Central Mississippi
River Regional
Planning Partnership
Meeting

27 February 2020
7:30 am, Sherburne County Government Center, County Board
Room



Routine Business




1: Agenda

Routine Business:

1. Welcome, introductions (in-person, online)
2. Previous Meeting draft notes
3. Treasurer’s Report

Action Items, Issues:

4. Governance: Financial Policy, Partner Engagement
Process, and Complaints Process

Discussion or Information Items:
5. Summary of planning project’s objectives, goals and

outcomes Planning Project Summary

6. Conditions preview - Economics with Kevin Hively
7. Stakeholder Engagement initiation
8. Future agenda items


https://drive.google.com/open?id=12ptm5z0WVtEnClQS_ETDt5ucIAIIDbomjl3nsmT1o6c
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1m0qbgBCUUwlKBW28g6j2f4-ar4jVw49oGPiKZtUx-Tw
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1RHcTKhN3guyZLUBeDE77TGRaHTE3gEfz
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1nbJ10LH5inDNM2YBJEtBc6waCKssqs1QJb_9rAdM2T8
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1aMoXzdRJjo6cH2X8TLCY5rZq_HYysNMRIuj7HbxMwwk/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1aMoXzdRJjo6cH2X8TLCY5rZq_HYysNMRIuj7HbxMwwk/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1t9TpaH1B9bqvK5MHt5JpdJytrW-tqpXL0pAJRfQASDs/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1f-w5f3qM-RzCXUWP0taw6SZflvtjLRrT1kwqkRg-G2I/edit?usp=sharing

2. Draft notes from previous meeting:

e Action: Review/revise; approve

2-3: Meeting 3. Treasurer’s Report
NOtES, e Action: Discuss as needed, receive

Treasurer’s
Report



https://drive.google.com/open?id=12ptm5z0WVtEnClQS_ETDt5ucIAIIDbomjl3nsmT1o6c
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1m0qbgBCUUwlKBW28g6j2f4-ar4jVw49oGPiKZtUx-Tw
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1RHcTKhN3guyZLUBeDE77TGRaHTE3gEfz

Action ltems, Issues




4: Governance

Governance 1, Financial Policy

a. Decision memo (includes link to proposed policy)

Proposed by Exec Committee

Aligns with JPA/bylaws

Re: budget requirement for July while fiscal year is
calendar, clarifies July focus on setting partner fees
Expenditures: States limitations around budgeted and
unbudgeted items, and explains process

b. Action requested: Discuss, refine, adopt



https://drive.google.com/open?id=1nbJ10LH5inDNM2YBJEtBc6waCKssqs1QJb_9rAdM2T8

4: Governance

Governance 2, Partner Engagement Process

a. Decision memo (incl link to proposed process)
e Proposed by Exec Committee

e Formerly “resolution of concurrence”

e Purpose: Process for Partners to engage home elected
bodies in Framework 2030

e Includes option at key points to request action on a
Resolution of Understanding about work being done
with Framework 2030 and the opportunity to ask
questions and/or provide meaningful feedback

b. Action requested: Discuss, refine, adopt



https://docs.google.com/document/d/1aMoXzdRJjo6cH2X8TLCY5rZq_HYysNMRIuj7HbxMwwk/edit?usp=sharing

4: Governance

Governance 3, Complaints Process
a. Decision Memo (incl link to proposed process)

Proposed by Exec Committee

Based on typical 3-step government process

Limited to roles on/work within Partnership’s purview
and structure

Includes reporting time limits

Permits Exec Committee to make further minor
refinements to procedures + notify Partnership

b. Action requested: Discuss, refine, adopt



https://docs.google.com/document/d/1t9TpaH1B9bqvK5MHt5JpdJytrW-tqpXL0pAJRfQASDs/edit?usp=sharing

