ELKO NEW MARKET - PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

ELKONEW MARKET
PC Members: Nicole Weber, Melissa Hanson, Brad Smith, Kasey Pipo, Benjamin Kroeplin and ‘
Harry Anderson i /

City Staff: Senior Planner Renee Christianson, Planner Brandon Malecha and City Engineer Luke
Wheeler

AGENDA
TUESDAY, JUNE 30, 2026 @ 7:00 PM
COUNCIL CHAMBERS — NEW MARKET AREA HALL

601 MAIN STREET, ELKO NEW MARKET, MN 55054

The City of Elko New Market provides for viewing and participation in the meeting through Zoom.
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85841949110

or by phone call @ 1 646 876 9923, using meeting ID # 858 4194 9110

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Consider Approval of the Agenda

4. PUBLIC COMMENT (public opportunity to comment on items not listed on the agenda)

5. ANNOUNCEMENTS
A. None

6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Consider Approval of the following:
A. April 28, 2026 Meeting Minutes
B. May 26, 2026 Meeting Minutes

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. None

8. GENERAL BUSINESS
A. Boulder Heights South Concept Plan Review #2 - KJ Walk, Inc
B. Review Property Acquisition for Conformance with Comprehensive Plan — BN Enterprises Property

9. MISCELLANEOUS
A. City-Wide Sweep Recap
B. Community Development Updates
C. Planning Commission Questions & Comments

10. ADJOURNMENT

BOARD NOTICE:
TO DETERMINE IF A QUORUM WILL BE PRESENT, PLEASE CONTACT ELKO NEW MARKET AREA HALL AT 952-461-2777 IF
YOU ARE UNABLE TO ATTEND

PuUBLIC NOTICE:
ANYONE SPEAKING TO THE BOARD SHALL STATE THEIR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD


https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85841949110

MINUTES
CITY OF ELKO NEW MARKET
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

April 28, 2026
7:00 PM
1. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Weber called the meeting of the Elko New Market Planning Commission to order at
7:05 p.m.
Commission members present:  Weber, Smith, Hanson, Pipo and Kroeplin
Members absent and excused: ~ Ex-Officio Member Anderson
Staff Present: Senior Planner Renee Christianson and Planner
Brandon Malecha
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Chair Weber led the Planning Commission in the Pledge of Allegiance.
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
It was moved by Smith and seconded by Pipo to approve the agenda as presented. Motion
carried: (5-0).
4. APPOINTMENT OF CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR
It was moved by Hanson and seconded by Smith to nominate Nicole Weber as Chair and
Melissa Hanson as Vice-Chair of the Planning Commission for the upcoming year. Motion
carried: (5-0).
5. PUBLIC COMMENT
None
6. ANNOUNCEMENTS
A. Introduction of Planning Commissioner Benjamin Kroeplin
Chair Weber introduced and welcomed Benjamin Kroeplin to the Commission.
Commissioner Kroeplin provided some professional and personal background information
for the Commissioners.
7. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
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A. It was moved by Hanson and seconded by Kroeplin to approve the minutes of the March
31, 2026 Planning Commission meeting as presented. Motion carried: (5-0).

8. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. Consider Amendment to Title 11 of the Zoning Ordinance Amending Residential
Deck Setbacks

Planner Malecha introduced the agenda item and noted that Staff have received feedback
from residents that the currently required 10’ side yard deck setback is illogical and overly
restrictive in zoning districts where the home can be located 7’ from the side property line.
Staff discussed the matter with the Planning Commission at the February 2026 Planning
Commission meeting where there was agreement to move forward with a public hearing
regarding a possible ordinance amendment which would allow the side yard deck setback to
be the same as the principal structure setback.

Malecha stated that decks are commonly constructed on the back side of a single-family
home, and in-line / even with the primary structure. The City’s R2 and R3 zoning districts
have a 7° side setback requirement. However, Title 11-5-3 of the City Code currently
requires decks to be set back 10’ from the side property line. The proposed amendment
would change the side yard setback to that of the underlying zoning district. Malecha stated
that a public hearing is required.

Chair Weber opened the public hearing at 7:13 p.m., and with no comments from the public,
closed the public hearing at 7:14 p.m. Commissioner Pipo expressed support for the change.
Commissioner Smith asked if stairs need to meet setback requirements; Christianson

affirmed that stairs do need to meet structure setbacks. Malecha stated that builders often
times construct ledger boards that extend to the side of the home.

Following discussion, it was moved by Weber and seconded by Smith to recommend
approval of draft Ordinance 343 Amending Title 11, Chapter 5, Section 3(C)(2) of the City
Code Concerning Setbacks for Residential Decks. Motion carried: (5-0).

9. GENERAL BUSINESS

A. None

10. MISCELLANEOUS
A. Community Development Updates
Christianson provided the following updates:

e The City Council granted preliminary plat approval of Eagle View Meadows as
proposed by Joe Sullivan.
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e The City has received application for final plat approval of Highlands at Eagle View
2" Addition, containing 37 lots. The development is expected to be constructed this
summer.

e Planner Malecha is working with the Parks Commission to develop the park within the
Highlands at Eagle View plat later this summer.

e Staff will be presenting a moratorium ordinance to the City Council for consideration
at the next Council meeting.

Malecha informed the Commission that a work group is working on the old Police
Department building, to remodel the building for use as a flexible community space. An
architectural firm has been hired to develop plans for the building and construction cost

estimates.

Malecha stated that the City has received approximately 45 new home permits in 2026,
compared to a total of 69 new home permits issued in 2025.

B. Planning Commission Questions and Comments
None.
11. ADJOURNMENT
It was moved by Weber and seconded by Hanson to adjourn the meeting at 7:36 p.m.
Motion carried: (5-0).

Respectively submitted by:

L/?J? Ly ;/ (,/{u,;,z"(. AT I —

Renee Christianson
Senior Planner
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MINUTES
CITY OF ELKO NEW MARKET
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

May 26, 2026
7:00 PM
1. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Weber called the meeting of the Elko New Market Planning Commission to order at
7:04 p.m.
Commission members present: Weber, Smith, Hanson, and Kroeplin
Members absent and excused: ~ Commissioner Pipo and Ex-Officio Member Anderson
Staff Present: Senior Planner Renee Christianson
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Chair Weber led the Planning Commission in the Pledge of Allegiance.
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Planner Christianson announced a change to the agenda by removing item 6(a), Planning
Commission Minutes. It was moved by Hanson, seconded by Smith to approve the amended
agenda.
Motion carried: (4-0).
4. PUBLIC COMMENT
None.
5. ANNOUNCEMENTS
Planner Christianson noted that there were no announcements.
6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
None
7. PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. None
8. GENERAL BUSINESS
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A. 2050 Comprehensive Plan Update

Planner Christianson provided the Planning Commission with an introduction to the required
2050 Comprehensive Plan update. She explained the purpose of a Comprehensive Plan and
described the history of legislation that gives cities the authority to plan (Municipal Planning
Act and Metropolitan Land Planning Act). She provided a history of Comprehensive Plans
for the City of Elko New Market and explained an update to the City’s current
Comprehensive Plan is required. She provided a history of the Metropolitan Council and
explained that they set policy for the Twin Cities metro area, in terms of land use, water,
regional parks and trails, housing, and transportation. The Met Council’s updated policies
are contained in a document titled Imagine 2050. The City’s Comprehensive Plan must
conform to the policies contained in Imagine 2050, and the Met Council must approve the
City’s updated Comprehensive Plan. She reviewed some of the updated policies and
reviewed a draft timeline for preparation of the updated Plan. Christianson noted that the
focus for the remainder of 2027 was to develop a Community Engagement Plan and obtain
community input. The plan chapters would be developed through 2027 with the goal to
complete a draft of the plan by early 2028.

B. Sexually Oriented Use Analysis

Planner Christianson introduced the agenda item, noting that reviewing the City’s Sexually
Oriented Business zoning regulations was one of the 2026 goals identified by the Planning
Commission. She explained what a Sexually Oriented Business was and that the courts have
ruled they are protected under the First Amendment. She noted that the City can impose
controls on where adult uses can locate but cannot restrict them altogether. Case law over
the past few decades has established that 5% of the total land area of the community is a
reasonable benchmark to provide for such uses.

Christianson reviewed City regulations pertaining to Sexually Oriented Business and where
they can and cannot locate. She displayed maps showing locations of schools, churches,
daycares, parks, residential zoning districts, and other zoning districts where they are not
allowed to locate. She then displayed a map showing the location of parcels where a
Sexually Oriented Business would be allowed to locate, and stated the allowable locations
accounted for 6.34% of the City’s total land area. She stated that 6.34% of the City’s land
area being available for Sexually Oriented Businesses to locate is adequate and legally
defensible. Finally, she stated that as the City rezones and annexes additional land into the
City, the analysis should be regularly updated. There were no questions or comments from
the Commission.

C. Data Center Update

Planner Christianson informed the Commission that at the most recent City Council
meeting, the City Council adopted a temporary moratorium regarding the establishment of
data centers in the City. The expectation from the City Council in adopting the temporary
moratorium is that staff and the Planning Commission expeditiously study the impacts of
data centers and establish zoning regulations related to them, if needed. Christianson
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10.

informed the Commission that a consultant, WSB, has been hired to assist the City with
research of impacts and development regulations related to data centers.

MISCELLANEOUS

A. Legislative Updates

Christianson informed the Commission that Representative Koznick has secured $1.2
million in funding in a tax bill that will assist with engineering design for 135/CSAH 2
interchange.

