Street NW between Marketplace Drive and Prairie Drive.
3

The proposed half acre privately-owned open space is intended to serve as a shared backyard for all
neighborhood residents. The developer has indicated that the open space is heavily utilized by residents
given the absence of sizable individual backyards.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
NA
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Parks Advisory Committee should provide feedback on the applicant’s proposal as it relates to parks and
trails and whether there are additional items that should be addressed by the applicant prior to the submittal
of the next application. The applicant would take these comments under advisement as they prepare a
formal submittal.
Staff is generally supportive of the proposed private park and cash-in-lieu of dedicated parkland given the
existing and proposed parks nearby. Cash-in-lieu could be used to acquire land for either of the planned
parks nearby.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:
Attachment E:

Site Location Map
Applicant’s Narrative
Concept Plan
Building Renderings
Parks, Trails and Protective Open Space Plan from the 2018 Comprehensive Plan
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Attachment A
Location Map
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Attachment B
Applicant’s Narrative
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Attachment C
Concept Plan
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Attachment D
Building Renderings

8

9

10

11

Attachment E
Parks, Trails and Protective Open Space Plan from the 2018 Comprehensive Plan
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5B
Recreation and Communication Coordinator Updates

______________________________________________________________________
1. Programming
a. 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. There are 25 confirmed vendors for the season
with about 18 vendors attending each market and staff is marketing
aggressively in hopes of high customer traffic.
b. Holiday Lighting Contest: Deadline to register is December 13 online or
at City Hall. Judging will take place online by the general population rather
than City staff during the week of December 14-19.
c. Coffee with the Mayor: This event series will continue in 2022 on the
second Saturday of every other month from 9 a.m. – 10 a.m. in the
Coborn’s Deli.
2. Joint Committee Meeting: If you haven’t already, be sure to RSVP to Gina
Wolbeck by November 23 regarding your attendance at the Joint Committee
Meeting on December 7, 2021.
3. CMRP Placemaking Committee: The Central Mississippi River Regional
Planning Partnership is forming a place making committee to identify projects to
fund with micro grants. They are looking for volunteers, particularly citizens to get
involved. Attached is a handout with more information on what their goals are. If
you have interest in joining this committee let Corrie Scott know and she will get
you added to their contact list.

Current to 15 October 2021

Placemaking Initiative
Background
Partnership (CMRP)
The mission of the Partnership is to develop and implement a compelling regional vision and framework that
guides local decisions on thoughtful and collaborative planning, growth, and development to benefit both
individual jurisdictions and the region as a whole. CMRP is composed of nine jurisdictions working together
under a joint powers agreement: Cities of Monticello, Big Lake, and Becker; Big Lake, Becker, Monticello, and
Silver Creek townships; and Sherburne and Wright counties.
The Partnership collaborates on regional planning and economic development to advance this regional vision:
We — the communities of the Central Mississippi River Regional Planning Partnership —
are a strong and dynamic region.
We are made prosperous through our network of assets and proactive leadership, made
distinct through our vital and connected places, and made home by our welcoming people
and communities.

Framework 2030
Framework 2030 is CMRP’s regional
development framework. The map shows the
regional planning area that encompasses the two
counties, and the focused planning area (white
background) tied to Partner communities.
Framework 2030 is advanced through 12 major
strategies and supporting action items. One of
these is Land Use Strategy L3 - Invest in
placemaking, described this way: Residents of
the region love their communities and see even
greater potential for the future. Investments in
downtowns, neighborhoods, parks and trails, and
elsewhere should focus on authentic expressions
of the community and cultivate a better sense of
place. These initiatives will work best when the
ideas and creativity are locally sourced.
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Placemaking definition, examples
Placemaking is a creative and proactive approach to connecting people with the public places they share. It is a
multifaceted approach to planning, designing, and managing public spaces. Placemaking is a process that builds
on community assets, inspiration, volunteer spirit, and civic pride to create public places with energy and pizzazz
-- where all community members are welcome and encouraged to gather and return repeatedly. Placemaking
often centers on arts, culture, or nature, and commonly takes a DIY approach with incremental steps and
low-cost experiments to quickly translate community priorities into reality, and build support for further
improvements.
Below are examples of grant-funded placemaking projects, which often build or support places for community
members to gather.
● Public art or performance art
● New parks, pocket parks, pop-up parks, parklets, green spaces
● Pedestrian plazas, alley activations
● Trails, bike lanes or paths
● Trail or path improvements, such as wayfinding signage or historic or cultural information; plantings
● Playgrounds including an all-abilities space, dog parks, play/fitness areas
● Community gardens, a reading garden and patio, improvements such as benches, trees and flowers
● Community book exchange, mobile garden
● restored a civic monument and grounds