Discussion,
Information Iltems




5: Summary of

Planning
Project

Summary of planning project’s objectives, goals
and outcomes

a. Planning Project Summary

b. Project examples from Planning NEXT Crossroads
(Central Ohio), ADVANCE ECI (Muncie, Indiana),
OKI (Cincinnati, Ohio)

c. Project Communications (Project brand and
ldentity, FAQs, Website, Press Release #1, etc.)



https://docs.google.com/document/d/1f-w5f3qM-RzCXUWP0taw6SZflvtjLRrT1kwqkRg-G2I/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1WeWRD9tYxGyAJKkPRFR26TfBxQld9efsAiAGydgPMqI/edit?usp=sharing
https://regionalplanningpartnership.org/

Planning Project Summary

ional
ary Goals and Objectives for the Regiona
Summ
Planning Project document drafted
Goals for Framework 2030

d.
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' er
Include guidance developed with _Par:rr:eir .
communities on how they can refine

' d
ICI lans, projects, an
roaches, policies, p . .
aepgpulations over time to harmonize them w
.

regional direction

Central Mississippi River ~

Committeq to Creating q shared regional vision
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and goals, thep Working toge,

Framework 2030

Partnering for the future

Summary Goals ang Objectives for the Regional Planning Project
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lity of life for area residents, businesses, and visitors, This means access

Paying jobs and other amenities to the region, the range of housing that
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® Continued, improved
quality of ife

.

® Consensus-baseq
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®  Infrastructyre (all forms)

Document available as a link and on
the Google Drive Folder



Project Examples

e You're not the first

e Examples from our portfolio

o Crossroads, Central Ohio
o ADVANCE, East Central Indiana
o  OKI, Cincinnati Metropolitan Area

e Not one-for-one but relatable in different ways
e Approach to regional collaboration must be

tailored to the specific communities at the table

o Varying assets / challenges (individually and
regionally)




Crossroads: Central Ohio

Collaborative Land Use, Infrastructure and Economic Agenda

Purpose: To create a common plan for land

use, infrastructure, and economic 3 c?.unties
development for the area at the crossroads of 2 cities

US 33, State Route 161 / Post Road and Hyland- 3 townships

Croy Road. 3 school districts
This effort is unprecedented for this area. 3 utility providers

2 regional planning
entities

planning NEXT



Crossroads: Central Ohio

Collaborative Land Use, Infrastructure and Economic Plan

Considerations

; ; ; P NW 33 Innovation Corridor
1. EconomicPotential of US 33 is very significant

e T - e \
. . . age . Transportation ety
2. Highlevel of investment (transportation, utilities) in @, oo "G oinda \ Sy /
Eas(UbeRv. Manufacturing N
past 10 years oo 6 eouionas
« $62M plus S70M+at 270/33. (Another S65M anticipated) ggm — o = ®
. . “y s . . Xpress Hospital of or Sumitomo
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o % . aps . . . . Technologies
« Dublin is thesignificant leader of public contributions Marysville ™ o @ @ oo Dublin
: it Pacer Global
36 Ohio Laser Logisitics
@ ey GG
3. Market ”3:5& @ ® o & ©
Methodist VAT
« Jobs/employees need amenities and housing choice in Rt PR ® "Company
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Ashland
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Central Mississippi River Regional Planning Partnership planning NEXT



Crossroads: Central Ohio

Collaborative Land Use, Infrastructure and Economic Plgn

Terms of Engagement
1. Work in good faith
2. Beinclusive

3. Find common ground on land use,
infrastructure and economics of area

4. Act collaboratively \

5. Use this plan as a step to greater cooperation,
progress

planning NEXT



Crossroads: Central Ohio

Collaborative Land Use, Infrastructure and Economic Plan

KeyRecommendations

1.

2.

Formalize a protocol for pre-development consultation. This needs to include thoughtfully addressing
infrastructureissues prior to accepting applications.

Create a stronger, coordinated development review process Key entities need to be aligned in the process, timing
and communication of active development applicationsin the planning area.