Christianson informed the Commission that the City Attorney’s Office would be preparing
an overview of changes in State Statutes that impact zoning and subdivision regulations.
She noted that one new law pertains to Homeowner Associations (HOA’s), and that the City
would not be able to mandate an HOA be established as part of a new development.

B. Community Development Updates

Christianson informed the Commission that the City had received an application for final
plat approval of Parkway Meadows 2" Addition, which is the final phase in that
development being developed by MI Homes.

Christianson informed the Commission that the City has been informed that Lennar will be
preparing the final plat application for Eagle View Meadows.

C. Planning Commission Questions and Comments

None.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved by Smith and seconded by Kroeplin to adjourn the meeting at 8:21 p.m.

Motion carried: (4-0).

Respectively submitted by:

L/gﬁ Ty 7/ (,//Lu,;,z-( AT

Renee Christianson
Senior Planner
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601 Main Street
Elko New Market, MN 55054
phone: 952-461-2777 fax: 952-461-2782

MEMORANDUM
TO: PLANNING COMMISSION
CC: WARREN ISRAELSON, LUKE ISRAELSON
FROM: RENEE CHRISTIANSON, SENIOR PLANNER
RE: REVIEW CONCEPT PLAN #2 FOR BOULDER HEIGHTS SOUTH RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT (ANNEXATION REQUIRED)
DATE: JUNE 30, 2026
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING:  JUNE 30, 2026
CITY COUNCIL MEETING: JULY 11 OR JULY 23, 2026
60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: N/A
120-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE N/A

Background / History

At the February 24, 2026, Planning Commission meeting, the Commission reviewed a concept plan submitted
by KJ Walk, Inc. for proposed development of approximately 30 acres located immediately south of the
Boulder Heights development. The Planning Commission recommended support for annexation of the
property based on the concept plan submitted, and recommended that the single-family portion of the
development which would not be affected by a potential Beard Avenue realignment be allowed to develop at
this time, and the portion of the development which may be affected by a potential Beard Avenue realignment
be delayed until a consensus is reached between Scott County, Rice County, and the City of Elko New Market
regarding the preferred roadway alignment. The motion by the Planning Commission included thirty
comments and conditions related to the concept plans (February 24, 2026, meeting minutes attached). The
City Council concurred with the recommendations of the Planning Commission.

Following Planning Commission and City Council review of the concept plan, the parcel located immediately
west of the proposed development was listed for sale on the MLS. K] Walk has entered into a purchase
agreement on the adjacent 10-acre property and has revised their concept plans to include the additional
acreage.

The revised concept plans, which now include approximately 40-acres, are being presented to the Planning
Commission for review and comment. Three separate concept plans have been developed, each showing an
alternate alignment for Beard Avenue. The concept plans are dated June 19, 2026, and are labeled Option A,
Option B, and Option C. Consistent with their original plans, KJ Walk wishes to proceed with developing
portions of the project not affected by a potential Beard Avenue realignment in the immediate future.

The property abuts an existing gravel township road, Beard Avenue. One hurdle in developing the property
is determining the best long-range plan for Beard Avenue. Therefore, one concept plan has been developed
showing Beard Avenue on its existing alignment, and two concept plans have been developed showing
realignment of Beard Avenue within the proposed development.

Boulder Heights South - Concept Plan Review #2 and Annexation Consideration
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The property is currently located in New Market Township but is adjacent to the city limits of Elko New
Market. To develop the property as depicted on the concept plans the property will need to be annexed into
the City. The City’s preference would be to annex the land adoption of a Joint Resolution for Orderly
Annexation by both the City and the Township, as opposed to annexing by Ordinance. The developer has
submitted a petition for annexation of the original 30-acre parcel and will amend the petition to include the
additional 10-acres, pending feedback from the Planning Commission and City Council.

At this time, KJ Walk is seeking feedback from City representatives regarding the current concept plans, and
whether there is support for annexing the property based on the concept plans submitted. KJ Walk is
interested in proceeding with developing property that would not be affected by the potential Beard Avenue
realignment, which contains 72 single-family residential lots.

Neighborhood Conditions
e To the north of the

proposed development sgfe=—— e i: ”Wg?i
is the Boulder Height Bl " SW&® L |
development 3 ad A ‘q.

containing 125 single-
family detached lots.
The development is |
mostly built out.

e To the south of the
proposed development
are agricultural and rural
residential ~ properties
located in  Webster
Township /  Rice
County. The properties
to the south are located
outside of the city
limits, outside of the
City’s planned 2040
growth area, but within the City’s ultimate (sewer) service boundary.

e To the east of the proposed development is a large lot rural residential property. The property to the
east is located outside of the city limits but within the City’s planned 2040 growth area and guided for
low and medium density residential development.

e To the west of the proposed development are large lot rural residential properties (approximately 10
acres parcels). The properties to the west are located outside of the city limits but within the City’s
planned 2040 growth area and guided for low and medium density residential development.

Development of the property as residential is considered to be compatible with the adjacent land uses.

Legal Description
The subject property is approximately 40 acres in size. The property is generally in the south 2 of the south

Y2 of Section 34, Township 113, Range 21; legal descriptions are lengthy metes and bounds. There are four
PID #’s that make up the subject property, as follows (acreages taken from County GIS system):

08-934006-2 — approximately 9.82 acres
08-934006-3 — approximately 9.79 acres
08-179002-0 — approximately 10.58 acres
08-9340006-6 — approximately 9.92 acres

Boulder Heights South - Concept Plan Review #2 and Annexation Consideration
Page 2 of 14
June 30, 2026



Comprehensive Land Use Plan

The City’s 2040 Comprehensive Land Use Plan guides the northern portion of the property to a “Low Density
Residential” land use designation, and the southern portion of the property to a “Medium Density Residential”
land use designation. The comprehensive plan contains the following language regarding the guided land use
designations:

LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL . This land use classification is characterized by low residential densities that provide
opportunities for a variety of detached single family residential housing options. Traditional single family detached homes at the
lowest of the urban densities are typical uses. Lower densities are often required to preserve and protect environmentally sensitive
land. At the present time, this land use designation corvesponds with the R1 and R2 zoning districts.

o T'he characteristics of a proposed development will be based upon consideration of several factors including, but not limited
to, topography, geography, existing development and character of the surrounding area, transportation system access, and
market conditions.

o Final density and development design will be a function of adopted zoning and subdivision standards and procedures.

®  Residential densities with a range of 2.5 to 5 units per net acre.

o Lot sizes typically are 8,400 — 12,000 square feet but can be larger or smaller depending on the type of development
and the specific property’s characteristics.

®  Planned unit development may be utilized to provide for a mixture of housing styles at higher densities provided the
objectives of planned unit development, as provided in the City’s Zoning Ordinance, are achieved.

MEDIUM DENSITTY RESIDENTIAIL: Objective: This land use classification is characterized by medinm residential
densities that provide opportunities for a variety of detached and attached residential housing options. The land use designation is
intended to provide alternative housing options which address the City’s life cycle housing needs. Medium density residential
developments are often established as transitional uses between low density residential uses and greater intensity uses such as high
density residential and commercial. At the present time, this land use designation corresponds with the R3 zoning district.

o The location and characteristics of a proposed medinm density residential development will be based upon consideration
of several factors including, but not limited to, topography, geography, existing development (character of the surronnding
area) and market conditions.

o Development of attached homes and multiple family dwellings is appropriate near major parks (open space), along
collector roadways, near commercial centers and employment centers.

o  The wide range of possible housing styles and design options make medium density residential housing a suitable
transition between lower and higher intensity adjacent uses.

o Residential densities with a range between 5 and 10 units per net acre.

o Lot sizes vary depending upon the number of units contained within the residential structures, as regulated in the City’s
Zoning Ordinance. Minimum lot areas per dwelling unit range from 3,500 to 7,200 square feet per unit.

o Specific design and construction standards are typically imposed upon medium density residential developments including
standards related to exterior building finishes, garage construction and size, guest parking and open space requirements.

o Dypical Uses: Single-family detached dwellings, and two-family dwellings, and townhouses, condomininms and
apartments which do not exceed eight units per building are considered permitted wuses in this land use category.
Manufactured home parks may also be allowed by conditional use permit.

The proposed use of the property for single family residential homes, townhomes, and apartments meets the
intent of the currently guided land use for the area and the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. Based on the City’s
adopted 2040 Comprehensive Plan, the northern portion of the property must be developed at a residential
density of 2.5 to 5 units per net acre, and the southern portion of the property must be developed at a
residential density of 5 to 10 units per net acre. The developer has included a graphic on the concept plan
which indicates the densities will be met in either development scenario. Calculations will be confirmed when

Boulder Heights South - Concept Plan Review #2 and Annexation Consideration
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more detailed information is available. The appropriate zoning districts and minimum lot standards are further
defined in the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

‘ Tidip? Y

2040 Comprehensive Land Use Map

Zoning / Lot Standards

The property is currently located outside the City limits and is zoned Urban Expansion Reserve by Scott
County. The zoning designation is intended to preserve properties for urban development (on city services).
Upon annexation into the City, properties are automatically zoned Urban Reserve and then need to be rezoned
to a City zoning designation that is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Both concept plans depict a
proposed R2 Urban Single-Family Residential zoning on the northern portion of the property and a proposed
R3 Medium Density Residential zoning on the southern portion of the property, which is generally consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan land use guidance.

