
           

City of Ramsey

Agenda

Regular City Council

Tuesday July 26, 2011

7:00 pm

Council Chambers, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW
 

           

1. Call to Order
 

2. Presentation:  Following approval of the Consent Agenda, which includes approval of End of

Probationary Period, the following Fire Fighter will be presented:  Joshua Diekow
 

3. Citizen Input
 

4. Approve Agenda
 

5. Consent Agenda
 

1. Request for a Conditional Use Permit to Conduct Motor Vehicle Sales in the B-2 Business District on the

Property Located at 6740 Highway 10 NW; Case of Tris Star Enterprise
 

2. Consider Lease Terms for 6701 and 6745 Hwy 10 Properties with Sharp & Associates, LLC
 

3. Adopt Resolution 11-07-XXX Authorizing Partial Payment to Douglas-Kerr Underground LLC for IP

11-21 Armstrong and Bunker Lake Blvd Improvements
 

4. Adopt Resolution Authorizing Partial Payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. for IP 10-23 East

Meandering Commons Park
 

5. Adopt Resolution #11-07-XXX Authorizing Partial Payment to Rum River Contracting for IP 10-07

Alpine/Roanoke Street Improvements
 

6. Adopt Resolution #11-07-XXX Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing Payment of

Accounts Payable Invoicing Received during the Period of July 8, 2011 and July 20, 2011
 

7. Report from the Personnel Committee meeting held on June 14, 2011.

Case 1: Consider a Resolution Ending the Probation of a Paid-On-Call Firefigher

Case 2: Consider a Resolution to Authorize Hiring Paid-On-Call Firefighters
 

6. Public Hearing
 

1. Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Assessment Roll for City Improvement Project 11-21, Bunker

Lake Boulevard and Armstrong Boulevard
 

7. Council Business
 

1. Consider Award of Contract for Engineering Services to Complete the Required Armstrong Boulevard

Improvements Related to the Proposed Sunwood Drive Realignment

  

  



 

2. Authorization of the Issuance of General Obligation Bonds, Series 2011A for the Construction Upgrade of

Bunker Lake Boulevard/Armstrong Boulevard
 

3. Consider Acquisition of Drainage and Utility Easement at 16259 Coquina Street NW
 

4. Introduce Ordinance to Amend City Code Section 117-53 Entitled Variances
 

5. Community Sign Policy
 

6. Review August Meeting Calendar
 

8. Mayor/Council/Staff Input
 

9. Adjournment
 

  

  



   

CC Regular Session   5. 1.           

Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: Chris Anderson, Community

Development

Title:

Request for a Conditional Use Permit to Conduct Motor Vehicle Sales in the B-2 Business District on the Property

Located at 6740 Highway 10 NW; Case of Tris Star Enterprise

Background:

On June 9, 2011, the City received a request from Tris Star Enterprise for a conditional use permit to conduct motor

vehicle sales in the B-2 Business District on the property located at 6740 Highway 10 NW.

Notification:

In accordance with City Code, Staff attempted to notify property owners within 350 feet of the property.

Observations:

Tris Star Enterprise would like to utilize a portion of the property at 6740 Highway 10 NW for motor vehicle sales.

The property is zoned B-2 Business District and in October of 2009, Ordinance #09-13 went into effect, making

motor vehicle, implement, and recreation equipment sales and service a conditional use in this district. There is an

existing business on the property with a similar use, but that business does not include items displayed outside for

sale. Therefore, the proposed outdoor motor vehicle sales would constitute an expansion of a lawful,

non-conforming use and triggers the requirement of a conditional use permit.

The proposed use would require two (2) dedicated parking spaces, based both on the square footage of office area (1

stall per every 300 square feet of office space) and the number of vehicles on display (1 stall per every 10 vehicles

displayed for sale). The existing uses on the property (a mix of office and industrial space) require twenty (20)

parking stalls. Based on the information included with the conditional use permit application, the applicant would

utilize 300 square feet of office space and would have no more than five (5) vehicles on display at any given time.

This results in the need for one (1) additional stall (the proposed use requires a total of two [2] dedicated parking

stalls, but one is accounted for with the initial calculation for office space). While there is no striping on the site, it

does appear that there is sufficient space to accommodate the required parking spaces. 

The proposed motor vehicle sales operation includes up to three (3) employees. The hours of operation would be

Monday-Wednesday from 8am to 3pm and Thursday-Saturday from 8am to 6pm. The applicant has stated that there

would be no more then five (5) vehicles displayed outside for sale at any given time and that there would be no

motor vehicle repairs conducted on the property.

 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 7, 2011 regarding this request and there were no written or

verbal comments submitted.

Recommendation:

Both Staff and the Planning Commission recommend approving the request for a conditional use permit for motor

vehicle sales contingent on the following (these have been incorporated into the proposed conditional use permit): 

•There be no motor vehicle repairs conducted on the property.

•There be no outside storage of motor vehicle parts or inoperable vehicles.

•Vehicles displayed for sale do not encroach on the required off-street parking spaces.

Funding Source:

All costs associated with the processing of this request are the responsibility of the applicant.



Council Action:

Motion to adopt of Findings of Fact #______ relating to a request for a conditional use permit to allow motor

vehicle sales in the B-2 Business District on the property located at 6740 Highway 10 NW. 

-and-

Motion to adopt of Resolution # ____ approving the conditional use permit for motor vehicle sales in the B-2

Business District, contingent on the above stated items.

Attachments

Site Location Map

Business Summary from Applicant

Draft Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated July 7, 2011

Proposed Findings of Fact

Proposed Conditional Use Permit

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 07/19/2011 04:33 PM

Aaron Backman Aaron Backman 07/19/2011 05:32 PM

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/20/2011 10:45 AM

Form Started By: Chris Anderson Started On: 07/18/2011 08:48 AM

Final Approval Date: 07/20/2011 
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Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners Van Scoy, Bauer, Brauer, 

Field, and Schiller.  Voting No: None. Absent:  Commissioner Dunaway.   

 

NOTE CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 

The Council minutes were noted. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS/COMMISSION BUSINESS 

 

Case #1: Public Hearing – Request for a Conditional Use Permit to Conduct Motor 

Vehicle Sales in the B-2 Business District on the Property Located at 6740 

Highway 10 NW; Case of Tris Star Enterprise 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Levine called the public hearing to order at 7:03 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill presented the Staff Report. 
 

Citizen Input 

 

None. 

 

Chairperson Levine closed the public hearing at 7:07 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner Bauer stated that having up to three employees on the site with only five cars 

displayed seems excessive. 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill stated that this is more internet/wholesale sales than people coming 

frequently to the site to look at and purchase the vehicles. 

 

Tris Tampeh-Doe, 13920 Garnet Terrace, the applicant stated that this location is a minute walk 

from his home.  This location will only be sales and no vehicle repairs will be done.  There will be 

international sales, there will be short term storage on site for cars selling within the country and 

long term storage for international shipment of vehicles.  Employees will clean the cars and be on 

site when he is not available to be there and the three employees will not be there at the same 

time. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Van Scoy, seconded by Commissioner Brauer, to recommend that City 

Council adopt findings of fact favorable to the applicant, Tris Star Enterprise to allow motor 

vehicle sales in the B-2 Business District at the property located at 6740 Highway 10 NW. 
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Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners Van Scoy, Brauer, Bauer, 

Field, and Schiller.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Commissioner Dunaway.   

 

Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner Brauer to recommend that City 

Council adopt a resolution approving the conditional use permit for motor vehicle sales in the B-2 

Business District, contingent on “There be no motor vehicle repairs conducted on the property”, 

“There be no outside storage of motor vehicle parts or inoperable vehicles” and “Vehicles 

displayed for sale do not encroach on the required off-street parking spaces”. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners Bauer, Brauer, Field, Schiller, 

and Van Scoy.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Commissioner Dunaway.   

 

Case #2: Consider Request for Sketch Plan Review and Site Plan Review of Stoney 

River at 14501 Nowthen Boulevard 

 

Presentation 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill presented the Staff Report. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner Field, to table Case #2 and discuss 

Case #3 first. 

 

Further Discussion: 

 

Commissioner Van Scoy stated he had some safety concerns of the access with this site plan and 

wondered how discussions on the zoning would affect that.  He would like to see how this fits 

with existing the street. 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill stated regardless of the zoning amendment this configuration is the 

preferred access.  He showed a new exhibit that showed the Iodine Street connection, and the fire 

accesses. 

 

Chairperson Levine stated the Fire Department was looking for additional detail. 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill stated the Fire Marshal is looking for modifications to the fire hydrant 

locations.  These are the details that are looked at during the building permit process and are not 

anything that would hold up the sketch and site plan review. 

 

Terry Howard, President of First Phoenix Group, introduced the architect Tom Mudrovich, and 

Civil Engineer with Landform, Eric Kellogg. 

 



Councilmember ____________ introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 

RESOLUTION #   

 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT #   RELATING TO A 

REQUEST FROM TRIS STAR ENTERPRISE TO CONDUCT MOTOR VEHICHLE 

SALES IN THE B-2 BUSINESS DISTRICT AT THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 6740 

HIGHWAY 10 NW.  

 

 WHEREAS, Tris Star Enterprise, hereinafter referred to as the “Applicant,” has properly 

applied for a Conditional Use Permit to conduct motor vehicle sales in the B-2 Business District 

on the property generally known as 6740 Highway 10 NW and legally described as follows: 

 

Lot 3, Block 1, Riverside West, Anoka County, Minnesota, subject to easement of 

record. 

 

 (“Subject Property”) 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THIS CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA that the findings of fact relating 

to the request are determined to be as follows: 
 

1. That the Applicant appeared before the Planning Commission for a public hearing pursuant 

to Section 117-51 of the Ramsey City Code on July 7, 2011, and that said public hearing was 

properly advertised and that the minutes of said public hearing are hereby incorporated by 

reference.  

  

2. That the Subject Property is zoned B-2 Business District.  Properties to the east, west and 

south of the Subject Property are also zoned B-2 Business District and the properties north of 

the Subject Property (across Highway 10 NW) are zoned H-1 Highway 10 Business District.  

 

3. That the Subject Property is approximately 1.3 acres in size. 

 

4. That motor vehicle, implement, and recreation equipment sales and service is identified in 

City Code as a conditional use in the B-2 Business District. 

 

5. That the surrounding properties are a mixture of retail and auto/recreational-related uses. 

 

6. That the Applicant has stated there will be no motor vehicle repair work conducted on the 

Subject Property. 

 

7. That the Applicant has stated that he is considering two options regarding office space, one 

unit is 300 square feet and the other potential unit is 600 square feet. 

 

8. That based on the existing uses on the Subject Property, twenty (20) parking spaces are 

currently required per City Code. 
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9. That the proposed use requires two (2) or three (3) dedicated parking spaces, dependent on 

which office unit the Applicant utilizes (the required parking is calculated based on office 

space and number of vehicles displayed); the proposed use would result in one (1) additional 

parking space on the Subject Property (the required parking spaces for office space are 

already accounted for). 

 

10. That the proposed use will not be unduly dangerous or otherwise detrimental to persons 

residing or working in the vicinity of the use or to the public welfare. 

 

11. That the proposed use will not substantially adversely impair the use, enjoyment, or market 

value of any surrounding property. 

 

12. That the proposed use will not be hazardous or disturbing to existing neighboring uses. 

 

13. That the proposed use will be served adequately by public facilities and services such as 

highways and streets. 

 

14. That the proposed use will not create excessive additional requirements at public cost for 

public facilities and services, and it will not be detrimental to the economic welfare of the 

community. 

 

15. That the proposed use will not involve activities and uses that will be detrimental to any 

persons, property, or the general welfare by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, 

smoke fumes, glare or odors. 

 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember 

_____________, and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 

this the   day of July, 2011. 

 

              

       Mayor 

 

 

ATTEST: 
 

       

City Clerk 



Councilmember _______ introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 

RESOLUTION #11-07-___ 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

TO TRIS STAR ENTERPRISE TO CONDUCT MOTOR VEHICHLE SALES IN THE B-

2 BUSINESS DISTRICT AND DECLARING TERMS OF SAME: 

 

 WHEREAS, Tris Star Enterprise, hereinafter referred to as the “Permittee” has properly 

applied for a Conditional Use Permit to conduct motor vehicle sales in the B-2 Business District 

on the property generally known as 6740 Highway 10 NW and legally described as follows: 

 

Lot 3, Block 1, Riverside West, Anoka County, Minnesota, subject to easement of 

record. 

