CGF Meeting Feedback Form _ .. . .

D Jul'9, 2025, 03:22PM CDT
City of Grand Forks

Meeting Type: Planning & Zoning
Full Name First Name: Andrew
Last Name: Krauseneck
Full Address Street Address: 4953 Curran Court
City: GRAND FORKS
State: ND
Zip: 58201
Agenda Item Number / Topic: ltem 3-4 - Meadow Ridge PUD Amendment - Planning & Zoning
Comments: 7/9/25
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My name is Andrew Krauseneck. | live at 4953 Curran Ct. Thank you
very much for your time and consideration.

If any of you follow the City Council or County Commission meetings,
you may already be aware of my opposition to this development, and
multiple other proposed developments, in relation to the requested
property tax incentives. Specifically, my objection to property tax
incentives being provided for new and expanding businesses that
provide for an unfair advantage over already existing businesses,
such as my business, Albatross Indoor Golf Club, as well as other
retail businesses, and other existing rental properties. | want to be
clear though, this topic of rezoning is completely separate from the
tax incentive discussion. | am purely speaking up in relation to this
as it concerns zoning. | will say, | don't believe | even would have
known about this zoning change request, or maybe the project in
general, had | not gotten involved a few months ago when all of
these developments asked for property tax incentives, multiple of
which were proposed to include golf simulators, so a direct and
detrimental impact to my business. Had that not been the case, I'm
guessing this rezoning would have slid right past me.

| did not receive an official letter notifying me of this zoning change
request, as | am not within the required 800 foot notification range
of the proposed development site. | am, however, at about 1400
feet, so my home is very close to this site. | am glad | was aware of
it, and had the time to learn more about it, and as | do, | learned as
much as | possibly could.

I am not in favor of allowing the density of this to be more than
doubled. That is what is being asked, and at the expense then of the



neighbors' quality of life and property values. Currently, the zoning
allows for 14 units per acre, with a maximum number of 72 units.
This proposed change would move that to 30 units per acre, so up
to 160 units total, more than doubling its current allowable density.
Its current allowable height is at 50 feet and four stories - this is
asking to add another 15 feet, going to 65 feet, and bumping up to
five stories. | am not in favor of the density or height increases. |
don't like the idea of having another four story building that close in
our neighborhood, or heck, even another three story building; but,
it's already zoned as such, so the current owner has the right to go
to that current max of four stories and 50 feet, if they choose to do
so. | am fully in support of them having the ability to develop this
parcel, as long as it falls within the already agreed upon restrictions
- restrictions they agreed upon in 2014 when they purchased the
parcel - they could have asked for different restrictions prior to
purchasing the parcel, negotiated with the neighbors at that time;
but, they accepted the current zoning, and the neighborhood
accepted the current zoning. Folks who bought property in the area
after that, such as myself in 2017, shouldn't be forced to sacrifice
our property rights, for the sake of another property owner.

With the increase in density, | have multiple concerns. | am
concerned about the increase in traffic, throughout the
neighborhood. This includes the ingress and egress to and from the
complex, and then to and from the major roadways, South
Washington and 47th Avenue South. We already have a heck of a time
coming out of Curran Ct, via 49th Ave S, to get northbound on South
Washington - this often takes some patience and timing - it would be
much more difficult if a dense apartment complex was right across
the street, also having numerous new residents trying to enter on
South Washington via 49th Ave South. | know other residents have
concerns regarding the same, but on 47th Ave South.

| have spoken with multiple other residents in the neighborhood,
multiple who are on the blocks just east of the twin homes that
neighbor this proposed development. They are concerned about the
density, the traffic, the ingress and egress, and they're worried
about the increased traffic on 47th Ave South, and the fact it may
then warrant another stoplight down on 47th Ave South and Cherry
Street. Also, these folks do not like the idea of an additional 15 feet
being added to the building height, and therefore cutting down on
their time for sunlight. Their time for sunset, and our time for
sunrise, will both be limited. Also, the neighbors very close to the
parcel would be impacted even further as far as privacy goes, with
having apartment tenants high above, easily being able to look down
on their yards, decks, patios, pools and hot tubs.

I am fully in favor of property rights, as it is one of the most valuable
assets, if not the most valuable asset, we can hold. There is a



reason why zoning request changes have had a higher voting
requirement of a 3/4th majority at City Council, rather than a simple
majority - it is because property rights are so critical. | believe in a
property owner having the freedom to do on their land as they see
fit; but, | also believe a person owning property, in a developed area,
can expect to have the zoning remain as it is for the land
surrounding them. It's one thing to purchase land in an undeveloped
area, or on the outskirts of town - you need to expect in those
scenarios that zoning requests will be made, and in many cases
they'll need to be approved, to allow for continued growth of the
community. For instance, agricultural land on the edge of a city will
inevitably be rezoned to allow for the growth of the city. But, in an
already developed area, someone buying a home should have the
same right as the next, to understand what their neighborhood looks
like, and will look like, and have the ability to protect the value of
their property and preserve the quality of life they bought into.

For us, at the forefront is the value of our property - we do not want
our property value to decrease with the addition of an even more
dense apartment complex. Also, for quality of life, we would like to
avoid the increased traffic, in doubling the currently allowed density,
as well as wanting to preserve the sight lines of our sky and
sunrise, with not going beyond the already allowable 50 foot height.
We believe our property value will decrease, as more dense
apartment complexes are introduced in our neighborhood. Also,
again, | feel we have a right to our quality of life, the quality of life
we bought into, buying a home in a developed area, not on the
outskirts of town or in an undeveloped or underdeveloped portion of
town.

Thank you, again, for your time.