The purpose of the R-2 Urban Single-Family Residential District is to provide for single-family dwelling units
at a relatively dense urban scale in areas of the community that do not contain unique physical features or
environmentally sensitive areas. The minimum lot standards in the R2 district are as follows:

Minimum | Minimum Side Side / Front Rear
Lot Lot Size Setback Corner Setback Setback
Width Setback
R2 Low Density Residential 65’ 8,125 sq ft 7 207 25 30

The purpose of the R-3 Medium Density Residential District is to establish low to moderate density residential
housing in single or multiple-family structures that satisfies the following planning objectives:

A. Create a cohesive medium density neighborhood that provides attractive living environments and
contributes to the City's identity.

B. Provide attractive and durable medium-density housing options as a means of addressing the City's
life cycle housing needs.

C. Preserve natural land forms, open spaces, greenways for scenic enjoyment and recreational use
through the regulation of medium density residential land use.

D. Allow for the subdivision of twinhome, quadraminium and townhome base lots to permit individual
private ownership of a single dwelling within such a structure.

E. Comply with the provisions of this chapter, other applicable provisions of this title, and the City
subdivision ordinance.

Boulder Heights South - Concept Plan Review #2 and Annexation Consideration
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The minimum lot standards in the R3 district are as follows:

Minimum | Minimum Side Side / Front Rear Rear Wetland
Lot Width | LotSize | Setback | Cotner | Setback | Setback | Abutting
Setback Major
Collector
/Arterial
Single- 60’ 7,200 sq ft 7 25 25 20° 45’ 40’
Family
Two- 1007 6,000 sq ft 7 25 25 20 45 40
Family per unit
More Than 100? 3,500 sq ft 107 25 25 20° 45’ 40’
Two Units per unit

Based on the information contained on both concept plans, the minimum lots standards are being met for
the R2 (single-family) district. More lot details will eventually be needed to confirm.

Height Requirements
Structures shall not exceed 35’ in height in the City’s R2 & R3 residential zoning districts.

Landscaping
Section 11-5-4 of the Zoning Ordinance and Section 12-9-4 (F) of the Subdivision Ordinance require

minimum 20’ wide landscaped buffer where lots back onto a major collector street. A 10’ wide landscape
buffer is required where side lots abut a major collector street. Beard Avenue is designated as a major collector
street and therefore the 20’ landscape buffer applies to lots that back up to Beard Avenue. The buffer must
consist of two staggered rows of plantings and may include berming up to 4’ in height. The concept plan
submitted does not show enough detail to determine the depth of these lots.

For attached housing in the R3 District, at least 30% of the total site area shall be landscaped, and shall provide
inground irrigation.

In addition to the above developer obligations, City ordinance requires that two trees be planted upon each
single-family lot at the time of building permit, sod placed in the front and side yards, and rear yards must be
seeded, hydroseeded or sodded.

Tree Preservation

Section 12-9-9 of the City’s Subdivision Ordinance contains Tree Preservation and Replacement regulations
and requires that 40% of the significant trees must be protected as part of the development. A significant tree
is defined as follows:

e A hardwood deciduous tree 6” or greater in diameter
e A softwood deciduous tree 127 or greater in diameter
e A coniferous tree 36” in height or greater

A tree inventory must be completed which identifies the location of all significant trees on the property. If no
significant trees exist on the property, a statement from a qualified professional must be submitted indicating
this. Based on aerial photography, there appears to be a handful of trees located along the property
lines/occupation lines, with some additional trees located on the westetly 10 acres.

Easements

Section 12-9-6 of the Subdivision Ordinance requires that 10’ wide perimeter easements and 5’ wide interior
easements be dedicated along all lot lines, and 10’ easements are required along property lines that abut
undeveloped properties. ILarger easements must also be dedicated in areas where landscape screening is
required along collector streets.

Boulder Heights South - Concept Plan Review #2 and Annexation Consideration
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Sanitary Sewer

Sanitary sewer service is available on the north side of the

property at south end of Oxford Lane, through the Boulder 5-4

Heights development. There is an existing sewer main that is
approximately 27” deep and plugged approximately 25’ north of
the north property line. The sewer in Boulder Heights was
designed to serve the subject property with sanitary sewer.

The City Engineer has also conducted a downstream analysis of
any limiting factors in the sewer system and has determined that
the downstream sanitary sewer system can handle effluent from
the proposed development.

The developer will be required to stub sewer to adjacent
undeveloped properties.
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Water

Water service is available on the north side of the property at south
end of Oxford Lane and at the southeast corner of Beard Avenue
and Lydia Lane, through the Boulder Heights development. At
Oxford Lane, there is an existing 87 watermain that is
approximately 8 deep and plugged approximately 50’ north of the
north property line. There is a 127 watermain at the southeast
corner of Beard Avenue and Lydia Lane.

The City’s water plan depicts a future 12” trunk water line running
north/south along the east side of the property. The developer will
be required to implement this plan during development of the
subject property. The City seeks looping of the water system
through the development and recommends avoiding any dead-end
watermains. The developer will be required to stub water to
adjacent undeveloped properties. The City reimburses the cost of
oversizing for any watermains greater than 8 in size.

Boulder Heights South - Concept Plan Review #2 and Annexation Con
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Stormwater

The concept plans show two stormwater ponding
areas proposed for the single family portion of the 3t'E
development, and separate ponding for the multi-
family portion of the development. No further
details regarding stormwater have been submitted at
this point. A more detailed stormwater plan will
need to be submitted with plat applications.

A major watershed district boundary runs through
the property. The eastern portion (1/4) of the
property lies within the Cannon River Watershed
District and surface flows towards the east. The
remaining portion of the property lies within the
Scott Watershed Management District and surface
flows towards the south and west.

A 10’ wide buffer from the high-water level (HWL) is required around stormwater ponds. All structures shall
have a minimum 35’ setback from the HWL of stormwater ponds. Both the 10’ buffer and 35’ building
setback should be cleatly identified in the preliminary plat drawing and construction plans. The Subdivision
Otrdinance requires that stormwater ponds and buffers be contained in outlots and conveyed to the City upon
filing of a plat.

Wetlands / Floodplain / DNR Protected Waters

A wetland delineation report has not been completed but is necessary as part of any future plat applications.
Any potential wetlands need to be protected in accordance with the Wetland Conservation Act, Clean Water
Act, and City Code. Wetland buffers are required, and buffer sign markers are required along all lot lines at
buffer locations. The Subdivision Ordinance requires that wetlands and buffers be contained in outlots and
conveyed to the City upon filing of a plat. There are no FEMA designated floodplains or DNR Protected
Waters or Wetlands on the subject property. A DNR Protected Wetland exists on the east side of Beard
Avenue.

Boulder Heights South - Concept Plan Review #2 and Annexation Consideration
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Access / Roads / Transportation Issues

Existing Streets. The subject property abuts three existing public streets, Oxford Lane, CSAH 86 and Beard

Avenue.

Oxford Lane. Oxford Lane is an existing/improved city street that is stubbed to the north side of
the property. The street is 28’ wide within a 60’ right-of-way and is proposed to be extended into the
development.

CSAH 86 (280t Street E). CSAH 86 is a 2-lane rural highway that lies on the borders of Scott and
LeSueur Counties. The most recent traffic volumes from 2025 indicate an AADT of 1,963. Rice
County’s most recent transportation plan was adopted in 2006 and identifies the future functional
classification of CSAH 86 as a Minor Arterial roadway. Scott County’s most recent transportation
plan was adopted in 2019 and identifies the future functional classification of CSAH 86 as a Principal
Arterial roadway. The City’s Transportation Plan, adopted in 2021, identifies the future functional
classification of CSAH 86 as a Principal Arterial. The transportation plans show a conflict in the
planned / future functional classification. Determining the appropriate future functional
classification of CSAH 86 is important in determining right-of-way recommendations associated with
the proposed plat. Using the most conservative approach, planning for a future functional
classification as a Principal Arterial would carry a recommended total right-of-way of 200’ (100” from
centerline). It is worth nothing that there has been speculation that an interchange could potentially
be located at CSAH 86 / I-35 in the distant future which would impact the function of CSAH 86.
Staff are awaiting feedback from Scott County regarding right-of-way dedication in connection with
the plat. The concept plans submitted are currently showing 75’ of right-of-way along CSAH 86.

Beard Avenue. Beard Avenue is a gravel road that is under the jurisdiction of New Market Townshlp.
Improvement of the road is recommended —mm=-

in connection with the proposed plat. The
City collected traffic volumes on Beard
Avenue in 2019 which showed an AADT of
363. The City’s 2040 Transportation Plan
identifies Beard Avenue as a future Major
Collector. The purpose of a major collector
is typically to link neighborhoods together
within a city or link neighborhoods to
business concentrations. Access to major
collector roadways should be made via local
streets and private access should be
prohibited. Local street connections to
major collector streets should be spaced at
least 6607 from other collector or arterial
roadway intersections. The City’s currently
adopted street section for a major collector
is 100” of right-of-way, 32’ wide road (two
16’ travel lanes), a 10” bituminous trail on
one side and a 5’ sidewalk on the other. The
expanded right-of-way allows for future
expansion of the road if needed. The
proposed right-of-way for Beard Avenue as shown on the concept plans is complies with City Code.