 

 (“Subject Property”) 

 

 WHEREAS, Lakeview Development Inc. of Minnesota is the fee title owner of 

the Subject Property. 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission met on July 7, 2011, conducted the public 

hearing and recommended City Council approval of the request. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THIS CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA, as follows: 
 

1. That based on Findings of Fact # ____, a Conditional Use Permit (“Permit”) to conduct 

motor vehicle sales with outdoor sale or display area is hereby granted to the Permittee. 

 

2. That this Permit specifically allows motor vehicle sales to occur on the Subject Property. 

 

3. That the Permittee shall be limited to a maximum of five (5) motor vehicles on display at 

any given time on the Subject Property. 

 

4. That the Permittee shall ensure that the motor vehicles displayed for sale shall be on a paved 

surface. 

 

5. That no motor vehicle repairs are permitted in the building or on the Subject Property. 

 

6. That storage of parts or inoperable vehicles is not permitted outside on the Subject 

Property.  

 

7. That this Permit shall be perpetual in duration as long as the terms are herein complied with. 
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8. That there shall be a minimum of two (2) dedicated parking spaces reserved for customers of 

the Permittee on the Subject Property and vehicles displayed for sale shall not encroach 

upon the required off-street parking spaces. 

 

9. That the Permittee shall be responsible for all City costs incurred in administering and 

enforcing this Permit. 

 

10. That the City Administrator, or his/her designee, shall have the right to inspect the Subject 

Property for compliance and safety purposes annually or at any time, upon reasonable 

request. 

 

11. That this Permit shall automatically expire if the use is not initiated by July 26, 2012. 

 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember 

_________, and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 

 

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 

this the 26
th

 day of July, 2011 
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Tris Star Enterprise hereby acknowledges receipt of this Permit and that they have reviewed the 

conditions of this Permit and have agreed that they will comply with the terms of this Permit. 

 

By:       Its:       

      

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF   ) 

 

On this   day of    , ______, before me, a Notary Public, personally 

appeared _______________________, the       of Tris Star 

Enterprise, an Assumed Name under the laws of Minnesota, to me known to be the person 

described in and who executed the foregoing instrument and acknowledged that they executed 

the same as their free act and deed. 

 

             

       Notary Public 

 

 

 

 

Lakeview Development Inc. of Minnesota hereby acknowledges receipt of this Permit and that 

they have reviewed the conditions of this Permit and have agreed that they will comply with the 

terms of this Permit. 

 

By:        Its:        

 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF   ) 

 

On this   day of    , ______, before me, a Notary Public, personally 

appeared _______________________, the       of Lakeview 

Development Inc. of Minnesota, a Domestic Corporation under the laws of Minnesota, on behalf 

of the Corporation, to me known to be the person described in and who executed the foregoing 

instrument and acknowledged that they executed the same as their free act and deed. 
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CITY OF RAMSEY: 

 

 

By:       By:       

 Mayor       City Clerk 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

On this    day of    , _____, before me a Notary Public 

personally appeared Bob Ramsey and Jo Ann M. Thieling, to me personally known, who, being 

each by me duly sworn, did say that they are respectively the Mayor and City Clerk of the City 

of Ramsey, the Municipal Corporation named in the foregoing instrument, and seal affixed to 

said instrument is the corporate seal of said Municipal corporation, and the said instrument was 

signed and sealed on behalf of said Municipal Corporation by authority of its City Council, and 

said Bob Ramsey and Jo Ann M. Thieling acknowledge said instrument to be the free act and 

deed of said Municipal Corporation. 

 

              

       Notary Public 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This document drafted by:    This document reviewed by: 

The City of Ramsey     Randall & Goodrich 

7550 Sunwood Drive NW    2140 Fourth Avenue 

Ramsey, MN  55303     Anoka, MN  55303 
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Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: Diana Lund, Finance

Title:

Consider Lease Terms for 6701 and 6745 Hwy 10 Properties with Sharp & Associates, LLC

Background:

The City purchased, with RALF funds, the properties at 6701 and 6745 Highway 10 in 2006.  Since that date, the

city has leased the cold storage portions of these properties to Dennis Sharp companies.  Starting in 2008, the city

required that the leases be amended to collect a base rent plus each property's pro-rata share of property taxes.

Several worksessions have been held to come to an agreement between Mr. Sharp and the City regarding a

reasonable rental fee on both properties.  That being, a rental fee that would still allow Mr. Sharp to keep his current

customers and that would allow the city to recover all of its cost related to taxes, insurance and major maintenance

costs.

The following proposal was presented at the worksession held on July 26, 2011. 

6701 Hwy 10: $1.21/sq ft or $1851.33/month (Reduces lease rate from current $1.95/sq foot)

6745 Hwy 10: $1.97/sq ft or $1,820.00/month (Holds the current lease rate constant) 

The total rent generated on the two properties would be $44,004 annually, which is in line with Mr. Sharp's

proposal of $42,669 and which would allow for a 10% maintenance to be set aside for major repairs and for an

increase in property taxes and insurance in 2012. On July 18, 2011,

Funding Source:

These properties were purchased with RALF funds and any rental revenue generated is used to cover costs of the

property.

Council Action:

Based on worksession discussion and if proposal presented:

6701 Hwy 10: $1.21/sq ft or $1851.33/month (Reduces lease rate from current $1.95/sq foot)

6745 Hwy 10: $1.97/sq ft or $1,820.00/month (Holds the current lease rate constant) 

is agreed upon would enter into a one-year contract for the period of August 1, 2011 through July 31, 2012.

Attachments

Rental Proposal 6701& 6745 Hwy 10

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/20/2011 10:45 AM

Form Started By: Diana Lund Started On: 07/19/2011 12:13 PM

Final Approval Date: 07/20/2011 



Sharp's Leases

Current Lease:

Sq Ft Cost Current Contract

6701 Hwy 10 18,360     Sq ft 1.95 35,802     

6745 Hwy 10 11,060     Sq ft 1.97 21,788     

57,590     

Sharp's Proposal 6701 Hwy 10 18,360     Sq ft 1.14 20,930     

6745 Hwy 10 11,060     Sq ft 1.97 21,788     

42,719     

Staff Proposal: 6701 Hwy 10 18,360     Sq ft 1.21 22,216     

6745 Hwy 10 11,060     Sq ft 1.97 21,788     

44,004     23.6% decrease

Calculation of Proposal:

Actual Annual Expense Taxes & Insurance 38,085$   

10% Maintenance-Set Aside for Major Repairs 4,400$     

4.0% increase taxes & insurance 1,523$     

44,008$   

Actual Annual Expense (Sharps share of)

Insurance Taxes

6701 Hwy 10 2,501$     17,012$   19,513$   

6745 Hwy 10 3,728$     14,844$   18,572$   

38,085$   
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Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: MaryJo Warner, Engineering/Public

Works

Title:

Adopt Resolution 11-07-XXX Authorizing Partial Payment to Douglas-Kerr Underground LLC for IP 11-21

Armstrong and Bunker Lake Blvd Improvements

Background:

Resolution and Pay Request Attached.

Council Action:

Motion to Adopt Resolution 11-07-XXX Authorizing Partial Payment to Douglas-Kerr Underground LLC for

IP 11-21 Armstrong Blvd and Bunker Lake Blvd Impovements.

Attachments

Resolution

Attachment

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Tim Himmer Tim Himmer 07/19/2011 10:43 AM

Brian Olson Brian Olson 07/21/2011 12:24 PM

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/21/2011 03:22 PM

Form Started By: MaryJo Warner Started On: 07/18/2011 04:10 PM

Final Approval Date: 07/21/2011 
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Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 

RESOLUTION #11-07-XXX 
 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING PARTIAL PAYMENT TO DOUGLAS-KERR 

UNDERGROUND LLC FOR IMPROVEMENT PROJECT #11-21; ARMSTRONG AND 

BUNKER LAKE BOULEVARD INTERSECTION SIGNALIZATON 

 

 WHEREAS, on December 14, 2010 the Ramsey City Council ordered improvement 

project 11-21; Armstrong and Bunker Lake Boulevard Signalization Project; and 

 

WHEREAS, on January 11, 2011 the Ramsey City Council called for the preparation of 

plans and specifications when they awarded of an engineering services contract with WSB & 

Associates; and 

 

WHEREAS, on April 12, 2011 the Ramsey City Council authorized the solicitation of 

bids; and 

 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to an advertisement for bids for Improvement Project 11-21; 

Armstrong and Bunker Lake Boulevard Intersection Signalization, bids were received, opened 

and tabulated according to law: and 

 

 WHEREAS, Douglas-Kerr Underground, LLC is the lowest responsible bidder. 

 

 WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to Douglas-Kerr Underground LLC 

in the amount of $693,135.78. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA, as follows: 

 

1) That the City Council hereby authorizes partial payment to Douglas-Kerr Underground 

 LLC in the amount of $693,135.78; and 

 

2) That the City Council hereby accepts the pay request and authorizes the Mayor or City 

 Administrator to sign the release form for this payment. 

 

3) That the total amount of this payment is not included in resolutions approving payment of 

 bills for the date of July 26, 2011. 

 

4) That the City of Ramsey Finance Department will be provided a signed copy of this 

 resolution. 

 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember 

and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 
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and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 

this the 26
st
 day of July 2011. 

   

 

 

              

        Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

       

City Clerk 





   

CC Regular Session   5. 4.           

Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: MaryJo Warner, Engineering/Public

Works

Title:

Adopt Resolution Authorizing Partial Payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. for IP 10-23 East Meandering

Commons Park

Background:

Resolution and Pay Request Attached

Council Action:

Motion to Adopt Resolution 11-07-XXX Authorizing Partial Payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. for IP 10-23

East Meandering Commons Park. 

Attachments

Resolution

Attachment

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Tim Himmer Tim Himmer 07/20/2011 01:17 PM

Brian Olson Brian Olson 07/21/2011 12:24 PM

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/21/2011 03:22 PM

Form Started By: MaryJo Warner Started On: 07/19/2011 08:57 AM

Final Approval Date: 07/21/2011 
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Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 

RESOLUTION #11-07-XXX 

  

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING 8
TH

 PARTIAL PAYMENT TO W. GOHMAN 

CONSTRUCTION CO. FOR CONTRACT A IMPROVEMENT PROJECT #10-23 EAST 

MEANDERING COMMONS PARK  

 

WHEREAS, on January 26, 2010 the Ramsey City Council authorized the solicitation of 

bids from plans prepared by URS Corporation, Close Landscape Architecture, and City staff; and 

 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to an advertisement for bids for Improvement Project 10-23, East 

Meandering Commons Park, bids were received, opened and tabulated according to law on 

March 26, 2010; and 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. in the 

amount of $440,807.47. 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. in the 

amount of $763,276.64. 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. in the 

amount of $421,391.51. 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. in the 

amount of $364,811.68. 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. in the 

amount of $169,591.00. 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. in the 

amount of $200,063.00. 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. in the 

amount of $13,437.61. 
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WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. in the 

amount of $74,948.29. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA, as follows: 

 

1) That the City Council hereby authorizes partial payment to W. Gohman Construction Co. 

for the IP 10-23 East Meandering Commons Park in the amount of $74,948.29. 

 

2) That the City Council hereby accepts the pay request and authorizes the Mayor or City 

Administrator to sign the release form for this payment. 

 

3) That the total amount of this payment is not included in resolutions approving payment of 

bills for the date of July 2011. 

 

4) That the City of Ramsey Finance Department will be provided a signed copy of this 

resolution. 

 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember  

upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 

this the 26th day of July, 2011. 

 

 

              

ATTEST:      Mayor 

 

 

       

City Clerk 
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Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: MaryJo Warner, Engineering/Public

Works

Title:

Adopt Resolution #11-07-XXX Authorizing Partial Payment to Rum River Contracting for IP 10-07

Alpine/Roanoke Street Improvements

Background:

Resolution and Pay Request Attached

Council Action:

Motion to Adopt Resolution #11-07-XXX Authorizing Partial Payment to Rum River Contracting for IP 10-07

Alpine/Roanoka Street Improvements

Attachments

Resolution

Attachment

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Tim Himmer Tim Himmer 07/20/2011 01:18 PM

Brian Olson Brian Olson 07/21/2011 12:24 PM

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/21/2011 03:22 PM

Form Started By: MaryJo Warner Started On: 07/19/2011 04:35 PM

Final Approval Date: 07/21/2011 
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Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 

RESOLUTION #11-07-XXX 

  

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING 4TH PARTIAL PAYMENT TO RUM RIVER 

CONTRACTING FOR IP 10-07 ALPINE DRIVE/ROANOKE STREET 

IMPROVEMENTS 

 

WHEREAS, the Ramsey City Council authorized the preparation of plans and 

specifications for the above referenced work; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Ramsey City Council approved the plans and specifications and the 

advertisement for bids for the above referenced work on May 11, 2010; and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to an advertisement for bids for Alpine Drive/Roanoke Street 

Improvements, bids were received, opened and tabulated according to law and awarded on 

October 12, 2010; and 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to Rum River Contracting in the amount of 

$177,225.31. 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to Rum River Contracting in the amount of 

$1,192.73. 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to Rum River Contracting in the amount of 

$61,895.74. 