Improve transportation infrastructure. This needs to address capacity, safety and funding.

Create strong physical development standards For all development, but especially in proximity of the interchange
and along US 33,SR 161 and Hyland-Croy.

Explore an Annexation boundary. This will reduce uncertainty about the provision of utilities and may be part of a
broader collaborative economic developmentagreement.

Conduct fiscal analysis. All jurisdictions desire to strengthentheir financial situation. Infrastructure investments are
needed to address existing and anticipated development. Initial outlays and returnon these investments needs to be
more equitable.

Identify preferred land uses This will acknowledge existing plans, existing zoning, known trends and best practices.

Continue the work. The entities should continue to nurture mutualtrust by maintaining open dialogue and
monitoring this plan's progress.

Central Mississippi River Regional Planning Partnership planning NEXT



ADVANCE: East Central Indiana

Regional Economic Development Strategy

* Multi-county planning process to develop a
regional economic development strategy

* Focus on quality-of-place and economic
opportunity

* Seeking to develop a Regional Development
Authority

* Challengedregion facing economic decline
and demographic changes

* Significant engagement of the public and
regional stakeholders

Central Mississippi River Regional Planning Partnership

6 counties
58 cities and towns
350k residents

2,200 square miles

planning NEXT



ADVANCE: East Central Indiana

Regional Economic Development Strategy

Regional Development Strategy incorporates

* Existing conditions around demographics,
economics, and place-based characteristics

NVANE

A VISION FOR EAST CENTRAL INDIANA
S N EE W W

L} Supported by a pUblIC and StakehOIder Blackford « Delaware * Henry * Jay « Madison * Randolph
engagement program —

A

E

* Regional vision for economic prosperity

* 24 shovel-ready projects spanning the region

planning NEXT




Where Do We Grow From Here? OKI

Regional Vision and StrategicIssue Identification

Multi-state (3) and multi-county (8)

* Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Gov.
* Land Use Commission

Planning process to develop a regional vision Indiana
and identification of implementation issues Cincinnati B

Ohio

Plan responding to the need for
* Moreefficient growth
* A competitive economy

* Coordinated approach 190 local governments "

Kentucky

Lead to Strategic Policy Plan

Central Mississippi River Regional Planning Partnership planning NEXT



Where Do We Grow From Here? OKI

Regional Vision and Strategic Issue Identification

Public and Stakeholder Contributions

1. LUC visioning workshops

2. Public visioning forums
* One heldin each county

3 ! Sta ke h O l d er | nte rVi ews Public workshops addressed questions suchas, “where and how

dowegrow?”

4. LUC issue identification workshops

Central Mississippi River Regional Planning Partnership planning NEXT



Where Do We Grow From Here? OKI

Regional Vision and Strategic Issue Identification

1. Vision for Stewardship H[]W d[] WE

* 13 stewardship principles on how the “
iy &

Plan Components

region should grow N B
- | | FromtHere?
2. ldentification of Regional Issues Strategic Regional Policy Plan
* Represent the most significant challenges
that must be addressed An overall 20-year vision for regional vitality,
) . , sustainability,and competitiveness, focusing on the
- Organlzed into 6 categorles land use—transportation connection

3. Preparation for Regional Policy Plan

Central Mississippi River Regional Planning Partnership planning NEXT



Framework 2030: The Branding Process

1. Collect key MESSAJES (Partners, Liaison Team)
a. What are we doing? Why are we doing it?

2. Share primary name concepts (Partners, Liaison Team)

3. Refine, share, vote on tagline options (Partners, Liaison Team)
4. Develop visual brand treatment (Liaison Team)

a. Logo

b. Colors

c. Variations
5. Share and broadcast!

Thank you for your help moving this forward!