Beard Alignment Concerns. As noted previously in this report, City staff and engineers have concerns
regarding the existing Beard Avenue alighment and question whether the current alignment is the best
long-term location for the roadway as the city grows. Of particular concern are site line issues at the
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intersection of Beard Avenue and CSAH 86. The City of Elko New Market, together with Scott and
Rice Counties, are currently conducting an engineering study of the CSAH 86 corridor to ensure that
intersecting roadways are set up to accommodate future growth and at appropriate locations. A study
of the corridor between Pillsbury Avenue and Texas Avenue is currently in process. City staff are
opposed to recommending full support of the proposed concept plan until the transportation study

is completed. The developer is initially seeking approval of the (72) single-family lots that would not

be impacted by any potential Beard Avenue realicnment. Staff support the developer’s proposal.

/4

Photo of EXisng CSAH 86 / Beard Avenue Intersection (Ioblﬁng west)

Beard Avenue Improvement Recommendations. The existing Boulder Heights development
contains 125 single-family lots. Although there are two platted streets that access the development
(Oxford Lane and Lydia Lane), only Oxford Lane is currently open to traffic. Lydia Lane is currently
barricaded at Beard Avenue. This arrangement is a result of negotiations with the Township at the
time of that previous development approvals; because Beard Avenue is gravel and the developer was
required to pave 275% Street to Co Rd 91 in lieu of paving Beard Avenue.

The developers’ current concept shows only one way into the first phase of the development, via
Oxford Lane. Staff are recommending, as a condition of plat approval for the first phase of the new
development, that Beard Avenue be improved from 275% Street to Lydia Lane, and that Lydia Lane
be opened to traffic at Beard. There would then be two ways in and out of the development. Staff’s
recommendation is that the road section can remain rural with a paved surface. Staff are further
recommending that the portion of Beard Avenue south of Lydia Lane be improved incrementally
with future phases of the development. If realignment of Beard is required, the roadway should
transition to an urban section in the new alignment.

Proposed Roads —Local Roadways. Several (unnamed) local streets are depicted on the concept plan. Local

streets must be a minimum of 28’ in width, B618 curbing, within a 60’ right-of-way. Sidewalks are required
on one side of all local roads. Additional high-level comments are as follows:

Private access is not permitted off of Beard Avenue.

Proposed local road connections to Beard Avenue should be at least 660’ (1/8 mile) north of CSAH
86.

In instances where a street is terminated pending future extension, a temporary cul-de-sac must be
constructed if the street stub exceeds 150’ in length.

Future road extension signs are required where streets stub into an adjacent property.

A ghost plat for the adjacent properties that future street extensions will serve must be provided to
demonstrate the proposed connection locations allow reasonably efficient connection and roadway
layouts for the adjacent property when major property boundaries, wetlands and topography are
considered.

Concrete driveway (aprons) shall be constructed from the curb to the property line.

All boulevards shall be sodded or seeded and blanketed.
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Traffic Volumes. To understand projected traffic volumes for the proposed Boulder Heights South
development, staff projected the expected trip generation for concept plans #1, #2, and #3. The ITE Trip
Generation Manual (11t Edition) was used to determine how many trips the proposed development would
add to the roadway network during peak hours as well as the total daily added trips. Land Use Code 210 was
used for proposed single family detached housing and Land Use Code 220 was used for proposed multi family.
The projected AM and PM peak hour, and total daily trips are shown in the tables below.

Concept #1 Concept #2 Concept #3

AM Peak Hour 115 AM Peak Hour 120| |AM Peak Hour 109|
PM Peak Hour 151]  |PM Peak Hour 158| |PM Peak Hour 144
Weekday Total 1687| |weekday Total 1765] |Weekday Total 1603

Traffic Impact Study. The City’s Transportation Plan requires that a Traffic Impact Study be prepared for
developments that have a potential for adverse impacts to the existing transportation system and are expected
to generate certain amounts of traffic. A Traffic Impact Study identifies the impacts of a proposed
development on the surrounding transportation system. The following are established criteria that trigger the
need for a Traffic Impact Study as stated in the City’s Transportation Plan:

e A development will generate 100 or more new a.m. or p.m. peak hour vehicle trips.

e A development will generate 750 or more new daily vehicle trips.

e  New development traffic will substantially affect an intersection or roadway segment already identified as
operating at an unacceptable level of service.

e The development would likely create a hazard to public safety.

e The location of the development is in an environmentally or otherwise sensitive area, or in an area which
is likely to generate public controversy.

e The development will substantially change the off-site transportation system or connections to it.

Based on the above criteria, a Traffic Impact Study would be recommended for the proposed development.
The traffic modeling that would normally be included in a Traffic Impact Study completed by the developer
will be included in the larger area wide transportation study that will be completed jointly by the developer,
the City, and Scott and LeSueur Counties. The developer is financially contributing to the study as well.

Sidewalks & Trails

The City’s Subdivision Ordinance requires that concrete sidewalks are constructed on at least one side of all
local streets; the outside edge shall be located one foot from the property line. The City’s Transportation Plan
requires that sidewalks be constructed on one side, and trails be constructed on the other side of all collector
streets. The City’s 2040 Park & Trail Plan identifies a proposed sidewalk and trail corridor along Beard Avenue
on the east side of the subject property.

Based on City Code requirements, the following sidewalk and trail improvements are required:

e Construct 5 sidewalks adjacent to all local streets
o Construct a 10’ trail on the west side of Beard Avenue

Lots & Blocks / Design
Miscellaneous comments regarding lot and block design are as follows:

e The maximum length of blocks shall be 1,200” and the minimum length shall be 600,
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e Blocks over 900’ in length may require pedestrian ways at least 20’ wide. The use of additional
pedestrian ways to schools, parks, and other destinations may be required.

e The minimum lot area shall consist of buildable land exclusive of wetlands, utility transmission
easements, and pipeline easements that encumber lot development.

Parks Related Comments

The City’s Subdivision Ordinance requires 8% of the land to be dedicated for parks, playgrounds, public open
spaces of trails and/or the developer shall make a cash contribution to the City’s park and trail fund roughly
related to the anticipated effect of the plat on the park and trail system. If no land dedication is required, the
park fee is 8% of the fair market land value.

The City’s 2040 Park and Trail Plan does not depict any park search areas on the subject property. It is
generally recommended that all neighborhoods be serviced by a Neighborhood Park, a park located within 2
mile and not interrupted by major roadways or major physical barriers. The closest public park is Boulder
Heights Park to the north, and the subject property is within the 'z mile service area of Boulder Heights Park
as shown by the purple polygon on the adjacent map.

Based on the City’s Park Plan and because the property is within the service area of Boulder Heights Park,
Staff recommends cash contribution to the City’s park fund in lieu of land dedication. The City’s Park’s
Commission reviewed the concept plan at their meeting on June 10, 2026 and has recommended cash in lieu
of land dedication for the development. In addition to the public land dedication, apartments and townhomes
must have 10% of the project area dedicated as usable open space and recreational use for project residents.

2040 Park and Trail Plan Map 2040 Park Service Area Map

City Engineer Comments
The City Engineer has reviewed the concept development plan with his comments having been incorporated

into this report.

Public Works Director Comments
The Public Works Director has reviewed the concept development plan, and his comments have been
incorporated into this report.

Police Department Comments
The Police Chief has reviewed the concept plans and recommends that temporary cul-de-sacs be required at

the end of any dead-end streets.

Fire Department Comments

The Fire Chief has reviewed the concept plan and has no comments or concerns at this time.
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Building Inspector Comments
Comments from the Building Official have not been solicited at this time.

City Attorney Comments
The City Attorney has been advised of the concept plan submittal, as well as the petition for annexation of

the initial 30 acres. Any recommendations of the City Attorney are being incorporated into a pre-development
agreement, which is an agreement between the City and the developer which documents the conditions and
terms of annexation.

School District Impacts

The proposed development is in the Lakeville School District. Comments have not been solicited from the
School District at this time.

Annexation Issues

The property is currently located in New Market Township and would require annexation into the City prior
to any land use applications being received. Annexation would be achieved by adoption of a Joint Resolution
for Orderly Annexation, which is a mutual agreement between the City and the Township regarding the terms
of the annexation. The Planning Commission and City Council previously expressed support for annexation
of the easterly 30 acres, and the City has received a petition for the annexation from the developer. If the
Planning Commission and City Council are in favor of annexation of the entire 40 acres for the purposes of
the development as shown on the concept plans, the developer will amend the petition for annexation to
include the additional acreage. City staff will then work with the Township regarding terms of the annexation.
Prior to annexation, staff recommends that the developer enter into a pre-development agreement with the
City that outlines expectations regarding Beard Avenue and the development.

Township Comments / Recommendation:

New Market Township officials are aware that the concept plan has been submitted to the City for review.
City staff will also be attending a July 7% town board meeting to further present the concept plan and
annexation petition to the Town Board. Staff participated in a virtual meeting with the Township Engineer
to review the proposed project, who did not express any immediate concerns.