 

WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to Rum River Contracting in the amount of 

$61,017.93. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA, as follows: 

 

1) That the City Council hereby authorizes partial payment to Rum River Contracting for the 

Alpine Drive/Roanoke Street Improvements in the amount of $61,017.93. 

 

2) That the City Council hereby accepts the pay request and authorizes the Mayor or City 

Administrator to sign the release form for this payment. 

 

3) That the total amount of this payment is not included in resolutions approving payment of 

bills for the date of July 26, 2011. 
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4) That the City of Ramsey Finance Department will be provided a signed copy of this 

resolution. 

 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember  

upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 

this the 26
th

 day of July 2011. 

 

 

 

              

ATTEST:      Mayor 

 

 

 

       

City Clerk 
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By: Jackie Lipski, Finance

Title:

Adopt Resolution #11-07-XXX Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing Payment of Accounts

Payable Invoicing Received during the Period of July 8, 2011 and July 20, 2011

Funding Source:
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Councilmember   introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 

RESOLUTION #11-07-XXX 

 

RESOLUTION APPROVING CASH DISBURSEMENTS MADE AND AUTHORIZING 

PAYMENT OF ACCOUNTS PAYABLE INVOICING RECEIVED DURING THE 

PERIOD OF JULY 8, 2011 THROUGH JULY 20, 2011. 

 

 WHEREAS, the City of Ramsey Finance Department has made cash disbursements and 

received accounts payable invoicing during the period of July 8, 2011, through July 20, 2011, in 

the amount of $1,336,383.00; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ramsey is required to authorize payment for 

all disbursement transactions. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA, as follows: 

 

1) That the Ramsey City Council hereby approves the cash disbursements made and 

authorizes payment of the accounts payable invoices as detailed in the attached Bills List 

for the period July 8, 2011, through July 20, 2011, in the amount of $1,336,383.00. 

 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember  

 , and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 

this the 26
th

 day of July 2011. 

 

 

              

       Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

       

City Clerk 

  



   

CC Regular Session   5. 7.           

Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: Colleen Lasher, Administrative Services

Title:

Report from the Personnel Committee meeting held on June 14, 2011.

Case 1: Consider a Resolution Ending the Probation of a Paid-On-Call Firefigher

Case 2: Consider a Resolution to Authorize Hiring Paid-On-Call Firefighters

Background:

Case 1: Staff reviewed the case with the Personnel Committee to consider ending the probation of Mr. Joshua

Diekow, a Paid-On-Call Firefighter. 

Case 2: Staff reviewed the case with the Personnel Committee to authorize hiring Ms. Jackie Soltvedt and Mr.

Timothy Flickinger as Paid-On-Call Firefighters. 

Recommendation:

Confirm the recommendation of the Personnel Committee to end the probation of Mr. Joshua Diekow, a

Paid-On-Call Firefighter; and

Confirm the recommendation of the Personnel Committee to authorize hiring Ms. Jackie Soltvedt and Mr. Timothy

Flickinger as Paid-On-Call Firefighters.

Funding Source:

Paid-On-Call positions are approved as part of the 2011 General Fund Budget.  Per the Joint Powers Agreement

with the City of Nowthen, the City of Ramsey will be reimbursed for a portion of the salaries for these positions. 

Council Action:

Make a motion to confirm the recommendation of the Personnel Committee adopting resolution 11-07-XXX to end

the probation of Mr. Joshua Diekow, a Paid-On-Call Firefighter; and

Make a motion to confirm the recommendation of the Personnel Committee adopting resolution 11-07-XXX to

authorize hiring Ms. Jackie Soltvedt and Mr. Timothy Flickinger as Paid-On-Call Firefighters.

Attachments

Personnel Committee Packet

Resolution to Hire Firefighters

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/20/2011 05:16 PM

Form Started By: Colleen Lasher Started On: 07/20/2011 04:50 PM

Final Approval Date: 07/20/2011 



           

City of Ramsey

Agenda

Personnel Committee

Tuesday July 12, 2011

5:30 p.m.

Lake Itasca Room, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW
 

           

1. Call to Order
 

2. Citizen Input
 

3. Approve Agenda
 

4. Committee Business
 

1. Consider a Resolution Ending the Probation of a Paid-On-Call Firefighter
 

2. Consider a Resolution to Authorize Hiring Paid-on-call Firefighters
 

5. Adjournment
 

  

  



   

Personnel Committee   4. 1.           

Meeting Date: 07/12/2011  

By: Colleen Lasher, Administrative Services

Title:

Consider a Resolution Ending the Probation of a Paid-On-Call Firefighter

Background:

On July 14, 2010 the City Council authorized the hire of Mr. Joshua Diekow.  Mr. Diekow has successfully

completed the required 1-year probation, including the necessary training. 

Recommendation:

Based on satisfactory completion probation, staff recommends removing Joshua Diekow from probation and

retaining  him as a paid-on-call firefighter. 

 

Funding Source:

There is no additional funding required for this action. 

 

Council Action:

Motion to approve resolution 11-07-XXX which confirms the recommendation of the Personnel Committee to

remove Joshua Diekow from probation and retain him as a paid on-call firefighter. 

 

 

 

Attachments

Resolution 

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/07/2011 01:12 PM

Form Started By: Colleen Lasher Started On: 07/06/2011 

Final Approval Date: 07/07/2011 



Councilmember       introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 
 

RESOLUTION # 
 

RESOLUTION ENDING THE PROBATIONARY PERIOD FOR 
 A PAID-ON-CALL FIREFIGHTER 

 
 WHEREAS, Mr. Joshua Diekow began working for the City on July 14, 2010 and 
was subject to a one-year probationary period; and  
 

WHEREAS, Mr. Diekow has completed the required probationary period and the 
necessary training, and 

 
WHEREAS, staff recommends retaining Mr. Diekow as a paid-on-call firefighter 

with the city of Ramsey.  
 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA, as follows: 
 

1) That the City Council of the City of Ramsey adopts this resolution to end the 
probationary period of Mr. Joshua Diekow and retain him as a paid-on-call firefighter 
with the city of Ramsey.    

 
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by 
Councilmember       , and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 
 
and the following voted against the same: 
 
and the following abstained: 
 
and the following were absent: 
 
Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 
this the 26th day of July 2011. 



   

Personnel Committee   4. 2.           

Meeting Date: 07/12/2011  

By: Colleen Lasher, Administrative Services

Title:

Consider a Resolution to Authorize Hiring Paid-on-call Firefighters

Background:

In an effort to bring the City to its full complement of firefighters, staff begin a recruitment process to hire up to an

additional six paid-on-call firefighters.  A firefighter orientation was held in May, followed by the usual recruitment

process.    

At this time, Ms. Jackie Soltvedt has completed the requirements of becoming a paid-on-call firefighter with the

city of Ramsey.   Another finalist, whose name will be provided at the Personnel Committee meeting (pending the

successful results of his physical examination), has nearly completed these requirements. These individuals would

be hired at an hourly wage of $12.88 and would begin employment on August 10, 2011.  All firefighters are subject

to a one-year probationary period and are subject to Fire Department and personnel policies. 

Staff continues to work on filling up to an additional four positions and will update the Personnel Committee as

soon as possible.  

Recommendation:

Staff is recommending that the Personnel Committee make a motion recommending that the City Council hire Ms.

Jackie Soltvedt and one finalist as mentioned above at $12.88 per hour.  

Funding Source:

Paid-on-call positions are approved as part of the 2011 General Fund Budget. Per the Joint Powers Agreement with

the City of Nowthen, the City of Ramsey will be reimbursed for a portion of the salaries for these positions.

Council Action:

Motion to approve resolution # 11-07-XXX to authorize hiring two paid-on-call firefighters.  

 

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/07/2011 01:20 PM

Form Started By: Colleen Lasher Started On: 07/06/2011 

Final Approval Date: 07/07/2011 



 
 
 
Council Member       introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 
 

RESOLUTION # 
 

CONSIDER AUTHORIZATION TO HIRE 
PAID-ON-CALL FIREFIGHTERS 

  
 WHEREAS, staff would like to bring the City to a full complement of firefighters, and  
 
 WHEREAS, staff has requested that the Personnel Committee make a motion 
recommending that the City Council hire Ms. Jackie Soltvedt and Mr. Timothy Flickinger as 
paid-on-call Firefighter, and  

 
WHEREAS, these individuals would be hired at an hourly wage of $12.88 and would 

begin employment on August 10, 2011; and  
 
WHEREAS, these individuals have successfully completed all background checks, 

assessments, and medical exams.   
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA,  
 
Confirms the recommendation of the Personnel Committee to do the following: 
 
 Hire the following four individuals as paid-on-call firefighters:  Ms. Jackie Soltvedt and 

Mr. Timothy Flickinger.  These individuals would be hired at an hourly wage of $12.88 
and would begin employment on August 10, 2011. Each individual named in this 
resolution will serve a one-year probationary period and all other personnel policies will 
apply normally.  

   
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Council Member,        
, and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 
 
and the following voted against the same: 
 
and the following abstained: 
 
and the following were absent: 
 
Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 
this the 26th day of July 2011. 
 
 



   

CC Regular Session   6. 1.           

Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: Bill Goodrich, Administrative Services

Title:

Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Assessment Roll for City Improvement Project 11-21, Bunker Lake

Boulevard and Armstrong Boulevard

Background:

The City entered into a Development Agreement and Assessment Agreement with Hageman Holdings LLC, a

Minnesota limited liability company, in May, 2011. As a part of the Project, the City agreed to undertake certain

public improvements the cost of which are to be specially assessed against the Project property. The improvements

include the following and are known as City Improvement Project 7-11-21:

Street and Trail Improvement - Bunker Lake Extension

Drainage Improvements - Bunker Lake

Sanitary Sewer - Bunker Lake

Watermain Extension - Bunker Lake Blvd.

Puma Street Surfacing & Trail

This public hearing is required in order to satisfy the City’s bonding requirements for financing of the public

improvements. At the Assessment Hearing the Council shall hear and consider all obligations to the proposed

assessment, whether presented orally or in writing. The Council must by resolution adopt the Assessment Roll.

Once the Assessment Roll is adopted the assessments are set and become liens against the parcels listed.

Pursuant to the Assessment Agreement the City and the Developer/Landowner have agreed that the special

assessments shall be spread against the following Project property in the amounts shown below:

Parcel Description Area Allocation % Assessment Amount

Lot 1, Block 1 86.436 acres 60% $1,014,006.34

Outlot B 45.196 acres 33% $563,751.00

Outlot D 9.621 acres 7% $123,320.00 

Total $1,701,077.34

The term of the special assessment and the interest rate is as follows:

On Lot 1, Block 1, Alpha Development:

Such assessment is proposed to be payable in equal semi-annual installments extending over a period of twenty

(20) years, the first of the installments to be payable on or before October 15, 2012, and will bear interest at the rate

incurred by the City in its bond debt issuance for this improvement plus any discount and costs of issuance of the

bonds actually payable by the City, not to exceed two percent (2%) of the aggregate amount of the bonds plus two

(2) basis points, per year from the date of the adoption of the issuance of the bonds by the City to finance the

improvements. To the first installment shall be added interest on the entire assessment from the date of the bond

sale until October 15, 2012. To each subsequent installment when due shall be added interest for one year on all

unpaid installments.

AND

On Outlots B and D, Alpha Development:

Such assessment to be payable in equal-semi annual installments extending over a period of seventeen (17) years,



the first of the installments to be payable on or before May 15, 2015, and will bear interest at the rate incurred by

the City in its bond debt issuance for this improvement plus any discount and costs of issuance of the bonds

actually payable by the City, not to exceed two percent (2%) of the aggregate amount of the bonds plus two (2)

basis points, per year from the date of the adoption of the issuance of the bonds by the City to finance the

improvements. To the first installment shall be added interest on the entire assessment from the date of the bond

sale until May 15, 2015. To each subsequent installment when due shall be added interest for one year on all

unpaid installments. Not withstanding the May 15, 2015 first installment date, in the even Hagemen Holdings, LLC

conveys either of the said Outlots to a third party not affiliated with said LLC, the first installment of the special

assessments may be accelerated by the City to the May 15 next succeeding the date of such conveyance.