Project Communications

e Brand, identity, and logo finalized

o FRAMEWORK 2030 - partnering for the future
o Assets and use guidelines available

o Initial expressions 2030
e Frequently asked questions, ver. 1.0
o Anticipated and received questions on the I'.
project

o  Will grow and evolve through the work partnering for the future
o Partners: Please review, suggest, and revise
e \Webpage launch

o Special site for FRAMEWORK 2030
o One stop information portal for everything to do
with the project

e Press Release #1


https://docs.google.com/document/d/1WeWRD9tYxGyAJKkPRFR26TfBxQld9efsAiAGydgPMqI/edit?usp=sharing

Economics with Kevin Hively

a. Outline of initial analysis
b. Plans and policies analysis
c. Preview of Economics analysis

6: Condition

preview




COST BURDENED DECREASE IN HOME

FIG 2.13 HOME OWNERSHIP OVER TIME

RENTERS OWNERSHIP
52% 13%
-
u u Significantly higher share of Following a state trend, but
renters are in cost-burdened still out performing some
housing situations peer metros

AVERAGE DAILY INCREASE IN RENT VS.
EVICTIONS INCREASE IN EARNINGS

5.6 54%ys, 22%

Montgomery ranks 27th As rents rose by just under

1. Collect existing plans and studies and review = i

2. Build out a comprehensive dataset around topics E
a. People - demographics
b. Prosperity - economics and personal prosperity

c. Place - land use, development, greenspace, etc.
3. ldentify points of interest .

4. Format for review, presentation, and dissemination : |
a. The most essential information supported by a deep dataset
and other assets (policy matrix, annotated plan
bibliography)
b. See right for example

B Montgomery
Alabama

%
\ .
. g
.
.
I_I “ . I_I
.
ss than 15% 15to 20% 20t025% 25t030% 30to 35% M
sus, American Communities Survey, 2016
x -
" -

COST BURDEN THRESHOLD » =+ =~

Lessthan15% 15t020% 20to25%  25t030%  30to35%  Morethan35%




Conditions & Trends Research Outline
1.

Summary - Introduction

a. [Executive Summary and primary

highlights

b. Framing for report

People - Demographics

a. Population, household makeup

b. Race & ethnicity, education attainment
Prosperity - Economics

a. Economy and employment

b. Personal prosperity

Place - Place-Based Information
a. Land use, development

b. Mobility

Appendix - Datasets

COST BURDENED

RENTERS OWNERSHIP
52% 13%
-
Significantly higher share of Following a state trend, but
renters are in cost-burdened still out performing some
housing situations peer metros

AVERAGE DAILY
EVICTIONS

% 22%
5.6 54%vs.
Montgomery ranks 27th As rents rose by just under
nationally among large $300 on average, the median
cities for evictions did not incre
same pace

DECREASE IN HOME

INCREASE IN RENT VS.
INCREASE IN EARNINGS

FIG 2.13 HOME OWNERSHIP OVER TIME

FIG 2.14 RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME, 2016

50% —
.
Ahousehold paying more than 30 percent of their :
gross monthly income for housing (whether as 2
40% —— rentoramortgage) is considered cost t d. .
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Factbook Example

HOUSEHOLDS

The number of households is increasing while
the population remains stagnant. While the
population of Montgomery has remained relatively
stagnant and showed signs of decline, the number
of households increased. Just under 2,000 new
households were added to the city from 2000 to
2016, a growthrate of 2.4 percent. The rate was
oven faster In the county where 4,200 households
were added, anincrease of five percent. Increasing
households has an impact on land use planning

as each newly formed unit corresponds withan
additional required housing unit.

Size and make-up of

households shifting.

Montgomery mirrors both

the national and state trend

toward smaller households.

Between 2000 and 2016

family hou seholds with

children under 18 decreased by 5,400 units.

Over the same period, single-person households
Increased by just over 3,000. The only family
household segment that grew over this period,
were Single mothers with children under 18.This
group increased seven percent or by more than
600. Even with this growth, there was a net overall
loss in family households over the measured
period. Household size remained stable from 2000.
This is unique among major Alabama cities where
the average decrease was just over 2.5 percent.