Miscellaneous

e Ghost Plat of adjacent property. A ghost plat is an additional requirement laid out in Elko New
Market City Code for the purpose of ensuring proper roadway alignments for adjacent properties but
does not indicate City support or approval of the ghost plat. Any ghost concept plan submitted would
not indicate approval or support of the specific layout but rather shows the potential for future
development based on planned roadway and utility alignments within the proposed development.
City Code requires that the developer provide this ghost plat to demonstrate that cohesive
development between the parcels could occur. There is one property to the west of the proposed
plat which is guided to Medium Density Residential; the developer has shown that the property to
the west would be served by a single cul-de-sac. The developer has also submitted concepts for the
property to the northwest which indicate the property could be served by the Lydia Lane street
connection.

e Neighborhood Meeting. Staff and the City Code recommend that the owner / applicant hold a
neighborhood meeting to educate adjacent landowners about the proposed development and receive
informal comments and feedback prior to submitting a formal application for development.
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Staff Recommendation

The below comments provide a high-level summary of comments and concerns identified by Staff during the
initial review of the concept plan. The proposed land use as single-family residential on the northern portion
of the property, and a mixture of single-family residential, townhomes and/or apartments on the southern
portion of the property is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan. That said, there are items that need
to be understood, addressed, and redesigned, on the concept plan as a condition of agreeing to annexation of
the property for development. Staff would recommend that future concept plans or plat applications address
the comments in this staff report. Below is a summary of general comments, items that need additional
attention / redesign, and items that the developer should be aware of prior requesting annexation:

1)

2)

3)
4

5)

0)

7)

8)
9)

The property is currently located in New Market Township but is adjacent to the city limits of Elko
New Market. The property requires annexation prior to development. A Joint Resolution for Orderly
Annexation which outlines the terms of the annexation is the preferred process for annexation.

The developer must enter into a Predevelopment Agreement with the City of Elko New Market and
New Market Township, which will outline developer expectations regarding Beard Avenue and
development of the property, prior to annexation of the property

The developer must enter into a Development Contract with the City of Elko New Market at the
time of development approval.

Development of the property as single-family and multi-family residential is compatible with the
adjacent land uses.

Proposed zoning and development of the property as shown on the concept plan, showing single-
family residential on the northern portion of the property, and a mixture of single-family residential,
townhomes, and/or apartments on the southern portion of the property, is consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.

The northern portion of the property must be developed at a density of 2.5 to 5 units per net acre.
The southern portion of the property must be developed at a density of 5 to 10 units per net acre.
Beard Avenue is designated as major collector street and therefore a 20’ landscape buffer requirement
applies to lots that back up to Beard Avenue, and a 10’ landscape buffer requirement applies to side
lot lines that abut Beard Avenue.

For attached housing in the R3 District, at least 30% of the total site area shall be landscaped.

A tree inventory must be completed which identifies the location of all significant trees on the
property. If no significant trees exist, a statement from a qualified professional must be submitted
indicating this.

10) Sanitary sewer service is available on the north side of the property at south end Oxford Lane, through

the Boulder Heights development.

11) Water service is available on the north side of the property at south end of Oxford Lane and at the

southeast corner of Beard Avenue and Lydia Lane, through the Boulder Heights development.

12) The City’s water plan depicts a future 12” trunk water line running north/south along the east side of

the property. The developer will be required to implement this plan during development of the
property.

13) Developer will be required to stub water and sewer to adjacent undeveloped properties.
14) A 10 wide buffer from the high-water level (HWL) is required around stormwater ponds. All

structures shall have a minimum 35’ setback from the HWL of stormwater ponds.

15) Provide local road connections to property to the west.
16) Private access is not permitted off of Beard Avenue.
17) Proposed local road connections to Beard Avenue must be at least 660’ (1/8 mile) north of CSAH

86.

18) The developer shall provide for future access to 9726 280t Street East through the proposed

development.

19) Beard Avenue may require realignment through the subject property. The determination will be

made following a joint transportation study of the CSAH 86 corridor. Support for development
concepts for the southern portion of the property are dependent on the recommendations of the
transportation study.
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20) Sidewalks are required on one side of all local roads.

21) A 10’ wide bituminous trail is required along the west side of Beard Avenue.

22) Additional right-of-way along CSAH 86 will be required as part of the plat. The City will be seeking
recommendations from Scott County as to the amount of additional right-of-way needed.

23) As part of the first phase of the development, Beard Avenue shall be improved from 275t Street to
Lydia Lane, and Lydia Lane opened to traffic at Beard.

24) As part of additional phases of the development, beyond the initial phase, the portion of Beard
Avenue south of Lydia Lane shall be improved incrementally with future phases of the development.

25) Staff and the City’s Park’s Commission have recommended a cash contribution to the City’s park
fund in lieu of land dedication.

26) Apartment and townhome developments must have 10% of the project area dedicated as usable open
space and recreational use for project residents.

27) Development of property not affected by a potential Beard Avenue realignhment is supported by the
City. Developing the remainder of the property cannot occur until the City determines if Beard
Avenue needs realignment.

28) Developer must contribute to cost of a joint traffic/transportation study study.

29) A temporary cul-de-sac will be required where any proposed local street is extended to an adjacent
property line and exceeds 150” in length.

30) A neighborhood meeting is encouraged prior to formal plat application.

REQUESTED ACTION:

The Planning Commission is being asked to provide feedback regarding the revised Boulder Heights South
concept plan and indicate whether annexation of the 40-acre property into the City would be recommended
based on the June 19, 2026, concept plans. In addition, the Commission is being asked whether it supports
immediate development of the property not affected by the Beard Avenue alighment.

Attachments:
Boulder Heights South Concept Plans dated 6/19/16 with City Staff Comments

& -
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Callout
Loop watermain through development. 
Extend 12" main or equivalent through development consistent with Water Plan.
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20' wide landscape buffer required where lots abut a major collector street. Two staggered rows of plantings and may include berming up to 4' in height.
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Text Box
How will access to Visnovec property to the east be provided in the future?
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Incorporate 10' bituminous trail along west side of Beard Avenue
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Plan for future access to this parcel through development
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Superelevate curve to account for reduction in design speed?
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If road is realigned, a portion of Beard Avenue could potentially be vacated, at discretion of City Council.
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Waiting for recommendation from County on ROW dedication. Could be up to 100'.
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Access to CSAH 86 will be restricted as part of plat
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Leaving this sliver in an outlot will not be permitted. Outlots must meet minimum lot standards.
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9726 280th St E
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Access to apartment site is not ideal
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2040 LAND USE PLAN GUIDED USE

BOULDER HEIGHTS SOUTH

Total Developable
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Text Box
CITY STAFF COMMENTS 6/24/26

rchristianson
Line

rchristianson
Callout
Densities north of this line MUST meet 2.5 to 5 units per acre

rchristianson
Callout
Densities south of this line MUST meet 5 to 10 units per acre
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Callout
Proposed Phase 1
72 Single-Family Lots
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Text Box
Lydia Lane

rchristianson
Text Box
Oxford Ln

rchristianson
Callout
Loop watermain through development. 
Extend 12" main or equivalent through development consistent with Water Plan.

rchristianson
Polygonal Line

rchristianson
Callout
20' wide landscape buffer required where lots abut a major collector street. Two staggered rows of plantings and may include berming up to 4' in height.

rchristianson
Text Box
How will access to Visnovec property to the east be provided in the future?

rchristianson
Callout
Incorporate 10' bituminous trail along west side of Beard Avenue

rchristianson
Text Box
Plan for future access to this parcel through development

rchristianson
Text Box
9726 280th St E

rchristianson
Callout
Access to CSAH 86 will be restricted as part of plat

rchristianson
Callout
Waiting for recommendation from County on ROW dedication. Could be up to 100'.
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2040 LAND USE PLAN GUIDED USE
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MINUTES
CITY OF ELKO NEW MARKET
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

FEBRAURY 24,2026
7:00 PM
1. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Weber called the meeting of the Elko New Market Planning Commission to order at
7:01 p.m.
Commission members present: Weber, Hanson, Heimerl and Ex-Officio Member
Anderson
Members absent and excused: ~ Smith and Pipo
Staff Present: Senior Planner Renee Christianson, Planner Brandon
Malecha, and City Engineer Luke Wheeler
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Chair Weber led the Planning Commission in the Pledge of Allegiance.
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Chair Weber asked if there were any changes to the agenda. Senior Planner Christianson
informed her that there were no changes to the agenda.
A motion was made by Hanson and seconded by Heimerl to approve the agenda as
presented.
Motion carried: (3-0).
4. PUBLIC COMMENT
None.
5. ANNOUNCEMENTS
There were no announcements.
6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
It was moved by Weber and seconded by Hansen to approve the meeting minutes of the
January 27, 2026, meeting minutes as submitted. Motion carried: (3-0).
7. PUBLIC HEARINGS
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A. None
8. GENERAL BUSINESS
A. Concept Plan Review for Boulder Heights South, KJ Walk, Inc., applicant

Senior Planner Christianson presented the agenda item, and stated that the Commission is
being asked to provide feedback regarding the proposed Boulder Heights South
development based on two concept plans submitted by owner and developer, KJ Walk, Inc.,
and also whether annexation of the property is supported based on the concept plans.

She explained that KJ Walk currently owns 30 acres in New Market Township and are
proposing to develop the property. She stated that one challenge with developing the site is
that the City does not know the long-term alignment of Beard Avenue, and that he City and
counties will be studying access points along CSAH 86 which will help determine the Beard
Avenue location. She stated that the developer has submitted two concept plans for
consideration, one that shows the continuation of Beard Avenue on its current alignment,
and one showing realignment of Beard Avenue to the west. She stated that the developer is
interested in seeking feedbacks on the concept plan and proceeding with developing the
portion of the property that would not be impacted by any potential realignment of Beard
Avenue.

Christianson displayed a map showing the location of the property in relation to the existing
city limits and to Rice County. She then displayed Concept Plan #1 which showed a
continuation of the existing Beard Avenue alignment and depicted 80 single family lots and
approximately 72 townhouse or apartments units, and Concept Plan #2 which showed a
realignment of Beard Avenue and depicted 71 single family lots and 88 townhouse or
apartment units.

