CITY OF
LAKE
ELMO
ley of Lake Elmo 777-5510
& y 3800 Laverne Avenue North / Lake Elmo, Minnesota 55042

The Lake Elmo Planning Commission will meet on
WEDNESDAY, February 16, 2000 at 7:00 p.m.,
in the Council Chambers of City Hall,

3800 Laverne Avenue North, Lake Elmo, Minnesota.

AGENDA

1.  Agenda /¢

2. Minutes - February 2, 2000

3. PUBLIC HEARING: Comprehensive Plan Update 2000-2020
Land Areas South of State Highway 5

4, Other

5. Adjourn
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DRAFT

City of Lake Elmo
Planning Commission

Wednesday, February 16, 2000
Meeting Minutes

Chairman Armstrong called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall,
3800 Laverne Avenue Notth, Lake Elmo. Present: Commissioners Berg, Brass, Gerard, Helwig,
Herber, Mandel, Ptacek, Sedro and Sessing. Absent: Commissioner Lipman. Also present: City
Planner Dillerud.

1. AGENDA
M/S/P Helwig/Gerard - to approve the agenda, as presented.
(Motion Passed 9-0).

2, MINUTES

M/S/P Helwig/Gerard - to approve the Minutes from the February 2, 2000 meeting, as
amended. (Quathia Yorng will bring an amended draft back o the Commission at its February 28, 2000
(Motion Passed 9-0).

3. PUBLIC HEARING: Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Land Use South of State Highway 5

Planner Dillerud explained the intent of the initial portion of his presentation was to inform the
viewing public of the procedures and progress the Planning Commission has made regarding the
2000-2020 Comprehensive Plan. He said for over a year, the Planning Commission has spent many
hours at early 6-7 p.m. meetings devoted to updating the plan. He noted several reasons for
addressing the Comprehensive Plan at this time, including State Statutes that mandate cities in the
seven county metro areas to periodically review and update their comprehensive plans. He said the
completed work includes the 2020 Comprehensive Plan General Policy, which states:

1. Develop land use and infrastructure plans to accommodate household and
population forecasts of the 1996 Regional Blueprint (12,500 persons in 4,700
households) by the year 2020.

2, Encourage the majority of the new households created to be efficiently
developed in a rural context in the form of Open Space Development cluster
neighborhoods; and, within the Old Village Area of the community, as defined
by the Old Village Plan/Policies.

3. Reestablish the Regional Blueprint designation of “Rural Growth Center” for
Lake Elmo.

4. Limit Metropolitan Urban Service Area (MUSA) expansion to the area that can
be served through the Metropolitan Council WONE Iaterceptor.

Also completed to date are drafts of Inventory and Land Use. He presented, and described maps
that illustrated planning districts, Citywide Land Use Plan, Rural Agricultural parcels of 20+ acres,
remaining Rural Estate parcels and the South Districts. He discussed citywide projections and
reminded the Commissioners that the Land Use plan they have developed for the entire community
will accommodate forecasts, but not mandate or drive the population of the 1996 Regional
Blueprint.
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Planner Dillerud said the Village Commission took its own planning area and divided it into areas
that are surrounded by a “green-belt” in order to control the sprawl of development. He noted that
a possible way to accomplish the greenbelt, purchasing or transferring of development rights could
be an option. He presented graphics of the old village planning area, which illustrated the areas and
greenbelt. He said the idea of PDR’s and 'TDR’s is NOT to tread on the rights of property owners.
He suggested the Planning Commission create an overlay of the village area and look to the Village
Commission for further recommendations.

Chairman Armstrong opened the comment portion of the Public Hearing at 8:13 p.m.

Terry Emerson

2204 Legion Lane Circle North

Mr. Emerson satd the last time bewas in front of the Planning Commission, they were supporiive of the plan to keep
bis farmily business (E & H Earthmovers) in Lake Elmo, and possibly locate near the I-94 corvidor.  He said be
does not see anything in the curvently proposed land use guiding that reflects businesses can locate along the corridor,
He asked the Plarming Commission. to agam consider bis earlier plan, and guide the land use that wil acommodate

bustnesses.