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE

2.43

Household size is decreasing nationally as
the number of single-person households
increases and family households decrease

CHANGE IN NO. HOUSEHOLDS

+1,900

While the populationin Montgomery
remained relatively stagnant, the overall
number households increased, primarily

due to shrinking in size

SINGLE FEMALE-LED HOUSEHOLDS

+600

Female-led households increased from
2000 by just under seven percent, thisis
slightly higher than the state, five percent

[

FIG 1.3 NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 2000-2016

Montgomery 801286 24% t
households change in hh.
(2016 estimate) (2000-2016)
+1,902
Montgomery County 90,281 a9% &
Birmingham 90,479 84% §
Huntsville 80,000 199% &
Mobile 76,217 28% §
Alabama 1,851,061 6.6% X

Source: U.S. Census, American Communities Survey, 2016

Community Factbook A Summary of Conditions an

Defining a Household

The following definitions related to hou: seholds are

used by both the US Census Bureau and Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). These definitions
underly the terms *household" and *family" in the above
statistics.

What Is a household?
A person or group of people living together in one housing
unit.

What Isa housing unit?

Ahouse, apartment, mobile home, group of rooms
or single room, ‘which are intended as separate living
quarters.

What Is a family household?

A group of two or more people living togetherina
housing unit who are related by birth, marriage, adoption,
etc.

FIG 1.4 TYPE OF HOUSEHOLDS 2016

Change
Type 2006 from2000
Total Households 80,286 ca% X
Family Households 49,502 31% @

101% &
128% 1
1B ¥

Source: U.S. Census, American Communities Survey, 2016

With children under 18 22,958

Non-Family Households _ 30,784

Single-persons 26,655

FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS w/
CHILDREN <18, CHANGE

SINGLE-PERSON
HOUSEHOLDS, CHANGE

(] o0 ™
o -19'

Alabama: +19% Alabama: -12%

d Trends
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Existing Plans & Policies

e Significant planning activity in the
region especially in past decade

O

Regional and local in focus

o Variety of topics covered

e 34 Plans & Studies in library

O

O O O O O

11 Land Use

7/ Transportation

6 Parks, Trails, and Recreation

4 Public Health

3 Housing

3 Misc. (Area Plan, Water Resources,
Facilities)

e More than 700 policy proposals
(in the last ten years)

Public Health

Land Use & Development

Transportation

*Area Plan, Water Resources, Facilities



Existing Plans & Policies

e 715 unique action proposals (projects, policies, or programs)
e General to focused
e Topics

O Annexation O Land Use

O Character & Urban Design O Leadership / Governance
O Development Growth O Parks & Natural Resources
O Economic Development O Public Safety

) Infrastructure & Facilities O Trails & Sidewalks

O Health O Transportation

) Housing

e Action Matrix available for review



https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1bGppJe68mIgFGiokdMHia3-L0D_l582-iPR7-lg0sN4/edit?usp=sharing

Regional Partnership

County-wide Economic Data
Sherburne and Wright Counties, MN



3 things

* Growth
* Household growth
* Job growth faster than household growth

« Commuting =
* Most jobs are filled by people outside the county
* Most residents leave the counties for work ___ Potentially

, : : interrelated
 Different industry mix e
* Changing demand for different types of real estate




Among the fastest growing counties in Minnesota and growing
fasterthan the state

Household Growth Index * Why household growth ? Drives demand
Top 4 Counties vs State for housing
2000-2018
2009-2018 * Sherburneand Wright are in the top 4
dating back to 2000

162
= — = * Since 2009 the counties are now 10t
and 11™in household growth
110 =1 108 109 = = =
106 * During that same period Carver was the
2nd fastest and fastest growing county by
households in Minnesota

Scott Carver Wright Sherburne STATE



And member cities are growing the fastestincluding fasterthan the
largest cities in the counties

Members Household Growth Rates
2000-2018
2009-2018

175 180
170
162

151 155 154 — 153

126

114 | e
108 1108 m

-
o
w0

—h

o

D

A4
4444

Sherburne Becker city Becker Big Lake city Big Lake Wright Monticello Monticello Silver Creek Buffalo city Elk River city
township township city township township



Countylevel job
growth rates are
outpacing household
growth rates

* For both counties,
employment hit its low in
2009-2010.