Christianson then reviewed the neighboring properties, noting that the Boulder Heights
development to the north contains 125 single family lots and has been mostly built out. To
the south are agricultural and rural residential properties located in Webster Township of
Rice County. The area to the south is outside of the City’s 2040 planning boundary but
within the City’s ultimate planned boundary. To the east there is a large lot with a single-
family home and includes a DNR protected wetland on the site. To the west of the proposed
development are two ten-acre parcels that have homes built on and are included in the City’s
2040 planned growth area. Christianson displayed the City’s 2040 Land Use Plan map
which showed that the north half of the KJ Walk property is guided to low density
residential and must be developed at 2.5 to 5 units per acre, and the south half of the
property is guided to medium density residential and must be developed at 5 to 10 units per
acres.

Christianson then explained the current zoning which is under that authority of Scott
County, and that annexation would be required to develop the property as proposed. She
reviewed the zoning which is being proposed by the developer which is R2 on the northern
portion and R3 on the southern portion. She then displayed the minimum lot standards for
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both the R2 and R3 districts. She noted that the R3 district would allow single family
homes, two-family homes, and apartments or townhomes containing eight units or less.

The landscaping requirements related to proposed single-family lots and attached housing,
and tree inventory and preservation requirements were reviewed. A review of the 2040
sanitary sewer and water plans was provided, and how sanitary sewer and water could be
provided to the development through the existing Boulder Heights development to the north.
Christianson noted that utilities should be extended to adjacent properties, consistent with
the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The property lies within two watershed districts. The
developer’s concept plans show one centralized location for stormwater ponding.
Christianson stated that a wetland delineation will be required as part of any future
development applications, and that no FEMA flood plains or DNR protected waters exist on
the property.

Christianson went on to review transportation related issues, and stated the property abuts
Oxford Lane on the north, CSAH 86 on the south side, and Beard Avenue on the east. She
noted that Rice County identifies CSAH 86 as a Minor Arterial roadway, while Scott County
identifies CSAH 86 as a Principal Arterial roadway and noted that there is a conflict
between the two counties transportation plans. City staff are working with the two counties
to determine the appropriate functional classification of the roadway, which is important for
planning purposes and determining right-of-way needs. Beard Avenue is identified as a
future Major Collector street in the City’s Transportation Plan. Christianson reviewed
concerns related to the Beard Avenue alignment and approach onto CSAH 86, and whether
the current alignment is the best long-term location for the roadway. She stated that Bolton
and Menk will be studying the CSAH 86 corridor to determine the appropriate access points
will be.

Christianson explained that the developer is seeking approval of lots that would not be
impacted by the potential realignment of Beard Avenue, and that Staff is supportive of this
proposal. She further reviewed improvements that are being recommended to Beard Avenue
associated with the proposed development. She stated that the initial phase of the
development would be accessed off of Oxford Lane to the north, which is in the Boulder
Heights development. Currently there is only one way into the Boulder Heights
development on Oxford Lane which is designed as a local road. She stated that with the
additional lots that are proposed to be platted, staff are recommending that Lydia Lane,
which is currently barricaded at Beard Avenue, be opened to traffic, and that Beard Avenue
be improved with the first phase of the development from 275" Street to Lydia Lane. She
went on to state that Beard Avenue south of 275™ Street should be improved incrementally
with future phases of the plat. Christianson reviewed the proposed local road layout within
the plat and noted that streets should be stubbed to the adjacent properties to the west. She
then reviewed sidewalk and trail requirements within the plat.

The City’s park dedication requirement was reviewed and Christianson stated that staff
would be recommended cash in-lieu-of land dedication because of the development’s
proximity to the existing Boulder Heights Park. She stated that the Park’s Commission will
be providing their recommendation at an upcoming meeting. Finally, Christianson stated
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that staff is recommending a neighborhood meeting be hosted by the developer and that a
ghost plat be provided for the adjacent property to the west.

Chair Weber called on the developer to address the Commission. Luke Israelson
representing KJ Walk introduced himself and stated that they have reviewed the report
provided to the Planning Commission and feel that they can address the recommendations
contained in the report. He stated that they would like to construct the development during
the summer of 2026 and develop the portion of the property that would not be affected by
the Beard Avenue realignment.

Chair Weber asked about CSAH 86 and whether it would be impacted by the initial phase of
development. Christianson stated that the southern portion of the property would be platted
as an outlot initially, and determining the appropriate right-of-way width could be addressed
when the southern portion develops.

Ex-Officio member Harry Anderson asked if the entire property would be annexed into the
City at one time or if it would be annexed in two pieces. Christianson stated that it would be
easier to annex the property at one time.

Commissioner Hanson asked if anybody had talked with the property owner at the corner of
Beard and CSAH 86 to see if they were ready to sell. Christianson stated that the property is
listed on the MLS, but it appears to be under contract based on MLS records. Luke
Israelson stated that they looked at the property and considered it, but it did not make sense
for them to acquire it from a development perspective based on price. Christianson
explained that the City always tries to plan ahead to remove access points on arterial
roadways when possible, so that is a recommendation of staff to plan for a future alternative
access to this property through the proposed development, should the County want to
remove its access in the future.

Chair Weber asked the developer to confirm that they were only seeking approval of the
northern portion of the development with homes at this time. Luke Israelson stated that they
would be focusing on the single-family portion of the development at this time. Planner
Christianson asked if there was a timeline for developing the south half. Luke Israelson
stated that their preliminary concept was to construct eight-unit townhomes on the south
half, and that they would want to start after the Beard Avenue alignment is determined.

Chair Weber asked the developer if they had reviewed the 30 comments and conditions as
contained in the planning report. Luke Israelson stated that he had and didn’t feel they
would be too onerous. He also asked if they would be required to pay for all of the paving
of Beard Avenue between 275" Street and Lydia Lane. Christianson stated that most likely,
yes, and discussions regarding financing are under the City’s Council’s purvue.

Chair Weber asked if there was a timeframe when the neighborhood meeting was supposed
to occur. Christianson stated that the recommendation is to hold a neighborhood meeting
prior to any public hearings conducted by the Planning Commission.
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Chair Weber asked, is the desire for splitting the northern half into single family and the
southern half into multifamily because of the way the Land Use Plan lays out? Luke
Israelson stated that it was strictly to comply with the Comprehensive Plan. He stated that to
meet the 5 units per acre on the southern portion of the site you have to do something other
than just single family, or you could never meet the density requirements. Commissioner
Hanson stated that she likes the mix of housing types. Israelson stated that they would likely
develop all of the single family lots at 65° wide. He stated that the housing product will be
similar to what is in Boulder Heights, including homes with three-car garages.

Commissioner Heimerl stated that he does not see any issues with the proposal. Chair Weber
asked Township Board Supervisory and Ex Officio member of the Planning Commission,
Harry Anderson, if there were any concerns from the Township; he replied that they were
not.

With no further questions or comments from the Commission, it was moved by Heimerl and
seconded by Hanson to recommend to the City Council that the property be annexed into the
City based on the developer’s concept plans, and that the single-family portion of the
development which would not be affected by a potential Beard Avenue realignment be
allowed to be developed at this time, and the portion of the development which may be
affected by a potential Beard Avenue realignment be delayed until a consensus is reached
between Scott County, Rice County, and the City of Elko New Market. The motion
included 30 recommended comments and conditions related to the concept plans, as
contained in the planning report and as follows:

1)  The property is currently located in New Market Township but is adjacent to the city
limits of Elko New Market. The property requires annexation prior to development. A
Joint Resolution for Orderly Annexation which outlines the terms of the annexation
must be agreed to by the City and the Town.

2) The developer must enter into a Predevelopment Agreement with the City of Elko
New Market and New Market Township, which will outline developer expectations
regarding Beard Avenue, prior to annexation of the property

3) The developer must enter into a Development Contract with the City of Elko New
Market at the time of development approval.

4) Development of the property as single-family and multi-family residential is
compatible with the adjacent land uses.

5) Proposed zoning and development of the property as shown on the concept plan,
showing single-family residential on the northern portion of the property, and a
mixture of single-family residential, townhomes, and apartments on the southern
portion of the property, is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

6) The northern portion of the property must be developed at a density of 2.5 to 5 units
per net acre. The southern portion of the property must be developed at a density of 5
to 10 units per net acre.

7) Beard Avenue is designated as major collector streets and therefore a 20’ landscape
buffer requirement applies to lots that back up to Beard Avenue.

8)  For attached housing in the R3 District, at least 30% of the total site area shall be
landscaped.
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10)

11)
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13)
14)

15)
16)
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19)
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23)

24)

25)

26)
27)
28)
29)

30)
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A tree inventory must be completed which identifies the location of all significant trees
on the property. If no significant trees exist, a statement from a qualified professional
must be submitted indicating this.

Sanitary sewer service is available on the north side of the property at south end
Oxford Lane, through the Boulder Heights development.

Water service is available on the north side of the property at south end of Oxford
Lane and at the southeast comer of Beard Avenue and Lydia Lane, through the
Boulder Heights development.

The City’s water plan depicts a future 12” trunk water line running north/south along
the east side of the property. The developer will be required to implement this plan
during development of the property.

Developer will be required to stub water and sewer to adjacent undeveloped properties.
A 10’ wide buffer from the high-water level (HWL) is required around stormwater
ponds. All structures shall have a minimum 35’ setback from the HWL of stormwater
ponds.