Bruce Miller - representing MFC Propetties

3470 Washington Drive

Eagan

Mr. Miller read a prepaved statement from Martin Colin, Presidens of MFC Properties, which is a landouner of
propenty situated along the 1-94 corvidor. (attached)

Patrick Regan ~ RECO, Inc.

425 E. 31* Street

Hastings

Mr. Regan explained that bis company ouns 30 acres in the southeast district that is currently zoned Linited
Business. He said tn 1983, bis bus company that was located in this plavming district velocated to the Washington
Courty Fairgrownels.  He noted that vecently, bis comparty had vecerved some serious inquitries, one being a concept
plan: prepared by Folz, Freeman, Dupay & Assodiates. He asked the Planning Commussion to NOT tread on
property owner’s vights, and recognize the curvent business ouners in the avea.

Marjorie Williams
3025 Lake Elmo Avenue North
Ms. Williams stated she felt the new proposal offered mudh more density than in the past. She said she had served on
the Lake Elmo Planning Commission in the 1980°s, and the same issues were presented then.  She said the City
resisted the pressires of bigh-density development then, and that’s why so many people moved to Lake Elmo — low
density, clean water and low taxes. She asked the Planming Canniissioners to vesist outsicle avguments for bigh density,
stating shewanted the future of the City to be driven by the citizens, not developers.

Todd Williams

3025 Lake Elmo Avenue

Mr. Williams said be helped campose the 1990-2010 Comprebensive Plan along with Mary Kuglfner and Cluck
Graves. He said be had a concems regarding the following: Policy Statement 1 - asked that it is ¢ to
CQONSIDER rather than ACCOMMODATE household forecasts for 2020.  He explained that be did not want
10 see city sewer in the old village, but embraces the idea for 1-94 corvidor. Transportation Policy #4 — vequested non-
local traffic should avoid using local streets. Transportation Policy #7 — endorses mass transit, bt not dear what
“ramsit bub” is in Lake Ebmo. Public Utilities Policy #5 ~ urges no public sewer because it drtves development, He
said cluster is defined as “lavge lot vesidential” areas, and feels cluster should be not more that 8 units per 20 acres.
He said Lake Ebvo should not try to astain the Met Council’s goals. In the Southeast District, be agreed that the I-
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94 corvidor should be guided Limited Business, not RAD. Regarding the Tri-Lakes District, URD guiding includes

aty water and city sewer; be is opposed to this plan. He said be is apposed to non-residential uses in the Novtheast
District, and sasd SRD guiding is vot defined. My, Williams said be 1s generally opposed to city water and city sewer
m Lake Elno.

Neil Krueger

4452 Lake Elmo Avenue

M. Kvueger explained that the Minmesota Design Team solicited community commentary and the consnsus was to
keep Lake Elmo rural, and listen to the land. He asked that building in the Village Area be kept in the existing
dotertoven avea, resulting in expansion south of Highway 5, adding senior housing and more pedestrian accessibility.
Mr. Krugger said be felt property north of Higlhway 5 does not lend itself to pedestrian traffic. He asked what the
bighest density would be within the greenbelt. He asked that more information regarding PDR’s and TDRs be
presented. He said bewants to keep city sewer aut of the Village area.

Yvette Oldendorf

5418 N. Lake Elmo Avenue

Ms. Oldendlorf presenied a letter and Minority Report Proposal jor Village Avea Land Use Plan (attached), agieed
to, and submitted by Lake Elmo residents Ann Bucheck, Debbie Krueger, Mary Moberg,

Ann Bucheck

2301 Legion Avenue Notrth

Ms. Bucheck said she is personally opposed 1o dense development in the Village District. She stated ber other concers
were TOR's, mass transit bub i the Village District, and water nm-off in the South Avea of the Village District,
She said city sewer should be kept 1o the 1.94 area, and the plan should eliminate bormses to developers of OP
vestdertial cluster projects,

Dale Kimberly

10654 10" Street Circle North

M. Kimberly staved be is a residert, as well as an ouner of a lake Elmo business. He asked the commission to please
consider giding the 1-94 corvidor land use for businesses like his (Country Coffec).