Please note at this time it is not possible to set the specific interest rate applicable to the special assessment as the

City’s bonds are not scheduled to be sold until August 9, 2011.

Notification:

This public hearing notice was published in the City’s official newspaper on July 8 and July 15, 2011. Mailed

Notice was sent to the property owned by U.S. Mail on July 7, 2011.

Observations:

In this particular case, no objections at the hearing are anticipated as the terms of the proposed assessments are

those terms as agreed upon in the above references Assessment Agreement.

Recommendation:

Adopt the attached resolution which adopts the Assessment Roll as described above.

Funding Source:

Sale of general obligation bonds.

Council Action:

Motion to adopt Resolution 11-07-_____ which Resolution is adopting the Assessment Roll for City Public

Improvement Project 11-21.

Attachments

Resolution

Assessment Roll

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/21/2011 03:22 PM

Form Started By: Bill Goodrich Started On: 07/20/2011 04:04 PM

Final Approval Date: 07/21/2011 



Councilmember ________________________ introduced the following resolution and moved for its 
adoption:

RESOLUTION #11-07-___

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE ASSESSSMENT ROLL FOR CITY PUBLIC 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 11-21.

WHEREAS, pursuant to proper notice duly given as required by law, the Council has met 
and heard and passed upon all objections to the proposed assessment for Improvement Project No. 
11-21, the improvements include the following:

Street and Trail Improvement - Bunker Lake Extension
Drainage Improvements - Bunker Lake
Sanitary Sewer - Bunker Lake
Watermain Extension - Bunker Lake Blvd.
Puma Street Surfacing & Trail.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Ramsey as follows:

1. Such proposed assessment, a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part 
hereof, is hereby accepted and shall constitute the special assessment against the 
lands named therein, and each tract of land therein included is hereby found to be 
benefited by the proposed improvement in the amount of the assessment levied 
against it.

2. Such assessment on Lot 1, Block 1, Alpha  Development is proposed to be payable in 
equal semi-annual installments extending over a period of twenty (20) years, the first 
of the installments to be payable on or before October 15, 2012, and will bear interest 
at the rate incurred by the City in its bond debt issuance for this improvement plus 
any discount and costs of issuance of the bonds actually payable by the City, not to 
exceed two percent (2%) of the aggregate amount of the bonds plus two (2) basis 
points, per year from the date of the adoption of the issuance of the bonds by the City 
to finance the improvements.  To the first installment shall be added interest on the 
entire assessment from the date of the bond sale until October 15, 2012.  To each 
subsequent installment when due shall be added interest for one year on all unpaid 
installments.

AND

Such assessment on Outlots B and D, Alpha Development to be payable in 
equal-semi annual installments extending over a period of seventeen (17) years, 
the first of the installments to be payable on or before May 15, 2015, and will 
bear interest at the rate incurred by the City in its bond debt issuance for this 
improvement plus any discount and costs of issuance of the bonds actually 
payable by the City, not to exceed two percent (2%) of the aggregate amount of 
the bonds plus two (2) basis points, per year from the date of the adoption of 
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the issuance of the bonds by the City to finance the improvements.  To the first 
installment shall be added interest on the entire assessment from the date of the 
bond sale until May 15, 2015.  To each subsequent installment when due shall 
be added interest for one year on all unpaid installments.  Not withstanding the 
May 15, 2015 first installment date, in the even Hagemen Holdings, LLC 
conveys either of the said Outlots to a third party not affiliated with said LLC, 
the first installment of the special assessments may be accelerated by the City to 
the May 15 next succeeding the date of such conveyance.

Please note at this time it is not possible to set the specific interest rate applicable 
to the special assessment as the City’s bonds are not scheduled to be sold until 
August 9, 2011.

3. The owner of any property so assessed may, at any time prior to certification of the 
assessment to the County Auditor, pay the whole of the assessment on such property, 
with interest accrued to the date of payment, to the City Finance Officer, except that 
no interest shall be charged if the entire assessment is paid within 30 days from the 
adoption of this resolution; and he/she may, at any time thereafter, pay to the City 
Finance Officer the entire amount of the assessment remaining unpaid, with interest 
accrued to December 31 of the year in which such payment is made.  Such payment 
must be made before November 15 or interest will be charged through December 31 
of the next succeeding year.

4. The City Clerk shall forthwith transmit a certified duplicate of this assessment to the 
County Auditor to be extended on the property tax lists of the County.  Such 
assessment shall be collected and paid over in the same manner as other municipal 
taxes.

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was fully seconded by Councilmember 
____________________________, and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor 
thereof:

and the following voted against the same:

and the following abstained:

and the following were absent:

whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council this 
26th day of July, 2011.
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By:
Mayor

ATTEST:

By:
City Administrator



ASSESSMENT ROLL 11-21

LEGAL PIN PROPERTY OWNER
Lot 1, Block 1, Alpha Development Pending Hageman Holdings, LLC
Outlot B, Alpha Development Pending Hageman Holdings, LLC
Outlot D, Alpha Development Pending Hageman Holdings, LLC

PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS
13200 - 43rd St. NE, Steet Michael, MN 55376
13200 - 43rd St. NE, Steet Michael, MN 55376
13200 - 43rd St. NE, Steet Michael, MN 55376



ASSESSMENT ROLL 11-21

ASSESSMENT
1,014,006.34$     

563,751.00$        
123,320.00$        

PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS
13200 - 43rd St. NE, Steet Michael, MN 55376
13200 - 43rd St. NE, Steet Michael, MN 55376
13200 - 43rd St. NE, Steet Michael, MN 55376



   

CC Regular Session   7. 1.           

Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: Tim Himmer, Engineering/Public

Works

Title:

Consider Award of Contract for Engineering Services to Complete the Required Armstrong Boulevard

Improvements Related to the Proposed Sunwood Drive Realignment

Background:

At a previous HRA worksession, consensus direction was given to proceed with the development of the area near

the Sunwood Drive and Armstrong Boulevard intersection based on current interest in the proposed

development.  As part of this project, Sunwood Drive would require realignment to it's eventual location based on

current plans for the Armstrong interchange at Highway 10.

There are a number of components necessary to consider in assessing the feasibility of this realignment.  The most

significant being traffic, and the phasing of work done on Armstrong Boulevard.   The AUAR prepared for the

COR, by the previous developer, is due to be updated and several of the components in the AUAR update overlap

with the feasibility analysis necessary for the Sunwood realignment project.

Landform was awarded a contract on June 28, 2011 to prepare a feasibility study for the realignment of Sunwood

Drive, and update the necessary AUAR components.  The scope of services to complete their work did not include

any items outside of the development area and within Anoka County right-of-way along Armstrong Boulevard. 

The idea that was discussed through the approval process was to have WSB, the consultant that has been working

on both the TH 10 interchange and the Bunker Lake Boulevard intersection signalization, perform the work within

the Armstrong right-of-way.  Doing so would maximize efficiencies with the previous work they have completed

on the traffic modeling, and provide Anoka County with assurances that the work within their right-of-way was

being performed by a consultant they were familiar with and have confidence in.

Observations:

Currently the traffic and land use components of the AUAR are in need of an update to reflect the current

conceptual design approved by the HRA.  These two components are also necessary to properly assess and design

the proposed Sunwood Drive realignment, as the uses and anticipated traffic have significantly changed since the

original AUAR was drafted.  This work is proposed to be split between items located within the developable

property owned by the HRA (Landform), and County right-of-way (WSB).

Attached to this case is a proposal from WSB to complete the necessary items for the feasibility study; update the

traffic models along Armstrong Boulevard based upon the most current development scenario and adjacent

improvement projects, and prepare a conceptual layout for a revised Armstrong/Sunwood intersection.  Additional

information on the estimated cost to complete preliminary & final design is also shown for reference purposes. 

Staff is looking for approval of a contract to complete the necessary feasibility study improvements, and the ability

to negotiate a future design contract based upon the information provided.

An item of note is the fact that the estimate does not include any costs for property acquisitions or construction

administration.  These items will likely be resolved during the feasibility study phase, as to who would be the best

entity to perform this work (and associated costs), which would be brought back to Council for consideration.  If

scope changes should occur for the design component of this contract during the feasibility study phase of the

project, staff will bring any potential budgetary adjustments forward for Council consideration.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the City Council award an engineering services contract to WSB & Associates in the amount



Staff recommends that the City Council award an engineering services contract to WSB & Associates in the amount

of $35,290, to complete the required feasibility study items, AUAR traffic updates, and conceptual layout of the

realigned Armstrong Boulevard and Sunwood Drive intersection.

Staff further recommends that the City Council authorize staff to negotiate a future design contract with WSB

& Associates in an amount not to exceed $140,212 for this intersection, consistent with the estimated budget for

such services.

Funding Source:

Funding is proposed to come from State Aid, to be reimbursed with TIF District 14 proceeds (similar to all other

regional roadway improvements contained within the AUAR for the COR).

Council Action:

Motion to award an engineering services contract to WSB & Associates in the amount of $35,290, to complete the

required feasibility study items, AUAR traffic updates, and conceptual layout of the realigned Armstrong

Boulevard and Sunwood Drive intersection.

-and-

Motion to authorize staff to negotiate a future design contract with WSB & Associates, in an amount not to exceed

$140,212, consistent with the estimated budget for such services.

Attachments

WSB Engineering Services Proposal

WSB Estimated Costs

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Brian Olson Brian Olson 07/21/2011 03:04 PM

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/21/2011 03:22 PM

Form Started By: Tim Himmer Started On: 07/20/2011 01:34 PM

Final Approval Date: 07/21/2011 



 
 
 

Infrastructure ���� Engineering ���� Planning ���� Construction 701 Xenia Avenue South 
 Suite 300 
 Minneapolis, MN 55416 
 Tel: 763-541-4800 
 Fax: 763-541-1700 

                                                                                                                       

July 20, 2011 
 
 
Mr. Tim Himmer, PE 
City Engineer 
City of Ramsey 
7550 Sunwood Drive NW 
Ramsey, MN  55303 
 
Re: Proposal for Armstrong Boulevard and Sunwood Boulevard/Ramsey Parkway Intersection Design 
  
Dear Mr. Himmer: 
 

OVERVIEW 
 
The City of Ramsey has recently received a major development proposal in the COR area at the southeast 
quadrant of CSAH 116 and Armstrong Boulevard.  The development proposal will include the realignment of 
Sunwood Boulevard/Ramsey Parkway and its intersection with Armstrong Boulevard.  The current preferred 
alternative for the Armstrong Boulevard and TH 10 Interchange study involves the realignment of Sunwood 
Boulevard to the north to approximately 147

th
 Avenue.  Landform is developing a plan that would accommodate 

this realignment of Sunwood Boulevard and the proposed development.  The current proposal would shift the new 
intersection of Sunwood Boulevard/Ramsey Parkway and Armstrong Boulevard approximately 70 feet south of 
the existing 147

th
 Avenue intersection with Armstrong Boulevard.  It is the City’s desire to construct the new 

intersection of Sunwood Boulevard/Ramsey Parkway and Armstrong Boulevard in its future permanent location 
based on the preferred alternative for the Armstrong Boulevard and TH 10 Interchange.  The purpose of this work 
is to determine the appropriate design for the intersection and determine how much of the intersection can be built 
consistent with the future plans and the construction cost.  The work would include analysis of the storm water, 
sanitary sewer and utility relocation requirements for the project as well as determining the right-of-way needs and 
costs for the project.   
 
The work is broken into two phases; the Traffic Study and Feasibility Phase and the Final Design and 
Construction Plans. 
 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Traffic Study and Feasibility Phase 
 
1.0: Update 2030 Traffic Forecasts and Traffic Operations Analysis 

 
Review the land use, traffic forecasts, and traffic operations analysis being completed by Landform 
relative to the previous 2030 traffic forecasts for the TH 10 and Armstrong Boulevard Study and the 
CSAH 116 and Armstrong Boulevard final design.  Make appropriate changes to the previous traffic 
forecasts to reflect the updated land use and transportation system changes identified for the proposed 
development while maintaining consistency with the forecasts previously presented for the project area. 
 