* Over 10,500 jobs have
been added since the
recession

* Job growth since 09

 State: 12%
* Sherburne: 17%
* Wright: 26%
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35000
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25000
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22250
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| | I I I

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
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Most employees

. Sherburne . T'w!;,u.’f'f g Wright
are C-0mll'|g from Private jobs B . Private jobs
outside the 2017 L g
counties...and 5612 >
most residents e
are leaving for o |
employment =
* Job growth Sherburne - 2L e

particularlyin Private jobs - ; G
Sherburne has 5007 ¥ Private jobs
been sustained w1 ey sl ‘e Y =\ /' 2007

largely by workers
from outside the
county




Growing sectors of the economy (as measured by establishments)

will require different types of building form

* There is some suggestion that construction businesses have been replaced by free-lancers
* And professional and financial services may be underreported due to self employment

Sherburne Establishment Change

Natural Resources and Mining

Construction

Manutacturing

Trade, Transportation and Utilties

Information

Financial Activities

Professional and Business Services

Education and Health Services

Leisure and Hospitality

™) = = »
Other Services

Public Ad ministration

an
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e ——
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Wright Establishment Change

an n

1NN 190
ouv UV LU

Natural Resources and Mining
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Information

Financial Activities

Professional and Business Services

Education and Health Services

Leisure and Hospitality
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Public Ad ministration
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3 things

* Growth
* Household growth
* Job growth faster than household growth

« Commuting =
* Most jobs are filled by people outside the county
* Most residents leave the counties for work ___ Potentially

, : : interrelated
 Different industry mix e
* Changing demand for different types of real estate




Stakeholder Engagement initiation:

a. Re-Cap
b. Stakeholder overview
c. Tool overview

7: Stakeholder d. Initial assignments

Engagement
Initiation




Stakeholder Engagement: Purpose

d.

Provide stakeholders with information about
regional planning, this project, how it is relevant to
them, and how they can contribute;

Gather perspectives and ideas from key
stakeholders throughout the region;

Ensure a transparent, inclusive, and intentional
process that strengthens relationships and builds
trust, and;

Use stakeholder contributions to shape plans and
decisions.




O@Q
O
O

O

Round 1: Baseline Conditions
& Trends Analysis

Gather big-picture ideas about
the your community and the
region (Spring 2020)

Stakeholder, Target Engagement

Round 2: Growth, Land
Use & Economic Analysis
Gather feedback on key
concepts and specific
actions (summer 2020)

Public Engagement

Round 3: Action Planning
Gather final feedback on and
prioritization of draft
framework elements including
recommendations (fall 2020)

Stakeholder + Public Engage.




Round One: Baseline Conditions & Trends

1. ldentify Stakeholder Groups through Partner
workshops

2. Build out engagement implementation plan

Organize stakeholder groups

Determine appropriate engagement method
Build-out specific expressions of stakeholder group
Assign responsibilities

3. erte round one question prompts
a. Open-ended, generative, revealing

4. Develop tools (online survey, physical form, etc.)
Assign outreach targets

6. Collect feedback and monitor progress
a. Address gaps, summarize, present, build

oo T

o




Engagement Tools

| COMMUNITY SuRyEy

Framework 2030 _ Partnering for the Future, is q regional planning and economic development Project led by the Centrq Mississippi ' " w n p K
River Regional Planning Partnership. The Partners are committed to an open and inclusive process and need input from q wide cross- | ¥ ' \ 1Y

partnering for the future . | ]
section of community members, pleqse share your responses to the survey below and stay involved with the process.