Wyn John

8883 Jane Road N.

Mr. Jobn said be bad vecently become a mamber of the Lake Elmo Village Commission. He suggested, the
Comprebensive Plan should be approved and in place before developers prodiice proposals which ave different from the
City’s ttent. He said if you vefer to the Metropolitan Council Goals for 2020, that population at build-ontis similar
to that proposed within 1990-2010 Comprebensive Plan, which was co-authored by My, Williams. He said it is
wrong for Mr. Williams to indicate that mdicate cluster bousing is merely ¥ to 1- acre lots, when be does not take
acconrt of the preserved open space which is included i the duster development. He said it wias tntended that
developments listen to the land and sitnate houses with that in mind, He said be joined the Village Commission
becausse e felt no progress was being made since the surmmer of 1999.

Pete Schiltgen

10880 Stillwater Blvd.

My. Schiligen said be is more than willing to sit doun and discuss PDR’s and TDR’s in the greenbelt areas in the
Village District. He noted, “t 1s not going to be cheap, and wondered howmany people would wart to pay for that.”
He said hewould like to see the buildings along Highuny 5 remain,

Todd Williams said be saw nothing in the Comprebensive Plan that indicated changes to the ‘oldwillage avea” and
asked for a separate Public Hearing in that regavd.

Deb Krueger
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'4452 Lake Elmo Avenue N.

Ms. Krueger veported that Washingtor, County approved an ovdinance for PDR’s, and in the November referendym
Jor the Green Acre Project that spans Chisago City to Cottage Grove, taxpayers will be asked if they want to spend
$18.00 per each $100,000.00 value of their bowe to support the program, She inited the public to contact any
Village Commraission member that advocates the program if they have questions about PDR s/ TDR .

W John reminded the audience that the $18.00/$100,000.00 value is designated to Washington County fimd as a
whole, not just Lake Elmo. He noted that the entire fund would be 2 million dollars. He also noted the PDRs in
Lake Elmo alone, could easily be move than 4 million dollars.

Gene Peltier

10376 Hudson Blvd.

M. Peltier asked that his written comments (attached) be vead at the February 16, 2000 Public Hearing ard entered
into the public recond,

David Herreid

3076 Lake Elmo Avenue

My. Herreid said hewias concemed about the businesses i the downiown area, saying Lake Elmo needs a place where
a person, can walk doun the street, and it is unfortunate that is not possible now He said be felt: the city conld work
to mainiain the quaint character,

Planner Dillerud recognized Pete Schiltgen for working with the City. He said the questions
presented at the Public Hearing have been noted, and will answer them and address all comments as
the Comprehensive Plan work progresses.

Commissioner Herber said he wanted to make it very clear that no one on the Planning Commission
recommends city sewer beyond the 1-94 corridor. He also noted that the Planning Commission has
made several recommendations to the City Council regarding lowering the unit density in OP
deveclopments.

Dorothy Lyons
10072 No. 10* Street
Ms. Lyons said she agrees to no city sewer, supports businesses along the 1-94 corvidor,

Chairman Armstrong said the record for comments would remain open for two weeks.

Chairman Armstrong adjourned the meeting at 9:45 p.m.

Respectfully submitted, Cynthia Young-Planning Secretary
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MFC PROPERTIES CORPORATION

February 16, 2000

The Honorable Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission
City of Lake Elmo

3800 Laverne Avenue North

Lake Elmo, MN 55042

Re: MFC Properties 94 Limited Partnership Property — 45 Acres
CM Properties 28 Limited Partnership Property — 5.87 Acres

Dear Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Planning Commission:

Thank you and the Lake Elmo staff for all your efforts to date in updating the
comprehensive plan. I know a lot of volunteer time has been committed on your part to get
this plan to where it is today.

The purpose of this letter is to discuss the comprehensive guide plan designation along the
1-94 corridor, specifically the area between the United Properties land to the west and
County Road 19 to the east. We own fifty one (51) acres in this area on the northwest
quadrant of County Road 19 and 1-94 (See Attached Survey).

Over the past 2-3 years we have made genuine effort to listen to the City and try and
better understand how they would like to see the 1-94 corridor develop. We participated in
the [-94 Task Force, have attended several Planning Commission and City Council
meetings, and have communicated with the staff on a regular basis to determine how the
City would like to see this area develop. What we thought we heard was that the City is
looking for a high quality, aesthetically pleasing, “Overland Park” type development and
that it wanted to control development from west to east.