Update the traffic operations analysis for the project area based on the revised forecasts to determine 
potential changes in number and length of turn lanes at the Sunwood Boulevard/Ramsey Parkway and 
Armstrong Boulevard Intersection.  The updated analysis would include the first intersection to the east of 
Armstrong Boulevard on Sunwood Boulevard/Ramsey Parkway to assure that there is adequate spacing 
to accommodate vehicle queues between intersections. 
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The product of this task will be a traffic report that identifies the appropriate lane configuration for the 
intersection of Sunwood Boulevard/Ramsey Parkway and Armstrong Boulevard and the appropriate 
spacing with the next intersection to the east in order to maintain an acceptable level of service.  The 
report will also evaluate the warrants for a traffic signal at the Sunwood Boulevard/Ramsey Parkway and 
Armstrong Boulevard Intersection.  WSB will submit the report to Anoka County for their review and 
comment and incorporate changes as appropriate. 
 

2.0 Prepare Feasibility Study for Intersection Improvements 
 
The feasibility study would develop a concept design and cost to construct an intersection at 
Sunwood/Ramsey Parkway and Armstrong Boulevard that fits with both the future preferred interchange 
design for Armstrong Boulevard and TH 10 and the existing roadway system.  The feasibility study will 
evaluate the storm water needs, utility relocation or reconstruction needs, number and configuration of 
lanes, horizontal and vertical alignments, right-of-way needs, construction costs, and funding.  A layout 
for review by Anoka County would be prepared as part of the feasibility study.  We anticipate one meeting 
with Anoka County staff to review the assumptions and design.  We will submit a layout to the County for 
review and comment and will make changes as appropriate to address their comments.  We will utilize 
existing survey and topographic data for the feasibility study.  We do not propose to conduct additional 
survey at this point.  We will also utilize the existing geotechnical data for the corridor for determining the 
roadway pavement section and earthwork needs for the project.  We anticipate that there may be some 
retaining wall needs for the project. 

 
 
Final Design and Construction Plans 

 
This work assumes that the limits for the final design and construction plans for Armstrong Boulevard are from 
approximately 500 feet north of 147

th
, to just north of the BNSF railroad crossing.  It is assumed that the project 

will not involve work in the railroad right-of-way.  It is assumed that some retaining wall will be required along 
Armstrong Boulevard south of 147

th
 and that some relocation of existing utilities will be required to accommodate 

the retaining walls.  It is assumed that the project will include the preparation of signal plans. 
 

3.0 Prepare SJR 
 

WSB will prepare a signal justification report for the intersection of Sunwood Boulevard/Ramsey Parkway 
and Armstrong Boulevard that will take into account the existing traffic plus the traffic from any approved 
development in the area.   

 
4.0 Prepare Right-of-way Plans and Parcel Descriptions 
 

WSB will prepare the right-of-way plans and parcel descriptions necessary to acquire the strip takings 
along Armstrong Boulevard needed for the project. 

 
5.0 Assist in Right-of-Way Acquisition 
 

WSB will obtain appraisals for the strip takings and 
 
6.0 Complete Final Design and Prepare Construction Plans 
 

WSB will complete the final design and construction plans for the intersection of Sunwood 
Boulevard/Ramsey Parkway and Armstrong Boulevard.   The plans will include the areas adjacent to 
Armstrong Boulevard and will be coordinated with the design for the proposed development and the 
Sunwood/Ramsey Parkway improvements being developed by others.   
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 A general overview of the tasks is outlined below. 

• Title Sheet with current information and project limits. 

• Prepare Alignment Plan and Tabulation sheets for Armstrong Boulevard and Sunwood/Ramsey  

• Prepare quantity tabulations, earthwork tabulations, typical sections, alignment, profile, cross-
section sheets and develop additional sheets.  Bunker Lake Boulevard Extension and Puma 
Street widening. 

• Prepare Staging and Traffic Control Sheets 

• Prepare in place Topography and Removals and add sheets for Bunker Lake Boulevard 
Extension and Puma Street widening. 

• Prepare sanitary sewer relocation/reconstruction plans 

• Update Armstrong Boulevard drainage plans.  Prepare storm drainage layout and sizing.  
Conduct spread run-by analysis and determine catch basin locations.  Prepare final storm 
drainage plans and tabulations.   

• Develop a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the project including temporary 
and permanent erosion control measures and storm water management systems.   

• Prepare signing and striping plans including tabulations and details 

• Prepare final signal plans including accommodations for EVP system. 

• Prepare Intersection Details 

• Prepare Bidding Schedule and Estimated Quantities, Cost 
 

7.0  Prepare Project Manual 
 

This will include the technical specifications, the Instructions to Bidders, and the Contract conditions.   

 

8.0  Prepare Permit Applications 
 

The permit applications will include the following permits 

• Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) NPDES Storm Water Permit 

• Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Sanitary  Sewer Extension Permit 

• Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) Permits for watermain extension and dewatering. 

• Anoka County Work in ROW Permit. 

• Lower Rum River Watershed Management Organization Permit. 
 

9.0  Bidding Administration 
 

Bidding Administration will include the following: 

• Prepare Advertisement 

• Distribute Bidding Documents 

• Answer Questions 

• Prepare, issue and distribute addenda 



Mr. Tim Himmer, PE 
July 20, 2011 

Page 4 
 

 
• Attend bid opening 

SCHEDULE 
 
The City of Ramsey desires to have these improvements constructed in 2012.  In order to provide as much time 
as possible for construction, the bid opening is proposed for March of 2012.  The table below provides an overall 
general milestone schedule for the project assuming the authorization to proceed on the Traffic Study and 
Feasibility Study is authorized by August 1, 2011.  

 

Task Date 

Complete Traffic and Feasibility Study September 15, 2011 

Complete SJR November 30, 2011 

Complete Right-of-Way Plans November 30, 2011 

Construction Plans for County & State Aid Review January 5, 2012 

Advertise February 28, 2012 

Bid Opening March 30, 2012 

Right-of-way Acquired March 30, 2012 

Construction Start May 1, 2012 

 

COST ESTIMATE 
 
WSB estimates the cost for the traffic and feasibility study phase at $35,290.  See the attached table.  The final 
design and construction plan phase is estimated at.  WSB will only bill the City for the actual hours spent at our 
standard billing rates up to the maximum estimated amount.   
 

Sincerely, 

 

WSB & Associates, Inc.  

 

 

 

Anthony Heppelmann, PE 

Vice President      



Armstrong Boulevard and Sunwood/Ramsey Parkway Intersection Improvements

Cost Estimate
Work Tasks Principal Sr. Engineer Engineer Technician Clerical Total Task

Traffic Study and Feasibility Phase Cost

1.0 Update Traffic Forecasts and Traffic Operations Analysis 8,364.00$     

Updated 2030 Traffic Forecasts for Project area (5 intersections;am, pm) 4 10 14 1,496.00$   

Updated 2030 Traffic Operations Analysis for Project Area (5 intersections, am,pm) 4 24 28 2,840.00$   

Signal Warrant Analysis 2 4 6 652.00$      

Report 4 16 20 2,072.00$   

Revisions 4 8 12 1,304.00$   

2.0 Feasibiltiy Study 26,926.00$   

Concept Layout (Plan, Profile, Cross-section and construction limits) 2 40 24 80 146 14,292.00$ 

Stormwater analysis and concept design 2 40 12 2 56 6,276.00$   

Utility relocation analysis 8 4 12 1,312.00$   

Cost Estimates 2 6 24 32 3,298.00$   

Meetings 4 4 8 920.00$      

Plan Revisions 4 4 8 828.00$      

Total Hours 28 98 114 100 2 342

Billing Rates 134.00$       121.00$        96.00$        86.00$         68.00$        

Traffic Study and Feasibility Phase Cost 3,752.00$    11,858.00$   10,944.00$ 8,600.00$    136.00$      35,290.00$   

Final Design and Construction Phase

3.0 Prepare SJR 2 16 24 8 4 54 5,468.00$   

4.0 Prepare ROW Plans and Legal Descriptions (5 parcels) 2 8 24 48 4 86 7,940.00$   

5.0 Assist in ROW Acquisition (5 Parcels) 0 -$            

6.0 Complete Final Design and Construction Plans 64 200 320 240 4 828 84,408.00$ 

7.0 Plan Reviews and Revisions 8 40 80 80 4 212 20,744.00$ 

8.0 Project Manual/Specifications 2 8 32 4 46 4,580.00$   

9.0 Permit Applications 2 48 64 4 118 12,492.00$ 

10.0 Bidding Administration 2 8 32 4 46 4,580.00$   

Total Hours 82 328 576 376 28 1390

Billing Rates 134.00$       121.00$        96.00$        86.00$         68.00$        

Final Design and Construction Phase Cost 10,988.00$  39,688.00$   55,296.00$ 32,336.00$  1,904.00$   140,212.00$ 

Total Project Cost 1732 175,502.00$ 



   

CC Regular Session   7. 2.           

Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: Diana Lund, Finance

Title:

Authorization of the Issuance of General Obligation Bonds, Series 2011A for the Construction Upgrade of Bunker

Lake Boulevard/Armstrong Boulevard

Background:

At its regular meeting of May 31, 2011, city council authorized a contract with Douglas-Kerr Underground, LLC

for City project #11-21.  This project is for the Armstrong and Bunker Lake Boulevard Intersection Signalization

which was a requirement of the COR Regional Roadway Improvements JPA Agreement with Anoka County and

for the Legacy Christian Academy development approvements.  

The costs attributed to the city for the intersection signalization was estimated at $2.776M and Legacy Christian

Academy Improvements were estimated at $1.701M. Funding for the two projects were to come from the issuance

of debt, with the issuance of an MSA revenue bond for the city share, and a Special Assessment bond for the

Legacy share.  As the project has already been awarded, the city will incur costs prior to bond funds being received. 

A reimbursement resolution was adopted by city council on June 14, 2011 which allows the city to pay itself back

with bond proceeds.

The MSA bond will be backed by the City's MSA (state aid) funds and the annual debt service payment will be

paid from the city's annual state aid allocation.  The MSA bond will be for a period of 10 years.

The Special Assessment bond will be levied against the property of the Legacy Christian Academy for a period of

20 years.  A portion of the assessment will be deferred for three years per the terms of their special assessment

agreement.

The actual bond pricing is proposed to be held on August 4, 2011 and brought back to city council for

consideration of the rates on August 9, 2011.  

Northland Securities, the City's Financial Advisor, will be present at the meeting.  A copy of the proposed finance

plan for the bond sale is attached.  The average interest rate proposed for the MSA Bond is 2.14% and 3.33% for

the Special Assessment Bond.

Funding Source:

These bonds will be backed by the City's Muncipal State Aid funding with the debt service paid from the annual

allocation and the Special Assessment Bond will be backed by an annual levy to the property of the Legacy

Christian Academy.

Council Action:

Motion to recommend that Council adopt Resolution #11-07-XXX Authorizing the Issuance of General Obligation

Bonds, Series, 2011A.

Attachments

Finance Plan

Resolution Approving Issuance

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/20/2011 10:45 AM
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Councilmember________ introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption:

RESOLUTION #11-07-XXX

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, SERIES 2011A

WHEREAS,  the City of Ramsey requires funding for the improvements at Armstrong/Bunker 
Lake Boulevard which includes signalization  and for street & utility improvements for the Legacy 
Christian Academy school project.

WHEREAS, the City requests that the bond issuance be backed by the City’s Municipal State 
Aid Funding for their respective share, and backed by the special assessments levied annually against the 
Legacy Christian Academy parcels.

NOW THEREFOR BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RAMSEY, 
ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA, as follows:

1. The City Council hereby finds and declares that it is necessary and expedient for the City to sell 
and issue its general obligation bonds (herein, the “Bonds”) in an aggregate principal amount not 
to exceed $4,450,000.

2. The City Council desires to proceed with the sale of the Bonds by direct negotiation to Northland 
Securities, Inc. (herein, “NSI). The Finance Director and the City Administrator are hereby 
authorized to approve the sale of the Bonds in an aggregate principal amount of not to exceed 
$4,450,000 and to execute a bond purchase agreement for the purchase of the Bonds with NSI, 
provided that the true interest cost of the bond issue is equal to or less than ______%.

3. The City does hereby retain Blue Rose Capital, Inc. (herein, “Blue Rose”) to act as an 
independent financial advisor to provide bond pricing opinion services for the issuance of the 
Bonds for the purpose set forth in Minnesota Statutes, Section 475.60, Subdivision 2(9), as 
amended

4 Upon approval of the sale of the Bonds by the Finance Director and the City Administrator, the 
City Council will take action at its next regularly scheduled meeting thereafter to adopt the 
necessary approving resolutions as prepared by the City's bond counsel.