Provide local road connections to property to the west.

Private access is not permitted off of Beard Avenue.

Proposed local road connections to Beard Avenue should meet 660’ (1/8 mile)

spacing.

Beard Avenue may require realignment through the subject property. The
determination will be made following a joint transportation study of the CSAH 86
corridor.

Sidewalks are required on one side of all local roads.

A 10’ wide bituminous trail is required along the west side of Beard Avenue.

Provide ghost plat for property to the west.

Additional right-of-way along CSAH 86 will be required as part of the plat. The City
will be seeking recommendations from Scott County as to the amount of additional
right-of-way needed.

As part of the first phase of the development, Beard Avenue shall be improved from
275" Street to Lydia Lane, and Lydia Lane opened to traffic at Beard.

As part of additional phases of the development, beyond the initial phase, the portion
of Beard Avenue south of Lydia Lane shall be improved incrementally with future
phases of the development.

Staff recommends a cash contribution to the City’s park fund in lieu of land
dedication. The City’s Park’s Commission will make a recommendation regarding
park dedication at a future meeting.

Apartment and townhome developments must have 10% of the project area dedicated
as usable open space and recreational use for project residents.

Development of property not affected by a potential Beard Avenue realignment is
supported by the City. Developing the remainder of the property cannot occur until
the City determines if Beard Avenue needs realignment.

Developer must contribute to cost of a joint traffic/transportation study study.

A temporary cul-de-sac will be required where any proposed local street is extended to
an adjacent property line and exceeds 150’ in length.

A neighborhood meeting is encouraged prior to formal plat application, for property
owners directly abutting the proposed plat.
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Motion carried: 3-0.

9. MISCELLANEOUS
A. 2026 Vacant Lot Inventory
Senior Planner Christianson referenced the vacant lot inventory which was included in the
Planning Commission packet materials and noted that there are currently 133 vacant
residential lots in the City, compared to 124 vacant lots at the same time the previous year.
B. Community Development Updates
Senior Planner Renee Christianson informed the Commission that the City has received an
application for final plat approval of Highlands at Eagle View 2™ Addition, which if
approved by the City Council, is expected to be constructed during the summer of 2026.
She also informed the Commission that an application for zoning and preliminary plat
approval for Eagle View Meadows has been received. The application is missing one item
and will be scheduled for consideration before the Planning Commission when the item is
received.
B. Planning Commission Questions & Comments
None.

10. ADJOURNMENT
It was moved by Weber and seconded by Heimerl to adjourn the meeting at 7:46 p.m.

Motion carried: (3-0).

Respectively submitted by:

t/gﬁ i ;_/ (/w_af(. AT

Renee Christianson
Senior Planner
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ELRO NEW MARKET

601 Main Street
Elko New Market, MN 55054
phone: 952-461-2777 fax: 952-461-2782

MEMORANDUM
TO: PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: RENEE CHRISTTIANSON, SENIOR PLANNER
RE: REVIEW PROPERTY ACQUISITION FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN — BN ENTERPRISES, LLC
DATE: JUNE 30, 2026
Introduction

The Elko New Market City Council has directed City Staff to negotiate an agreement to purchase vacant
property located adjacent to and north of the city hall property. Minnesota Statute 462.356 Subd. 2
(attached) states that a municipality shall not acquire real property until after the planning agency has
reviewed the proposed acquisition and reported in writing to the governing body of the agency, its
findings as to compliance of the proposed acquisition with the comprehensive municipal plan. The
Planning Commission is the City’s planning agency and is being asked to review the proposed acquisition.

Discussion

Approximately 16 acres of land located to the east and north of the current city hall campus is owned by
BN Enterprises, LLC, who are actively marketing the land to developers. The City Council has directed
acquisition of approximately 4 of the 16 acres, located directly north of the city hall property, and a
purchase agreement has been negotiated with the owner. The City’s interest in acquiring the property is
twofold, as outlined below.

e DPreserve Land for Ultimate City Campus. A
Public Facilities Master Plan / Space Needs

Assessment was completed in 2008. The
study, completed by BKV Group, projected
space needs for city hall, fire, police, library
and public works, for a city population of
20,800. The study considered five locations
for a future city campus facility, and an area
of approximately 20 acres surrounding the
existing city hall was selected as the preferred
campus location.  Acquisition of the BN
Enterprises parcel will complete the land
acquisition needed to implement the long-
range facilities plan as depicted in the drawing [
to the right.

BN Enterprises Property — Review Acquisition for Consistency with Comprehensive Plan
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e DPreserve land for Potential to
Construct Local Roadway. A southerly
extension of Riley Road, between Main

Street and James Parkway has been A”.T.E_r -y

identified in the City’s 2040 n x

Transportation Plan (see drawings " i

below). The future roadway alignment . | SOy 4 — . — "4
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portion of the property proposed for -

acquisition would be needed to
implement the road extension. It
should be noted that the currently XRD
proposed acquisition of the property 2
does not mean that the road would be ‘ & EI o
constructed in the immediate future of ofe
but preserves the opportunity to construct the road, should it be determined that the road is
needed.
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Current Use
The property is currently used for agricultural purposes. The property will likely remain in some type of
open space use until it is redeveloped for municipal purposes.

Zoning
The subject property is currently zoned UR, Urban Reserve. The purpose of the Urban Reserve zoning

district is to preserve areas where urban public facilities are not presently available. These lands are to be
retained in a natural state or in agricultural use pending the proper timing for the economical provisions
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of sewer and water, streets, parks, storm drainage and other public facilities so that orderly development
can occur. The property would need to be rezoned to Institutional. to use the property for the City’s
intended use but can remain zoned UR until it is further developed.
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Comprehensive Plan
The City’s Comprehensive Plan guides the properties to a “Town Center” land use designation. This

land use classification is a special designation for traditional Town Centers which retain attributes of a
recognized “downtown” and provide a sense of place based on historic nature and building character
elements. The attachment to this document contains the full description of the Town Center land use
designation as contained in the Comprehensive Plan. Properties within this land use designation are
eligible to be rezoned to B2 (commercial) or R5 (downtown residential).

2040 Compre/yemz'w Lad J'é’ /a

Requested Action
The Planning Commission is being asked to review the proposed acquisition of approximately 4-acres

located north of the city hall property and south of the park in the Parkway Meadows development for
the purposes of preserving the property for the ultimate City campus and potential future local roadway
alighment, and report your findings as to compliance of the proposed acquisition with the
Comprehensive Plan. If the Planning Commission finds the acquisition to be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, staff recommends adoption of the attached Resolution 26-01.

BN Enterprises Property — Review Acquisition for Consistency with Comprehensive Plan
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Property Location Map
City Owned Property Shown in Green
Proposed Property Acquisition Shown in Y ellow
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Municipal Campus Master Plan
Adopted 2008
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Municipal Campus Master Plan
City Owned Property Shown in Green
Proposed Property Acquisition Shown in Y ellow
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Town Center Land Use Designation
(as described in 2040 Comprehensive Plan)

Objective:
This land use classification is a special designation for traditional Town Centers which retain attributes of a

recognized “downtown” and provide a sense of place based on historic nature and building character elements. Snuch
elements include brick, awnings, street lighting, signage, ete.

The Town Center should be the recognized civic, commercial, and cultural gathering place for the community. Retail
uses are expected to be relatively specialized and even unique and should easily mix with service uses and cultural
Places, rather than serve as the foundation of another shopping node. Pedestrian circulation within, as well as to
the area is a distinguishing land use category feature.

New development in the Town Center area can provide for limited residential uses, excluding new single family
detached dwellings, which can be integrated with the commercial and service environment, or multiple family
dwellings which are consistent with the New Market Downtown Master Plan. Senior housing may be appropriate
uses at selected locations. This land use designation corresponds with the B2, B3, and R5 zoning districts.

Development 1ocation Criteria:
o The Town Center area is located along County Road 2 in the City’s historic downtown New Market
area, as identified in the City’s Downtown Master Plan, and in the historic downtown Elfo area of the
City.
o The character of the Town Center should be defined by an approved master plan or planned unit
development or through specialized Zoning Ordinance provisions.

Density:

o For projects which include residential land uses, a range between 10 to 30 units per net acre.

Minimum Requirements for Development:

o  Uses and structural designs shall be found to preserve and enhance the “sense of commmunity” broadly
defined in the City’s Downtown Master Plan. This does not require rigid use patterns, but does require a
demonstration that the relatively unique character of the Town Center is evident. Great emphasis shonld
be given to building features located at primary intersections or where streets intersect with central open
space, as these locations will become future landmarks of the community.

o Traditional commercial development design, such as ero lot line development (buildings with little to no
sethack) will be encouraged to provide a continuation of the traditional atmosphere of the Town Center
land use category.

o Approved planned unit development within this category may provide for off-site parking legally
encumbered for a specific use, shared parking facilities, public on-street and offstreet parking facilities, and
public open space in lien of private yards for certain uses.

o The Town Center area bisected by County Road 2 presents a dilemma for prospective development and
redevelopment. Based on functional classification of County Road 2 and traffic volumes, private access to
the County Road is highly restricted. Traffic calming and pedestrian access will be an important component
of development designs.

®  Buildings should be designed to create street-level interest and enhance the pedestrian experience.

BN Enterprises Property — Review Acquisition for Consistency with Comprehensive Plan
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o Surface parking lots should be located away from major streets, or bebhind or to the side of primary
buildings.