With this in mind, we were very surprised to see that the designation of our property as LB
and RAD on the proposed Comprehensive Plan. We were expecting to see a Business Park
designation for the entire area commonly referred to as the “440 acre area”. There have
been numerous discussions regarding a MUSA extension to this area and it is my
understanding the City Council recently voted and directed staff to initiate such action.
Therefore, we question why the Comprehensive Guide Plan doesn’t reflect a Business Park
designation in this area.

Yankee Square Office Il ® 3470 Waoshington Drive, Suite 102 €agan, Minnesota 55122 ¢ (651) 452-3303 Fax (651) 452-3362 —F—E’—




It appears the Busginess Park designation would provide the City the control it is looking
for. It would control the development from west to east, as the Business Park requires
sanitary sewer service and the City would control the physical extension of the pipe
utilizing the W.O.N.E. interceptor. The City would control the quality of development
through the Business Park performance standards outlined in the ordinance.

Furthermore, by allowing Business Park type development in this 440 acre area, due to the
higher tax base, the City may be able to divert some of the tax revenue or tax credits from
these developments and finance some of the improvements it wants to make in the Old
Village area. However, under the LB and RAD designation, the City is essentially
conceding that the area will never have an “Overland Park” quality of a development.

We were also surprised to see the housing designation on the northern part of our property.
A few years ago we informally presented a plan to the I-94 Task Force that showed
housing on the north end of the property and we were told the City did not want to see
housing in this area of the I-94 corridor. Now it appears the City would like to see houging
located along the 1-94 corridor. Although T do believe there is a market for housing in this
area, it appears to be a severe underutilization of property which otherwise could be used
for a high quality business park development.

There is market demand today for both the I.B uses and the residential component.
However, it is just not the highest and best use of this strategically located parcel of land.
The Medtronic’s, Dayton Hudson’s and Best Buy’s of the world (all of which recently
announced major corporate headquarter expansions in the suburbs) will eventually be
looking for corporate facilities in the East Metro. It would seem logical that Lake Elmo
would provide an area for these business park ugers in its Comprehensive Plan. The 440
acres along Interstate 94 and particularly the land adjacent to the freeway intersection
would be the logical place for this.

I would respectfully ask that you reconsider designating the above referenced parcels to
Business Park. T think if we work together, we can accomplish the goals of the City and its
residents, as well as address the market pressures.

Sincerely,
MFC PROPERTIES CORPORATION

Mooy 22,

Martin F. Colon
President




WeRTP ra WL e, I v, Sdc ge .