5 NSI is authorized to prepare and distribute an Official Statement related to the sale of the Bonds.

6. If the Finance Director and the City Administrator have not approved the sale of the bonds to NSI 
and executed the related bond purchase agreement by December 31, 2011, this resolution shall 
expire.



The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Member 
__________________, and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:

and the following voted against the same:

and the following abstained:

and the following were absent:

Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Anoka City Council this 
the  26th day of July 2011.

Anoka Mayor

ATTEST:

Anoka City Clerk

Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.
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Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: Tim Himmer, Engineering/Public

Works

Title:

Consider Acquisition of Drainage and Utility Easement at 16259 Coquina Street NW

Background:

During the process of gathering field information to implement the 2011 Street Maintenance Program (SMP), it

was discovered that an exiting storm sewer was discharging runoff from the right-of-way onto private property at

16259 Coquina Street NW.  After researching the available information there doesn't appear to be an

existing drainage and utility easement over the pipes or encumbering the discharge/ponding area.  Staff has met

with the property owners to discuss this matter on a few occasions.  They were familiar with the existing storm

sewer condition that directed runoff onto their property, and haven't experienced any flooding concerns in the past. 

They are open to a right of entry to perform the corrective work identified in the plans, but they want to understand

and investigate the option for a formal permanent drainage and utility easement.

Staff prepared an analysis of the easement area necessary to comply with ponding standards, which due to no outlet

location from the area (isolated basin), requires the storage of back-to-back 100 year rainfall events.  Before

executing a right of entry the property owners are looking for feedback from the Council on advancing this

easement acquisition, and seeking clarification on potential terms and timing to complete.

This item was discussed in special session on July 19, 2011, and the consensus of the Council was to begin the

process of acquiring the necessary drainage and utility easement.  It was discussed again earlier this evening in

work session, and a determination was made on a formal offer to the property owner.  This case is to ratify the

decision made in work session this evening for the acquisition of the necessary easement at 16259 Coquina Street

NW.

Observations:

An easement, or right of entry, is necessary to complete the planned improvements for the overlay of Coquina

Street associated with the 2011 SMP.  The adjacent intersection, at Coquina Street and Coquina Court, experiences

localized flooding and pavement deterioration (see attached map) because the outlet pipe that discharges onto the

property at 16259 Coquina Street NW is buried, and the catch basin and pipes in the street are full of water.  Runoff

cannot get off the road and into the storm sewer because there are flat pavement grades and restricted flow in the

pipes.  In order to correct the problem staff has prepared a design to install a concrete valley gutter through the

intersection, replace the existing deteriorated pipes and structures, and perform minor excavation and grading below

the outlet pipe for positive drainage.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends the ability to negotiate the acquisition of a drainage and utility easement that would encumber

the storm sewer system and ponding area located outside of the right-of-way on private property at 16259 Coquina

Street NW, in an amount determined by the City Council in work session earlier this evening.  If it is determined

that the completion of this easement acquisition will extend beyond the timeline associated with the planned 2011

SMP improvements staff would like to execute a right of entry agreement, such that the required storm sewer

improvements can be completed without affecting the rights of the property owner during the easement acquisition

process.

Funding Source:

Funding for the acquisition of this easement would be from the Storm Water Utility Fund.



Council Action:

Motion to allow staff to negotiate the acquisition of a drainage and utility easement at 16259 Coquina Street NW,

based upon previous direction related to compensation.
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Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: Patrick Brama, Administrative Services

Title:

Introduce Ordinance to Amend City Code Section 117-53 Entitled Variances

Background:

On June 06, 2011 Minnesota amended its state variance statutes. It is the intent for the City of Ramsey to adopt the

updated state regulations and amend existing city ordinances pertaining to variances. 

A variance is an avenue that a city may use to allow deviation from zoning ordinances. The city's Board of

Adjustments and Appeals hears and votes on variance requests.  Based on state statute, variances may be granted in

the event that a property owner passes (or proves) a three factor test.

Notification:

Notice of the Public Hearing was properly notified in the Anoka County Union, the City's official newspaper for

Public Hearings.

Observations:

Previously, the three factor test that property owners had to pass (or prove) in order to attain a variance was called

“undue hardship.” Now the three factor test is called “practical difficulties.” The original test, “undue hardship,”

required: (1) that the property cannot be put to a reasonable use if used under the conditions allowed by the official

controls (2) the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created by the property

owner (3) if granted, the variance will not alter the essential character of the locality. 

The newly adopted test, “practical difficulties,” requires: (1) that the property owner proposes to use the property in

a reasonable manner not permitted by an official control (2) the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances

unique to the property not created by the property owner (3) if granted, the variance will not alter the essential

character of the locality. 

The key difference between the two versions of the three factor test is located in factor number one. Previously,

property owners would only be granted a variance in the event that a property could not be put to a reasonable use.

The new version states that variances may be granted if the property owner proposes to use the property in a

reasonable manner.

As stated, it is the intent of the City of Ramsey to adopt and reflect said changes within city ordinances.

Specifically, Section 117-53 Variances.

Attached to the case is the amending ordinance.

Funding Source:

The proposed ordinance is being handled as part of regular staff duties.

Staff Recommendation:

The Planning Commission held a Public Hearing on July 7, 2011 and recommended that the City Council adopt the

ordinance amending City Code Chapter 117, Section 117-53 (Variances) of the city code of Ramsey, Minnesota.

Committee Action:



Motion to introduce the ordinance amending City Code Chapter 117, Section 117-53 (Variances) of the city code of

Ramsey, Minnesota.

Attachments

League of Minnesota Cities Article

Approved Minnesota Legislative Bill

League of Minnesota Cities Variance Summary

DRAFT Planning Commission Minutes dated July 7, 2011

Proposed Ordinance
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City Variance Authority
A Supreme Court ruling last year greatly limited cities’ authority to grant variances.  

During the 2011 legislative session, the League of Minnesota Cities will work to  

restore that authority. In the meantime, cities must make adjustments.

By Craig Johnson

n the world of law, a single court 
ruling can suddenly and unexpect-
edly change decades of precedence. 
That definitely proved to be true for 
municipal variance authority last year. 

In the case of Krummenacher v. City 
of Minnetonka, the Minnesota Supreme 
Court issued a decision last June that 
changed the longstanding interpretation 
of the statutory standard for granting 
zoning variances. The decision also went 
counter to 20 years of previous rulings 
by the Minnesota Court of Appeals.

Background
The City of Minnetonka issued a vari-
ance to a residential property owner, 
permitting the vertical expansion of a 
legal, non-conforming garage. The city, 
relying on a 1989 Minnesota Court of 
Appeals decision and other judicial pre-
cedence, concluded that the grant of 
the variance was appropriate. The city’s 
decision was challenged by an adjacent 
property owner. Both the district court 
and the Minnesota Court of Appeals 
agreed with the city’s decision. On 
June 24, 2010, the Minnesota Supreme 
Court reversed the Court of Appeals 
decision, and found the city’s variance 
impermissible.

In Krummenacher v. City of 
Minnetonka, the Supreme Court exam-
ined the statutory definition of “undue 
hardship.” The statutes that limit when 
a variance may be granted are found in 
Minnesota Statutes, section 462.357, sub-
division 6, and list three tests that must 
be met for a variance to be appropriate 
due to an undue hardship. They are:
■	 The property in question cannot be 

put to reasonable use if used under 

circumstances where the “property 
owner would like to use the property 
in a reasonable manner that is prohib-
ited by the ordinance.” 

The Supreme Court stated that 
“unless and until the Legislature takes 
action to provide a more flexible vari-
ance standard for municipalities, we are 
constrained by the language of the stat-
ute to hold that a municipality does not 
have the authority to grant a variance 
unless the applicant can show that her 
property cannot be put to a reasonable 
use without the variance.”

Counties in opposite position
The Supreme Court also reviewed the 
parallel county authority that allows for 
a variance in situations of “practical dif-
ficulties” or “hardship,” which are found 
in Minnesota Statutes, section 394.27, 
subdivision 7. The court found that the 
city authority was more limited because 
it did not contain the “practical difficul-
ties” provision found in that section. 

Counties, meanwhile, have been 
adapting to a change in how that same 
section of law functions for them after 
a 2008 Supreme Court opinion (Stads-
vold v. County of Ottertail Board of Adjust-
ments). The court distinguished between 
“practical difficulties” and “particular 
hardships,” the terms used in that sec-
tion of law, and the types of variances 
to which each apply. 

The court applied the more easily 
met standard—practical difficulties—to 
area variances where a property owner 
is seeking to avoid a lot restriction set 
in ordinance, such as a setback, fenc-
ing, height, density, or parking space. 
The court applied the more stringent 

conditions allowed by the official 
controls. 

■	 The plight of the landowner is due to 
circumstances unique to the property 
not created by the landowner. 

■	 The variance, if granted, will not alter 
the essential character of the locality.
In its decision, the court held that 

the “reasonable use” prong of the 
“undue hardship” test is not whether 
the proposed use of the property is 
reasonable, but whether any reason-

I
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able use of the property exists in the 
absence of a variance. This establishes a 
high threshold for both the city and the 
property owner when considering vari-
ance requests. Furthermore, it means 
that in the vast majority of cases, cit-
ies do not have the authority to grant a 
variance to local zoning regulations.

The Supreme Court explicitly rec-
ognized that it was changing a long-
standing standard that cities have relied 
on in considering variance requests. In 
particular, the court specifically rejected 
a 1989 Court of Appeals interpretation 
of the phrase “undue hardship,” which 
allowed for the grant of a variance in 

In its decision, the court held that the 

“reasonable use” prong of the “undue 

hardship” test is not whether the proposed 

use of the property is reasonable, but 

whether any reasonable use of the prop-

erty exists in the absence of a variance.
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latitude to allow “variance-like” 
approvals under the zoning code. For 
instance, a city might establish alter-
native setback requirements to allow 
for construction that is consistent 
with neighborhood attributes.

Legislative solution
As noted by the comments of Chief  
Justice Gildea in the Krummenacher opin-
ion, legislative action will be needed to 
restore the flexibility for municipalities 
to grant variances. Ideally, local govern-
ment variance authority language that  
is clear, consistent, and well-defined  
will come out of this legislative session. 
While the legislation is not expected to 
be controversial, the League of Minne-
sota Cities has made this a priority issue 
to be resolved as quickly as possible in 
the 2011 legislative session. A quick reso-
lution will help avoid confusion for city 
officials and the public, prevent needless 
changes to systems that functioned well, 
and avert costly litigation.

The need for this legislation also 
provides an opportunity to redraft the 
county and city variance authority lan-
guage found in their respective sections 
of law to make them consistent. The 
League’s initial proposed legislative  
solution will likely make identical most  
of the language in Minnesota Statutes,  
section 462.357, subdivision 6 (2) and 
Minnesota Statutes, section 394.27, subdi-
vision 7. This would eliminate confusion 
and the need for judicial cross-references 
about which wording, standards, and  
tests apply to cities and counties.

During the legislative interim, the 
League has worked with cities, counties, 
municipal law experts, and other inter-
ested parties to determine how to amend 
current statutes to clarify the issue for 
the courts. The goal is to do this without 
substantially changing the authority as it 
was understood prior to the Krummen-
acher case. The proposed legislation will 
use the term “practical difficulties” as the 
test for area variances, and will define 
what that term means for the purposes 
of granting variances. 

To read the League’s policy on this 
issue (SD-23), access the 2011 City Policies 
at www.lmc.org/policies.

Craig Johnson is intergovernmental relations 
representative with the League of Minnesota 
Cities. Phone: (651) 281-1259. E-mail: 
cjohnson@lmc.org.

responses cities can consider to keep 
their regulatory systems functional until 
a legislative correction can be achieved:
■	 Reevaluate the variance criteria.  

Cities are reevaluating the criteria 
they have historically used in decid-
ing whether or not to grant a variance. 
The Supreme Court’s decision limits a 
city’s discretion. The ruling limits the 
authority to circumstances where the 
property owner can demonstrate that 
there is not a reasonable use of  
the property absent the variance.

■	 Make sure reasons for variances are 
clear. In circumstances where the 
city council believes a variance 
is appropriate, the city must take 
great care to make a detailed find-
ing describing why the grant of 
the variance is necessary to provide 
the property owner with a reason-

requirement—particular hardship—
to use variance requests, which are 
requests to use the property in a way 
that is not otherwise allowed under 
adopted zoning regulations. The court 
reached this conclusion despite the fact 
that the statute specifically states that 
use variances are forbidden. The court 
went on to define a list of tests that 
would determine when a practical dif-
ficulty exists. 