Action items to support placemaking
Two of the action items supporting the placemaking strategy are for CMRP to:
● Host a regional placemaking committee, and, under that committee’s leadership, launch and lead a
placemaking microgrant program. As described in Framework 2030, the Placemaking Committee is a
dedicated group of people who plan, champion, and guide regional placemaking initiatives. Placemaking
was a major priority for respondents to the Framework 2030 community survey, and participants
described numerous examples of local placemaking initiatives that had greatly enhanced their pride of
place. This committee will be essential in guiding placemaking across the region and administering
Partnership-sponsored programs or initiatives.
● Launch a microgrant program intended to provide small-scale grants to encourage creative placemaking
efforts across the region. With leadership and oversight from the Placemaking Committee, a microgrant
program would invite non-government groups to apply for small grants (e.g., $500-$1,000) to support
neighborhood-scale placemaking projects, with an emphasis on visibility and projects that offer some
“regional” connection or value.
The Partnership has scheduled this effort to launch by late 2021/early 2022, provided staff support, and agreed
to fund the program.
Below is draft information on the Placemaking Committee and microgrant program, with guidance expected
from the Partnership and ongoing refinement by the Placemaking Committee.

Placemaking Committee
The Placemaking Committee is an entity of the Partnership, and Sherburne County Commissioner Raeanne
Danielowski is the designated Partnership liaison and Committee chair. The Committee’s work will be supported
by CMRP’s process consultant Anne Carroll and contract project manager Bill Kemp. As the Committee gets
under way this fall, its primary responsibility is to successfully launch the placemaking microgrant program. That
includes finalizing the grant award criteria, application, budget, cycle, reporting requirements, etc., seeking
submissions, and making awards.
Framework 2030 Placemaking Initiative
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The Committee can launch with 4-5 members and expand as this opportunity becomes known throughout the
region and gains traction. The Committee structure and activities will be organized to optimize members’ time
on substantive work, so staff will handle administration and members will provide leadership and decision
making. Given the regional scope, meetings will be virtual unless and until the Committee chooses otherwise.
Over time, the Partnership and Committee may agree to expand responsibilities to activities such as compiling an
inventory and map of placemaking projects in the region, seeking additional funding for placemaking projects,
supporting or sponsoring regionally oriented placemaking events, developing a regional public art plan, etc.

Microgrant Program
The draft content below is based on research into a large number of similar programs around the country; the
intent is to provide a starting point for the launch by the end of the year, and assumes refinement over time.

Purpose, eligibility
The purpose of the Placemaking Microgrant Program is guided by the Partnership’s mission: To develop and
implement a compelling regional vision and framework that guides local decisions on thoughtful and
collaborative planning, growth, and development to benefit both individual jurisdictions and the region as a
whole (emphasis added). So while microgrants stimulate and support local placemaking efforts, these grants
must also be for projects that in some way include a regional component. To further support regional
connections and collaboration, projects will be required to credit CMRP in a tangible, permanent format.

Grant amount, matches, cycle
Many of the grants the Partnership researched are $1,000-3,000, although some national efforts may be 10x or
more that amount. Some recommend these smaller grants for projects with a budget of up to a certain amount,
while others offer a second phase with more funds for larger projects. To ensure project viability and limit
grantor risk, most ask for (more or less detailed) information about other funding sources, or use a “match”
approach with equivalent results.
The Partnership anticipates beginning with $500-$1,000 grants from its own funds. It is open to seeking
additional funds or partnering with other organizations, as long as the effort retains a clear regional focus. As a
start-up program, it will be important to build awareness and momentum through multiple grant cycles per year,
likely quarterly, with the totals staying within the annual allocation.

Process, tasks
Launch: The staff team will draft the following for review and refinement by the Partnership and initial
Committee members:
● Program purpose and description
● Eligibility criteria, who may apply, and allowable uses of funds
● Application form and basic promotional material (Partner jurisdictions and Committee members will
actively promote)
● Grant cycle and detailed timeline
● 2022 budget
● Review and decision-making process, with staff support
Ongoing work:
● Encourage and promote submissions
● Review applications and make decisions
● Publicly champion the funded efforts in support of regional connections and collaboration
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