Bissns wind Fawie - nencar e’ v
™ ALl
| i, & R
That part aof the Norcheasc Uuarier of the Southsast Quaries .,
and che kast Half of the Roucuesst Ovaste:z cf the Soutnsast Yut
tuarter of Section J4, Townanis Range ninuton Lounty. Y
| “infesota. .vind weatarly of that pact tncreo! sesrar than
H WASE)BCTON COUNTY DIGOWAT RIGET OF WAY PLAT RU. 48=1
| 1yitg nortrect, uf or low RIGET
OF WAT FLAT BUSBAMKI B7-43, ArCOrCing to tne recorsen ulats
tharec(.
! Cuntesns 1,960,174 squaras Zcot / 49.00399 acres.
I Subicct £ _a hortnern States Fowar CcEpany euseseut as SUSCILDeC
! tn Uoos 77 of Dceds. zage 353 I,
| g A = VeI 1T LS 7 }‘
1/ T / 7 é-
A / F (V) A
- WFe 17
Iy P 7z t,—-
'
H
3 PARCEL A
.
x
i
i PARCPI. B DyBCKLFLION
b
e That part of thc xast llalf of tac Soutnsest Quartcr of the
souctneast Guscter uf Scctior 14, Tuwnsmap 29,
Councy, ¥innesota, OAACrlDEd segi
on T3 weBt Line cf saié East Soceneast Guarter
! af tic Soucheast Quarter of docticn Jé
rarg1 nf the soutowest cor
i in tae poundacy of Parcel 3.
: nx T PLAT msmexsp 81—41, aCCOraifg to the recorass
¥ 7lats cnersof; taeace dorth 0 degrees 30 minuces 3¢ secoads
. HesL. assubed DasLs fur Lmarings. along sald west line 286.LL
fest to said Parcel 3] bouneary; thance Kartn J8 deyrecs 01
ainutas 20 seconds East, alung aslé boundary, J2l.21 Cmat;
= . i thence notthrasterly, slcng saad cound
FL007 AZARD CERTIFICATION 1 Curve cCoOncave tO Ta: scutneask, zantral
T —— finuees 22 sesesas s cedios i3d 3 ,
ed - 155,19 femt: tnence South U degrees 53 zioutes 1% mecon
reeci rhence 3outh 34 degreas 19
munutce 59 mecopds eest. alon baundary. 1§2.40 Lewt:
Frass thence Scuth &5 degrwss )2 migutes 54 ssconds mest, alcng saln
-:“::‘:“;:‘"“;_"'“ Han. RAke boundary, 114.92 fewt; thooce southwastarls, alceg seid
g2 tare Ei i Kisndaots: o1 4 tangenzial curve cancave to The MGICRWASE, cWacTAL soyle
o th:;_;uw“ 1 3 degress 44 aiavves 1 sacords ana cadius 2764.7% [eex, L00.34
g o B teet to the point of begioning.
Gfiective Cater July 2, 1979
i ydipbo S0t ! Coataieg 233,78k square feet / 5.87204 acrea
13 Che ArSA Netervined iz bs
b Jubject ce i 't access acquired By the Stats of Alsescta
ouesids she 300 ysar flood 3lain. L Pec -imal Certificats filed as Nocusast No. 611150,
Dated rnis (¥4 gay of H
. 1994, o e ey —_—
LB adcre
=as . Moarhave.
Awna. Reg. Ko. 7083
[
o~
MOTE: e
The fences lncaLed Goar the norin  sad = By
wust iioes of Lhe NEL . SEx. being - e
encrodchasnts as shown, ana The power s
eeansmission linc ané caznmecr were » -
tasgn feox a Poundary Burvay prevarsd e
Lor eders® land Compery by Gcuce Falr 3
& Amsn.. dated nctobar i7,.940. 3 K
i
z
ol
P
r i H
. DInotes 1fon monumeat sat, ses nota
. Dspoctes iron “anukeat Icusd
s=——— i == fenotass chaia !ink fance
———~———— Denatar Tighe o1 arceks acquirsd oy

A two dewcripticns tor P

day of

A o7
m‘%ﬁil . woictnave, RLs

TABDLATION OF RRLAS

af W:Anceora per Dncumant

9ia % & 3 cogtaloed nerein
vere scitten oy wajand aupliec TE TRIW OTAWIN Tois
3

pOE 7T i
I

AVENUE

KEATS

RITRP el

Yol

| P
P_i_- ! }
b !
%f“‘ s ,
HH
SN
i} 12
1

okl g 29

ey e

’1-\‘1
! Naspis
e
— bl
LW
;%;
<
*|]
b
o )
[
[
I
oa
H

i

PASZK. A A, 6,070 ey k. 45, 00) ac.
PARCZ: R 235, t: 347294 ac.
Tesal 2.2.0.160 mg. tE. 5027405 ac.
e
—L__'_//
‘mreon LBCUIfy o “eargueice Jana Kinnssontis. Mationsl N
#80C1a215n anc Title |isu-ance Corpany :
© a LTUC and COLIwCE AuEvey Al INTERSTATE HIGHWAY
-
ipciame & eive oK
\AprovescIts wiruacea on g gl N

COL 4s BLOWA ineiesn.

o AR

1%

T v, U o

T nerebe

BOUNDARY SURVET
rravarcd tor

FERETAL AND COMRMY

A ™ poERHAVE LAND SURVEYING, 8

134 b Carsin 9.9
Prier Labs Mimames HTTY
[t

.~
‘.P'




b ]
.