That ruling left counties in the exact 
opposite position of cities. In many cases, 
counties feel they have no option but to 
grant area variance requests, since “par-
ticular hardship” is no longer allowed 
to be used as a test in those cases, and 
because of the broad description given 
of what constitutes “practical difficulty.”

Interim impacts
Many cities have ordinances that are 
drafted to provide a solid baseline that 
protects public health, safety, and wel-
fare while leaving room for appropri-
ate exemptions that do not jeopardize 
those goals. They often allow for vari-
ances in cases where the standard can-
not be reasonably met, the problem was 
not caused by the actions of the prop-
erty owner, and the exception will not 
change the nature of the neighborhood. 

The Krummenacher decision has left 
cities with the choice of hoping their 
variances aren’t challenged, making sig-
nificant and complicated changes to 
how they have drafted their ordinances, 
or simply refusing to consider grant-
ing any variances until the Legislature 
resolves the issue. This means that a proj-
ect that might have previously qualified 
for a variance cannot move forward in 
most communities right now. City offi-
cials are very concerned about what that 
could mean for badly needed economic 
and residential development projects. 

This ruling gets even more problem-
atic when coupled with state land use 
regulations. Many of those rules, such as 
state shoreland regulations and metro-
politan land use regulations, are written 
intentionally to use the variance pro-
cedure to identify cases where a special 
case justifies a different solution within 
set parameters. In light of Krummenacher, 
the authority to grant variances in those 
cases is limited, which makes some of 
the standards unintentionally restrictive.

Because of the far-reaching nature 
of the decision, there are at least four 

The Krummenacher decision has left 

cities with the choice of hoping their 

variances aren’t challenged, making 

significant and complicated changes  

to how they have drafted their  

ordinances, or simply refusing to 

consider granting any variances until 

the Legislature resolves the issue. 

able use of his or her property. What 
constitutes a reasonable use of prop-
erty is not defined and may differ 
depending on the unique circum-
stances of the property and attributes 
of various communities.

■	 Reexamine the zoning code. If a city 
routinely grants variances, this may 
be an indicator that it may want to 
reexamine its zoning code to ensure 
that standards, setbacks, uses, and 
other requirements are consistent 
with the city council’s current vision 
for the community. Some cities are 
using this ruling as an opportunity 
to review their land use practices.

■	 Build in flexibility. Cities can build 
greater flexibility into their exist-
ing conditional use permit, planned 
unit development, and setback regu-
lations to explicitly afford greater 
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A bill for an act1.1
relating to local government; providing for variances from city, county, and town1.2
zoning controls and ordinances; amending Minnesota Statutes 2010, sections1.3
394.27, subdivision 7; 462.357, subdivision 6.1.4

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:1.5

Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2010, section 394.27, subdivision 7, is amended to read:1.6

Subd. 7. Variances; hardship practical difficulties. The board of adjustment shall1.7

have the exclusive power to order the issuance of variances from the terms requirements1.8

of any official control including restrictions placed on nonconformities. Variances shall1.9

only be permitted when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the1.10

official control in cases when there are practical difficulties or particular hardship in1.11

the way of carrying out the strict letter of any official control, and when the terms of1.12

the variance variances are consistent with the comprehensive plan. "Hardship" as used1.13

in connection with the granting of a variance means the property in question cannot be1.14

put to a reasonable use if used under the conditions allowed by the official controls; the1.15

plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created by the1.16

landowner; and the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.1.17

Variances may be granted when the applicant for the variance establishes that there1.18

are practical difficulties in complying with the official control. "Practical difficulties,"1.19

as used in connection with the granting of a variance, means that the property owner1.20

proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by an official control;1.21

the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created by1.22

the landowner; and the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the1.23

locality. Economic considerations alone shall do not constitute a hardship if a reasonable1.24

Section 1. 1
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use for the property exists under the terms of the ordinance practical difficulties. Practical2.1

difficulties include, but are not limited to, inadequate access to direct sunlight for solar2.2

energy systems. Variances shall be granted for earth sheltered construction as defined in2.3

section 216C.06, subdivision 14, when in harmony with the official controls. No variance2.4

may be granted that would allow any use that is prohibited not allowed in the zoning2.5

district in which the subject property is located. The board of adjustment may impose2.6

conditions in the granting of variances to. A condition must be directly related to and must2.7

bear a rough proportionality to the impact created by the variance insure compliance2.8

and to protect adjacent properties and the public interest. The board of adjustment may2.9

consider the inability to use solar energy systems a "hardship" in the granting of variances.2.10

EFFECTIVE DATE. This section is effective the day following final enactment.2.11

Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 2010, section 462.357, subdivision 6, is amended to read:2.12

Subd. 6. Appeals and adjustments. Appeals to the board of appeals and2.13

adjustments may be taken by any affected person upon compliance with any reasonable2.14

conditions imposed by the zoning ordinance. The board of appeals and adjustments has2.15

the following powers with respect to the zoning ordinance:2.16

(1) To hear and decide appeals where it is alleged that there is an error in any2.17

order, requirement, decision, or determination made by an administrative officer in the2.18

enforcement of the zoning ordinance.2.19

(2) To hear requests for variances from the literal provisions of the ordinance2.20

in instances where their strict enforcement would cause undue hardship because of2.21

circumstances unique to the individual property under consideration, and to grant such2.22

variances only when it is demonstrated that such actions will be in keeping with the spirit2.23

and intent of the ordinance. "Undue hardship" as used in connection with the granting of a2.24

variance means the property in question cannot be put to a reasonable use if used under2.25

conditions allowed by the official controls, requirements of the zoning ordinance including2.26

restrictions placed on nonconformities. Variances shall only be permitted when they are in2.27

harmony with the general purposes and intent of the ordinance and when the variances are2.28

consistent with the comprehensive plan. Variances may be granted when the applicant for2.29

the variance establishes that there are practical difficulties in complying with the zoning2.30

ordinance. "Practical difficulties," as used in connection with the granting of a variance,2.31

means that the property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not2.32

permitted by the zoning ordinance; the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances2.33

unique to the property not created by the landowner,; and the variance, if granted, will not2.34

alter the essential character of the locality. Economic considerations alone shall do not2.35

Sec. 2. 2
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constitute an undue hardship if reasonable use for the property exists under the terms of3.1

the ordinance. Undue hardship also includes practical difficulties. Practical difficulties3.2

include, but is are not limited to, inadequate access to direct sunlight for solar energy3.3

systems. Variances shall be granted for earth sheltered construction as defined in section3.4

216C.06, subdivision 14, when in harmony with the ordinance. The board of appeals and3.5

adjustments or the governing body as the case may be, may not permit as a variance any3.6

use that is not permitted allowed under the zoning ordinance for property in the zone3.7

where the affected person's land is located. The board or governing body as the case3.8

may be, may permit as a variance the temporary use of a one family dwelling as a two3.9

family dwelling. The board or governing body as the case may be may impose conditions3.10

in the granting of variances to insure compliance and to protect adjacent properties.. A3.11

condition must be directly related to and must bear a rough proportionality to the impact3.12

created by the variance.3.13

EFFECTIVE DATE. This section is effective the day following final enactment.3.14

Sec. 2. 3



 

 

This material is provided as general information and is not a substitute for legal advice. 

 Consult your attorney for advice concerning specific situations. 

VARIANCES 
Frequently Asked Questions  

(Reflects 2011 law change) 

 

What is a variance? 

A variance is a way that a city may allow an exception to part of a zoning ordinance.  It is a 

permitted departure from strict enforcement of the ordinance as applied to a particular piece of 

property.  A variance is generally for a dimensional standard (such as setbacks or height limits).  A 

variance allows the landowner to break a dimensional zoning rule that would otherwise apply. 

 

Who grants a variance? 

Minnesota law provides that requests for variances are heard by a body called the board of 

adjustment and appeals; in many smaller communities, the planning commission or even the city 

council may serve that function.  A variance decision is generally appealable to the city council. 

For more information, see Minn. Stat. § 462.357.  

 

When can a variance be granted? 

A variance may be granted if enforcement of a zoning ordinance provision as applied to a 

particular piece of property would cause the landowner “practical difficulties.”  For the variance to 

be granted, the applicant must satisfy the statutory three-factor test for practical difficulties.  If the 

applicant does not meet all three factors of the statutory test, then a variance should not be granted.  

Also, variances are only permitted when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent 

of the ordinance, and when the terms of the variance are consistent with the comprehensive plan. 

For more information, see Minn. Stat. § 462.357. 

 

What kind of authority is the city exercising? 

A city exercises so-called “quasi-judicial” authority when considering a variance application.  This 

means that the city’s role is limited to applying the legal standard of practical difficulties to the 

facts presented by the application.  The city acts like a judge in evaluating the facts against the 

legal standard.  If the applicant meets the standard, then the variance may be granted.  In contrast, 

when the city writes the rules in zoning ordinance, the city is exercising “legislative” authority and 

has much broader discretion. 

 

What is practical difficulties? 

Practical difficulties is a legal standard set forth in law that cities must apply the when considering 

applications for variances.  It is a three-factor test and applies to all requests for variances.  To 

constitute practical difficulties, all three factors of the test must be satisfied.  For more information, 

see Minn. Stat. § 462.357. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=462.357
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=462.357
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=462.357
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What are the practical difficulties factors? 

The first factor is that the property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner.  

This factor means that the landowner would like to use the property in a particular reasonable way 

but cannot do so under the rules of the ordinance.  It does not mean that the land cannot be put to 

any reasonable use whatsoever without the variance.  For example, if the variance application is 

for a building too close to a lot line, or does not meet the required setback, the focus of the first 

factor is whether the request to place a building there is reasonable.    

 

The second factor is that the landowner’s problem is due to circumstances unique to the property 

not caused by the landowner.  The uniqueness generally relates to the physical characteristics of 

the particular piece of property, that is, to the land, and not personal characteristics or preferences 

of the landowner. When considering the variance for a building to encroach or intrude into a 

setback, the focus of this factor is whether there is anything physically unique about the particular 

piece of property, such as sloping topography or other natural features like wetlands or trees. 

 

The third factor is that the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.  

Under this factor consider whether the resulting structure will be out of scale, out of place, or 

otherwise inconsistent with the surrounding area.  For example, when thinking about the variance 

for an encroachment into a setback, the focus is how the particular building will look closer to a lot 

line and if that fits in with the character of the area. 

 

Are there are other factors a city should consider? 

Yes.  State statute provides variances shall only be permitted when they are in harmony with the 

general purposes and intent of the ordinance, and when the terms of the variance are consistent 

with the comprehensive plan.  So, in addition to the three-factor practical difficulties test, a city 

evaluating a variance application should make findings as to (1) whether or not the variance is in 

harmony with the purposes and intent of the ordinance, and (2) whether or not the variance is 

consistent with the comprehensive plan.  

 

What about economic considerations? 

Sometimes landowners insist that they deserve a variance because they have already incurred 

substantial costs or argue they will not receive expected revenue without the variance.  State 

statute specifically notes that economic considerations alone cannot create practical difficulties.  

Rather, practical difficulties exists only when the three statutory factors are met. 

 

What about undue hardship? 

“Undue hardship” was the name of the three-factor test prior to a May 2011 change of law.  

Effective May 6, 2011 Minnesota Laws, Chapter 19, amended Minn. Stat. § 462.357, subd. 6 to 

restore municipal variance authority in response to Krummenacher v. City of Minnetonka, 783 

N.W.2d 721 (Minn. June 24, 2010).  In Krummenacher, the Minnesota Supreme Court interpreted 

the statutory definition of “undue hardship” and held that the “reasonable use” prong of the “undue 

hardship” test was not whether the proposed use is reasonable, but rather whether there is a 

reasonable use in the absence of the variance.   

 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/?id=19&doctype=chapter&year=2011&type=0
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=462.357
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What did the 2011 law change? 

The 2011 law changed the first factor back to the “reasonable manner” understanding that had 

been used by some lower courts prior to the Krummenacher ruling.  The 2011 law renamed the 

municipal variance standard from “undue hardship” to “practical difficulties,” but otherwise 

retained the familiar three-factor test of (1) reasonableness, (2) uniqueness, and (3) essential 

character.  The 2011 law also provides that: “Variances shall only be permitted when they are in 

harmony with the general purposes and intent of the ordinance and when the terms of the variance 

are consistent with the comprehensive plan.” 

 

Can a city grant a use variance? 

Sometimes a landowner will seek a variance to allow a particular use of their property that would 

otherwise not be permissible under the zoning ordinance.  Such variances are often termed “use 

variances” as opposed to “area variances” from dimensional standards.  Use variances are not 

generally allowed in Minnesota—state law prohibits a city from permitting by variance any use 

that is not permitted under the ordinance for the zoning district where the property is located. For 

more information, see Minn. Stat. § 462.357. 