- rve ST T
e, [ shensuang county
O n I n e u Working together to advance the region Engaging the regional community Building a Framework for success K : | |

’ F 2030

. ] The Central Mississippi River Regional The Partnership is committed to an open Through Framework 2030, the Partnership it i
a t I O n S Planning Partnershl'p anticipates significant and inclusive Process to develop ts regional il develop, describe, and illustrate
. L r e O rg a n I Z rowth and development i the coming plan. The project willinclude mytple a collctive regional vision and gasl,
I d e a I u S e - a decades. The Partners are co[laborating OPPportunities for the public and stakeholders inclusively engage stakeholders, and
O on this regional Planning and economic to contribute, thoughtfully plan to maximize benefits and

. development Project to optimize regional Th it " h minimize negative impacts.
. u e S and local benefits so we can maintafy s high 1€ community engagement program has )
. N 3 5 z _ three rounds: The Framework is expected to:
I n quality of life for area residents, businesses, ) ; X
I l I l . and visitors. This means access tq nature, 1. Round 1: Baseline Conditions anq Trends > ldentifya unified set of regional goals,
. development that brings high-paying jobs Analysis - Gather big-picture ideas about policies, and Priorities that Partner ’
and other amenities to the region, the the your community and the region c°"""‘”"_'“e‘l‘°m'"" L2 h7"°";’3' tls
R et u rn ] I m r I l e I a range of housing that people need, and a (Spring 2020) nota regional comprehensive plan
.

robust infrastructure that supports critical Include guidance developed with

O

5

O

transporttion, technolagy 2 Round 2: Growth, Land Use ang e
. Joartstion, iR S bers:  Economic Analysis - Gather feedback on Partner communiies on o ¢ e ;
R requirements. (Current Partnership members: key concepts and specific actions for the refine their local approaches, policies, The Plannmg Area
I City of Monticello, City of Big Lake, City of Planning frameworl T 2020) plans, projects, and regulations over Each of the i
I Becker, Big Lake Township, Becker Township, time to harmonize them with the g Perspective
m a I I Monticello Township, Silyer crock Township, 3. Round 3: Action Planning - Gather final regional direction : } incredibl, g
N - P that sy futy
‘ Sherburne County, Wright County,) feedback on and prioritization of drafy : . : PN s dfined by hemor
framework elements including key d d '8es and opportuni o on final page
findings and recommendations (fall 2020) . dination. Planiy

fo rl I I rI g ht Question 14; S Question 1p;
S m a I | o A ” T".E AB””T Yﬂ" What is your home 5-digit Zip Code? Where did you live before then? If releyans (Town, State)
] - rS O n t h rO u g h We are 9gathering Round 1 Ideas online and 1n Person and wil[
Ideal use: In-pe

Post results on the Partnership’s website, Learn more about
the Partnership and Framework 2030 on the website, or send
us an email (Re I rtnership@gmail.com). Question 18 Question 1;

g ro u p S e S S i O n O r i n te rCe pt Thanks in advance foryour c;ntributions.' What is thennmeofyourvanortownship where you live? Howmanyymrs have you lived, here?

Timing: 10 to 20 minutes N
Return: Collect, return to a Liaison

O

ENGAGEMENT ROUND 1 SURVEY | BASELINE

Tolearnmore.... wyy, RegionalPlanninanrtnership‘ org

Team member

e Other approaches

o Interviews o
o  Small group facilitation



Partner Responsibilities

A. Partnership (aka...you!)

B. Partnership elected bodies

o Connecting back with leadership
o  Small group workshops

C. Other municipal and school district elected
bodies in region
o Small group sessions or survey invitation (online,
email)

D. Partner appointed commissions, etc.,
relevant to this project

o Small group sessions or survey invitation (online,
email)




Special and Meeting Dates

a. November and December
b. Dates for special meetings

8: Future

Agenda Items