Jm wy o ® T
X 006'9Z ‘d0d 0661 P v
ltllll._zoﬂfl 0§ / , A N :mooog g B
. @ | 2 ﬁ (" NOSGUI s \
= e oS D L ‘g HOSONH )
IOVINGYI - 4 m m wwrﬁl Wi
. 8lf 7 g
= N——
v3dY. VSN 4
0350d0yd @
2 co¥'8} 'dod 0661
JIVANVO
A2 NeJL
scive
a_nu/
m ; E.Eou .. ...._5_ .m
; a 4 Euhowﬁa o (61) .
| . .
M 9 =5 ;
i %
| ¥
N ¥48'S 'dOd 0661
| ONT13 3IMNV] ¥
@
Al3Y Nedl w
c2ie8
FFIiF]

10/22/96

COMM.NO.
9150-960
DWG.NO.

CITY OF LAKE ELMO
BUSINESS PARK
SITE MAP

TOLYZ, s, AMDIRSON
MO ASIOOANS L
SANT Pal, e CI0TA

EMGINEERS ARCHITECTS PLANNERS




February 16, 2000

ORIG™ 71

Dear Members of the Lake Elmo Planning Commission:

We herewith present to you the Minority Report Proposal for Village Area Land Use
Plan.

This set of recommendations is presented because we believe that there are serious flaws
in the alternative plan and because we believe that it in several areas it is not in harmony
with the expressed mission of the Village Commission and is in conflict with the public
input provided during the Design Team process and in public hearings of the Village
Commission.

I.  The basis for several of the recommendations rests solely upon the use of a system of
TDR (transfer of density). We wish to point out that the Commission supported
options for achievement of a green belt, but the “majority” recommendations are
predicated upon one option alone. While we support the implementation of a green
belt, we oppose doing so when the method used will increase the existing density
within its boundries and while there is an alternative with less impact.

Washington County Board of Commissioners has unanimously supported using PDR
as its mechanism for achieving its green space plan and we support this as the first
choice for implementation of Lake Elmo’s green belt.

The Commission has not had a document defining or proposing the procedures for
implementation of TDR and thus would be asked to support a mechanism in advance
of its definition. We believe that all concerned parties to the adoption of this plan
should have fully crafted document for such a plan considered in conjunction with
any proposal to use TDR. Doing so otherwise is premature and risk ridden.

Farly discussions of TDR were predicated upon transfer between areas but within
same ownership. The “majority” recommendations contain recommendations for
transfers that would have to be between owners without assurance of agreement or
defined mechanisms.

Because of the variables inherent in a TDR type mechanism, the actual per acre unit
density is not fixed and could result in an unacceptable rate of density.

2. The signers of this report especially oppose the density being proposed for Area

One. There are several problems with the density which could result from the
“transfer-in” in order to achieve a surrounding green belt.

ORIGINAL



The resulting impact from the range of increased density has unexplored impacts
which include water ( both run-off and need for additional water tower), public
services, increased traffic, increased cost for service provision.

The density which could result is in contradiction to the input of citizens who have
participated in the several public forms.

A. They have made it clear that they do no want an increase in density. They do not
want the visual impact of density.

B. Safety and traffic issues on SH 5 in the Village Area and in the area of its
intersection with CR 17 were among the highest concerns. Increase of density
especially with an increase of residential and retail would exacerbate and not
alleviate the current problems. Traffic calming and other mechanisms are needed
just to address the current problem. To increase the traffic in this arca runs
contrary to the sentiments of the public on this issue.

C. There has been strong support expressed for building and enhancing the viability
and vitality of the business district south of SH 5. Starting a new pattern of retail
north of 5, in Area One will detract from that important and needed effort.
Additional retail should instead be encouraged and supported in the contiguous
area to the south of 5.

- Further, it-1s unwise to adepted a-proposalto -putresidential housing in Area-Gne
unless there is an accompanying proposal for safely and efficiently moving the
increase of pedestrian or vehicle traffic into the area south of 3,

Finally, we must express our dismay with the process by which you have before you a
“majority” report. The eight who have served consistently since the inauguration of this
Commission were split four to four on the major issues we have outlined to you. This
means that what is the “majority” report would have failed on a tie vote. It is certain,
therefore that accommodations on the substance of the report would have had to be made
among the members in order to put a document of majority opinion before the Planning
Commission.