Typical Uses:

o Town Center projects may include residential, commercial, and institutional developments, but by and
large will consist of a mix of multi-family residential and commercial uses. The goal for the Town Center
land use category is to maintain average land use distributions of 50 percent attached and multi-family
homes, and 50 percent commercial uses.

o  Mixed use buildings (with commercial uses on a lower level and residential uses above), restaurants
(without drive-through facilities), professional offices, personal services, retail, craft, and specialty shops,
clinics, banks, bakeries, and accessory and related uses that are clearly incidental to the primary use.

o Government and)/ or other public uses/ community facilities such as offices, post offices, schools, parks, and
libraries.

BN Enterprises Property — Review Acquisition for Consistency with Comprehensive Plan
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CITY OF ELKO NEW MARKET
SCOTT, MINNESOTA

PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 26-01

A RESOLUTION FINDING THAT THE ACQUISITION
OF CERTAIN PROPERTY BY THE CITY OF ELKO NEW MARKET
IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

WHEREAS, BN Enterprises LLC (“Seller”) is the owner of the property located north
and west of the Elko New Market City Hall and is identified as PID No. 239210064 (“Seller
Parcel”), and;

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Elko New Market (“City”) has proposed to
acquire the northerly and easterly portion of the Seller Parcel consisting of approximately 4 acres
(“Property”); and

WHEREAS, the proposed acquisition of the Property has been submitted to the Planning
Commission for its review and issuance of a written report of its findings pursuant to Minn. Stat.
§ 462.356, subd. 2; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed acquisition of the
Property as it relates to the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Planning Commission of the City of
Elko New Market, Minnesota, that acquisition of the Property is found to be consistent with the
City’s Comprehensive Plan.

ADOPTED this __ day of , 2026, by the Planning Commission of the City of
Elko New Market, Minnesota.
ELKO NEW MARKET
PLANNING COMMISSION
By:

Nicole Weber, Chair

ATTEST:

Renee Christianson, Secretary

239405v1



ELKONEW MARKET

601 Main Street
Elko New Market, MN 55054
phone: 952-461-2777 fax: 952-461-2782

MEMORANDUM
TO: PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: BRANDON MALECHA, PLANNER
RE: CITY-WIDE SWEEP RECAP
DATE: JUNE 30, 2026
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING:  June 30,2026
CITY COUNCIL MEETING: N/A
60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: N/A
Background / History

The annual City-Wide Sweep for code enforcement began in 2020. The sweep focuses on common code
violations such as exterior storage, long grass/weeds, and recreational vehicle violations. City Staff drive through
the entire City to look for various violations of City code.

The process is as follows: Staff will send two warning letters giving the property owner a timeline for compliance
as well as providing photographs and details of the specific violation(s). If Staff does not hear back from the
property owner after the final deadline has passed and nothing has been done to correct the violation(s), Staff
then turns the case over to the Police Department, sometimes resulting in a citation. The City-Wide Sweep is
very similar to typical code enforcement; however, the sweep is conducted annually in the spring/summer.
Normal code enforcement is an ongoing part of Staff’s job, though it is mainly complaint based rather than being
initiated by inspections done by City Staff.

The following graphs depict a comparison of violations through the years, types of violations for 2026, and a
compliance breakdown of 2026 violations. Please note that due to Staff turnover in the Community Development
Department, the City-Wide Sweep was not completed in 2025, resulting in the missing 2025 data. The City-Wide
Sweep was completed this year by Chief Bell and Planner Malecha. The resulting data is different than years past.
Due to the Chief of Police joining Community Development for the sweep, different violations are more keenly
noticed by the PD, specifically inoperable vehicle violations.
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The 2026 Code Enforcement City-Wide Sweep resulted in 60 violation letters being issued, with nine of those not
reaching compliance and being forwarded to the Police Department for citation.

Violation by Type
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The types and frequencies of violations are broken down on the pie chart above. There were 27 violation letters
sent for recreational vehicle parking, 12 for exterior storage, 10 for inoperable vehicles, 2 for long grass, 1 for
commercial vehicle parking, and 8 for some combination of these violations. Exterior storage is broad as it covers
all materials and equipment stored outside with exceptions for: laundry drying, construction and landscaping
materials and equipment currently (within a period of 36 hours) being used on the premises, and agricultural
equipment and materials intended for use on the premises. A recreational vehicle ordinance violation usually
involves trailers or vehicles being parked on grass. An inoperable vehicle is any vehicle that cannot be legally
driven on the road as is, usually due to expired tabs or a flat tire.



Compliance Breakdown
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38 of the 60 violations were resolved after an initial letter. 22 of the 60 required Staff to send a second letter,
with 13 of those 22 coming into compliance before sending it to the Police Department.



Metro’s sprawl is worse than many

New study ranks the sprawl of 322 U.S. cities.

BY GRETA KAUL THE MINNESOTA STAR TRIBUNE

Some metro areas are tightly packed, like
San Francisco, with Victorian homes
sandwiched together in old neighborhoods
and small houses stacked next to each
other on suburban hillsides.

Others, like Atlanta, sprawl far beyond the
urban core with rings of highways and
tangles of curving roads that end in cul-
de-sacs.

The Twin Cities area lands somewhere in

the middle — number 156 of 322 — in new rankings from the Johns Hopkins
Bloomberg School of Public Health. The analysis, updated this month for the
first time in a decade, ranks the leastsprawling city first and the
mostsprawling city last.

Sprawl is a hot topic in Minnesota right now, as policymakers debate fixes for
a housing affordability crisis. And few topics rile up local residents as much
as density.

At the Capitol, legislation that would have required cities to loosen some
zoning rules tanked again this year after staunch opposition from city
officials who want local control over those decisions.

Meanwhile, some city councils — especially in the core cities and first-ring
suburbs — have loosened some of their zoning rules to allow more types of
housing, like duplexes and accessory dwelling units, and more
neighborhoods that mix housing with commercial areas.



The Johns Hopkins index looks beyond just density, also taking into account
the mix of homes, jobs and services in a neighborhood, the strength of
downtowns and suburban centers, and the connectivity of a region’s street
networks.

Shima Hamidi, one of the study’s authors, said that, put together, these
factors get at a major quality of life issue having to do with sprawl: “How
much you have to rely on a car for getting to different places, and how much
you can walk, bike ... socialize with others, versus being more isolated.”

The researchers found that while living in denser areas tends to bring higher
housing costs, those are offset, on average, by lower transportation and
energy costs. Hamidi said living in sprawling areas also comes with other
costs, from more social isolation to higher rates of chronic disease.

Hamidi acknowledged not everyone wants to live in San Francisco — or St.
Paul, for that matter — and her research suggests all kinds of communities
can improve connectivity for better cost of living and quality of life.

Ed Goetz, director of the University of Minnesota’s Center for Urban and
Regional Affairs, said the Twin Cities isn’t known for being compact.

“We’re a pretty low-density metropolitan area,” he said, noting the lack of
geographical barriers, like mountains or oceans, that hem in development.

In the Johns Hopkins rankings, which use data from 2020, the Twin Cities
area comes out significantly more sprawling than the Rochester region (34th)
and Duluth (38th). That’s partly a function of size.

The researchers gave the Twin Cities area middling marks for density, land
use and strength of city centers.

[ts worst score came in street connectivity, the measure that rewards cities
for shorter blocks, grid patterns and four-way intersections.

Winding streets that end in cul-de-sacs are designed for privacy and car
travel, Hamidi said, and are not conducive to walking.

That’s probably a reflection of how relatively little of the region is on street
grids, versus the meandering streets and cul-desacs of suburban
subdivisions, Goetz said.



He said the era in which cities developed likely helps determine ranking:
Places with significant development before the age of automobiles, like New
York, Philadelphia and Boston, tend to sprawl less, while Sun Belt cities like
Atlanta, Houston and San Antonio sprawl more.

One of the main arguments of sprawl advocates is that cheaper land and
construction leads to more affordable housing, Hamidi said. Hamidi said
people who live in sprawling areas are more likely to be killed in auto
accidents, and more likely to be killed as a pedestrian.

“You have to drive more, you have to drive longer distances and you typically
drive faster,”Hamidi said.

The health risks for heart attack and COPD are higher, and social outcomes
are worse in sprawling areas. For example, the number of young people ages
16 to 24 who don’t work or go to school is substantially higher in areas that
sprawl.

“People in sprawling areas seem to be more socially isolated,” with more
physical distance from others and from opportunities, she said.

Lessons for cities Not everyone wants to live in densely populated urban
areas, Hamidi said — but many do, to the point that it’s often unaffordable
in the most desirable neighborhoods.

She said removing barriers to building more housing would give people more
choices.

If privacy is someone’s No. 1 preference, “they should be able to have that,”
she said.

“But the housing supply right now in the U.S. is not proportional.
People who would like to live in more compact and connected and mixed-use
neighborhoods ... are forced to live in more suburban neighborhoods,” she

said.

Goetz said people often have knee-jerk reactions to the term “density,” but
it can mean different things in different places.

He pointed to efforts around the Twin Cities area to create pockets of density
surrounded by more suburban neighborhoods, including Burnsville’s Heart



of the City and the area along Excelsior Boulevard in St.Louis Park.

“These are all efforts at a smaller scale to create pockets of density,” he said,
“pockets of walkability and mixed-use development that generally would
rank very strongly on a sprawl index like this.” greta.kaul@startribune.com
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