The “majority” was, instead, made by a recent appointment to the Village Commission,
who attending the first meeting in this role voted on every issue, without having the

benefit of the deliberations of the last months.

With this report, we express our disappointment that such an arduous process of
preparing for this report should conclude in this matser and with these results.

We therefore urge that you take this into consideration as you weigh these two reports.




PROPOSAL FOR VILLAGE AREA LAND USE PLAN

MISSION: LAKE ELMO VILLAGE COMMISSION

THE INTENT, PURPOSE, AND MISSION OF THE VILLAGE COMMISSION IS
TO PRESERVE, PROTECT, AND ENHANCE THE RURAL AND HISTORIC
CHARACTER OF THE OLD VILLAGE AND SURROUNDING LAND. THIS
WILL BE ACHIEVED BY GUIDING DESIGN STANDARDS AND DIRECTION
FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND QUALITY DEVELOPMENT IN
HARMONY WITH THE OVERALL CHARACTER OF THE CITY,

L.

II.

[IL.

The first report of the Village Commission was the Village Plan, present to the
City Council and accepted on March 3, 1999. Its major content included a report
on existing condition, policy areas to be considered and a conceptual design
framework prepared by Thorbeck Architects. 1f was made available to the public
at that time.

It is recommended that the City undertake the establishment of a green belt
consisting of undeveloped or agricultural land to surround a portion of the Village
Area. Its purpose to be to demark a core center district and to preserve a green
area surrounding it. This land should be set aside through the mechanism of
purchase of development rights (PDR).

Six areas have been define inside the green belt. The use of PDR should not
necessitate increased density in these areas.

AREA ONE: Within the area defined roughly by CR 17, 39™ Ave, and what is
commonly referred to as the tree line, should continue as any area of mixed use,
including some residential and office and exclude industrial. The density of
development should be at the level currently defined for that area.

AREA TWO: The area defined by SH 5 to the north, the railroad tracks to the
south, currently developed land to the east and an as yet undefined north/south
line to the west should accommodate residential, with an emphasis on senior
housing, retai! to support a viable business community in the contiguous business
district in the Old Village Area, and include some athletic fields.

AREA THREE, FOUR AND FIVE: This area should be retained as residential
with no change in the pattern of density. Current open space and agricultural uses
should be retained.




Page two: Proposal for Village Area Land Use Plan

AREA SIX: The area between SH 5 and the railroad tracks on the west side of
the Old Village is partially now occupied partially by Schiltgen farm buildings.
These historic farm buildings should be preserved with consideration for
conversion to municipal uses.

IV.  The Lake Elmo Village Commission has created a set of architectural guidelines
for the Village Area. The content of the guidelines has been adopted but it
remains to be determined how these will be applied to existing and new
residential areas.

V. The Lake Elmo Village Commission was selected to be part of a study sponsored
by the Metropolitan Council. The * St. Croix Valley Development Design
Study” was performed by Calthorpe Associates with design proposals for the
Village Area north of SH 5. The Commission noted receipt of the report and has
not adopted the designs or recommendations.




This report has been agree to and is submitied by:

Ann Bucheck
Debbie Krueger
Mary Moberg

Yvette Oldendorf

February 16,2000
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February 15, 2000 ELmo
From: Gene Peltier
10376 Hudson Blvd. 5735 E. McDowell #85
Lake Elmo | Mesa, Arizona 55215

To:  Lake Elmo Planning Commission
Re: Land Use Plan - Southeast District

Please read at the February 16, 2000 Public Hearing and enter into the record.

“It is not realistic to guide the land use along the 1-94 corridor residential. This
property is clearly for the development of commercial businesses, NOT for houses.
Why are you forcing landowners to residential development? That thinking is from
the 19" century. What you have done by this plan is impose a 100- year moratorium
on commercial development. There is no way to market this property for residential,
so why are you guiding it RAD? It is commercial property, and you are locking it up
by guiding it RAD. It is also INOT realistic to expect this land be used for agricultural

use, no one will purchase this land for anything other than commercial.”

oRIGINAL