 

Is a public hearing required? 

Minnesota statute does not clearly require a public hearing before a variance is granted or denied, 

but many practitioners and attorneys agree that the best practice is to hold public hearings on all 

variance requests.  A public hearing allows the city to establish a record and elicit facts to help 

determine if the application meets the practical difficulties factors. 

 

What is the role of neighborhood opinion? 

Neighborhood opinion alone is not a valid basis for granting or denying a variance request.  While 

city officials may feel their decision should reflect the overall will of the residents, the task in 

considering a variance request is limited to evaluating how the variance application meets the 

statutory practical difficulties factors.  Residents can often provide important facts that may help 

the city in addressing these factors, but unsubstantiated opinions and reactions to a request do not 

form a legitimate basis for a variance decision.  If neighborhood opinion is a significant basis for 

the variance decision, the decision could be overturned by a court. 

 

What is the role of past practice?  

While past practice may be instructive, it cannot replace the need for analysis of all three of the 

practical difficulties factors for each and every variance request.  In evaluating a variance request, 

cities are not generally bound by decisions made for prior variance requests.  If a city finds that it 

is issuing many variances to a particular zoning standard, the city should consider the possibility of 

amending the ordinance to change the standard.   

 

When should a variance decision be made? 

A written request for a variance is subject to Minnesota’s 60-day rule and must be approved or 

denied within 60 days of the time it is submitted to the city. A city may extend the time period for 

an additional 60 days, but only if it does so in writing before expiration of the initial 60-day period.  

Under the 60-day rule, failure to approve or deny a request within the statutory time period is 

deemed an approval.  For more information, see Minn. Stat. § 15.99. 

 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=462.357
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=15.99
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How should a city document a variance decision? 

Whatever the decision, a city should create a record that will support it.  In the case of a variance 

denial, the 60-day rule requires that the reasons for the denial be put in writing.  Even when the 

variance is approved, the city should consider a written statement explaining the decision.  The 

written statement should explain the variance decision, address each of the three practical 

difficulties factors and list the relevant facts and conclusions as to each factor. 

 

Can meeting minutes adequately document a variance decision? 

If a variance is denied, the 60-day rule requires a written statement of the reasons for denial be 

provided to the applicant within the statutory time period.  While meeting minutes may document 

the reasons for denial, usually a separate written statement will need to be provided to the 

applicant in order to meet the statutory deadline.  A separate written statement is advisable even 

for a variance approval, although meeting minutes could serve as adequate documentation, 

provided they include detail about the decision factors and not just a record indicating an approval 

motion passed. 

 

Can a city attach conditions to a variance? 

By law, a city may impose a condition when it grants a variance so long as the condition is 

directly related and bears a rough proportionality to the impact created by the variance.  For 

instance, if a variance is granted to exceed an otherwise applicable height limit, any 

conditions attached should presumably relate to mitigating the affect of excess height.   For 

more information, see Minn. Stat. § 462.357. 

 

What happens to the variance once granted? 

A variance once issued is a property right that “runs with the land” so it attaches to and benefits 

the land and is not limited to a particular landowner.  A variance is typically filed with the county 

recorder.  Even if the property is sold to another person, the variance applies. 

 
Jed Burkett 2011/06 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=462.357
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Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner Brauer to recommend to City 

Council that the B-1 District of City Code not be amended. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners Bauer, Brauer, Field, 

Schiller, and Van Scoy.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Commissioner Dunaway.   

 

Case #4: Public Hearing – Consider Request for Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 

Amendment at 14501 Nowthen Blvd. NW 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Levine called the public hearing to order at 8:05 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill presented the Staff Report. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

None. 

 

Chairperson Levine closed the public hearing at 8:07 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill stated that this applies to Lot 2 only.  He continued that this absolutely 

fits in the R-3 district; Staff wanted to provide several options for the Commission’s review. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner Brauer to recommend that the City 

Council approve the comprehensive plan amendment to high density residential and re-zone the 

property to R-3 Residential and amend City Code to provide standards for assisted living in the 

R-3 Residential District. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners Bauer, Brauer, Field, 

Schiller, and Van Scoy.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Commissioner Dunaway.   

 

Case #5: Public Hearing – Consider Ordinance to Amend City Code Section 117-53 

Entitled Variances 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Levine called the public hearing to order at 8:24 p.m. 

 

Presentation 
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Senior Planner Gladhill presented the Staff Report. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

None. 

 

Chairperson Levine closed the public hearing at 8:27 p.m. 

Commission Business 

 

Discussion ensued regarding the state statute regarding variances and that the City can be more 

restrictive, just not less restrictive. 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill stated that the substance of the statute has not been changed or added to 

in this ordinance amendment; the ordinance does include some submittal requirements. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Field, seconded by Commissioner Bauer to recommend that City 

Council adopt the ordinance to amending City Code Chapter 117, Section 117-53 (Variances) of 

the city code of Ramsey, Minnesota with change in the ordinance title to match the case title. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners Field, Bauer, Brauer, 

Schiller, and Van Scoy.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Commissioner Dunaway.   

 

Case #3: Staff Update 

 

The Staff Update was noted. 

 

Case #4: Zoning Bulletins 

 

The Zoning Bulletins were noted. 

 

COMMISSION/STAFF INPUT 

 

Commissioner Brauer recognized former Planning Commissioner and Councilmember Dave 

Jeffrey for his work with the Commission and Council and wished him well. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Commissioner Van Scoy, seconded by Commissioner Field, to adjourn the meeting. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners Van Scoy, Field, Bauer, 

Brauer, and Schiller.  Voting No: None. Absent:  Commissioner Dunaway.   

 

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 8:35 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 



ORDINANCE #11-____ 

 

 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

 

 

AN AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 117 WHICH IS KNOWN AS THE ZONING AND SUBDIVISION OF 

LAND CHAPTER OF THE CITY CODE OF RAMSEY, MINNESOTA. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 117-53 (VARIANCES) OF THE RAMSEY CITY CODE. 

 

 

The City of Ramsey ordains: 

SECTION 1 AUTHORITY 

 

This ordinance is adopted pursuant to and under the authority of the City Charter of the City of Ramsey. 

 

SECTON 2 AMENDMENTS 

City Code Section 117-53 is amended as follows (additions indicated as underline, deletions indicated as 

strike-through) 

  

Sec. 117-53. - Variances. 

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide for deviations from the literal provisions of this chapter in 

instances where their strict enforcement would cause undue hardship or practical difficulty because of 

circumstances unique to the individual property under consideration, and to grant such variances only when it is 

demonstrated that such actions will be in keeping with the spirit and intent of this chapterterms of this chapter 

including restrictions placed on nonconformities.  Variances shall only be permitted when they are in harmony 

with the general purposes and intent of the ordinance and when the terms of the variance are consistent with the 

comprehensive plan.  Variances may be granted when the applicant for the variance establishes that there are 

practical difficulties in complying with this chapter.  Practical difficulties, as used in connection with the granting 

of a variance, means that the property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by 

the zoning ordinance; the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created by the 

landowner; and the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.  Economic 

considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties.  

(b) General provisions and standards.  

(1) The planning commission shall serve as the board. However, any action of the board may be appealed to 

the council by any affected person if notice of such an appeal is received by the zoning administrator within 

ten days of the final action of the board.  



(2) Review criteria. Conditions governing considerations of variance requests: 

a. In considering all requests for a variance and in taking subsequent action, the city staff, the board 

and the council shall make a finding of fact that the proposed action will not:  

1. Impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. 

2. Unreasonably increase the congestion in the public street. 

3. Have the effect of allowing any uses prohibited in the applicable zoning district, permit a 

lesser degree of public health, safety, and general welfare protection than established by this 

chapter, or permit standards which are lower than those required by state law.  

4. Increase the danger of fire or endanger the public safety. 

5. Unreasonably diminish or impair established property values within the neighborhood, or in 

any way be contrary to the intent of this chapter.  

6. Violate the intent and purpose of the comprehensive plan. 

7. Violate any of the terms or conditions of subsection (b)(2)b of this section. 

b. A variance from the terms of this chapter shall not be granted unless it can be demonstrated that 

that the conditions for granting a variance under Minn. Stats. § 462.357, subd. 6(2) have been satisfied.  

c. Application for a variance shall set forth reasons that the variance is justified in order to make 

reasonable use of the land, structure or building.  

d. Should the board find that the conditions outlined in this division apply to the proposed parcel, the 

board may grant a variance from the strict applicationterms of this chapter so as to relieve such practical 

difficulties or hardships to the degree considered reasonable, provided such relief may be granted 

without impairing the intent of this chapter. The board, in the case of variances, based upon a report and 

recommendation by the city staff, shall have the power to impose such conditions related to the variance 

regarding the location or structure, as it may deem advisable in the interest of the intent and purpose of 

this chapter.  

(c) Variance procedures; processing.  

(1) Request for variances, as provided within this chapter, shall be filed with the zoning administrator on an 

official application form. Such application shall be accompanied by a fee and deposit as provided for in 

section 117-48. Such application shall also be accompanied by a sufficient number of copies as required by 

city staff of detailed written and graphic materials fully explaining the requested variance and related 

development. The request shall be considered as being officially submitted when all the information 

requirements have been met. The information required for variance applications generally consists of the 

following items, and shall be submitted when applicable or requested by the city:  

a. Location of all buildings on parcels including both existing and proposed structures. 

b. Location and elevations of all adjacent buildings located within 150 feet of the exterior boundaries 

of the parcel in question. 

c. Location and number of existing and proposed curb cuts, driveways, number of parking spaces. 



d. Affected parcel dimensions and area. 

e. Dimensions of proposed and existing structures. 

f. Current and proposed setbacks of all buildings located on property in question. 

g. Existing contours at two-foot intervals. 

h. Proposed grading elevations. 

i. Drainage configuration. Storm sewer catchbasins, invert elevations, and storage areas. 

j. Proposed road profile. 

k. Location of all existing trees, type, diameter, and which trees will be removed. 

l. Requests for variance in nonresidential areas must submit site plan information in accordance with 

section 117-54  

(2) Proof of ownership or authorization. If the applicant is other than the fee title owner, the fee title owner 

must join in the application.  

(3) Upon the request for a variance being officially submitted, a public hearing before the board shall be 

scheduled following proper hearing notification.  

(4) Notice of a hearing for a variance request shall consist of the following: 

a. The address and a legal description of the parcel; 

b. Description of request; and 

c. Time, place and purpose of the hearing. 

The notice shall be published in the official newspaper at least ten days prior to the hearing and written 

notification of the hearing shall be mailed at least ten days prior to all parcel owners within 350 feet of 

the boundary of the parcel for which a variance is being sought. For the purpose of written notification, 

and in the absence of more accurate information, the parcel owner of record at the county shall be used. 

Failure of a property owner to receive the notice shall not invalidate any such proceedings as set forth 

within this section provided a good faith attempt has been made to comply with the notice requirements 

of this section.  

(5) For properties within the floodway or flood fringe overlay district, the city shall submit to the 

commissioner of natural resources a copy of the application for proposed variances sufficiently in advance so 

that the commissioner will receive at least ten days notice of the hearing.  

(6) The zoning administrator shall instruct the appropriate staff persons to prepare technical reports when 

appropriate, and provide general assistance in preparing a recommendation on the request to the board.  

(7) At any time during the consideration of the request for a variance, the council, board, and/or city staff 

shall have the authority to request additional information from the applicant or to retain expert testimony with 

the consent and at the expense of the applicant, the information is to be declared necessary to establish 

performance conditions in relation to all pertinent sections of this chapter. Failure on the part of the applicant 

to supply all necessary supportive information shall be grounds for denial of the request or rejection of the 



application as incomplete.  

(8) The applicant or the applicant's representative shall appear at the board public hearing in order to answer 

questions concerning the request for a variance.  

(9) After receiving the reports and recommendations of the city staff and, receiving any additional 

information referred to in this subdivision, and considering the criteria listed in this section, the board shall 

with a majority vote decide whether to approve or deny a request for variance.  

a. To approve, the board must adopt by resolution findings of fact and conclusions that support 

approval of the requested variance and by resolution authorize the issuance of a variance. The resolution 

should list any condition or conditions that the board considers necessary to ensure compliance and to 

protect adjacent properties.  

b. To deny, the board must adopt by resolution findings of fact and conclusions that support denial of 

the requested variance and by motion deny the issuance of a variance. This motion shall be the board's 

final action on the request for a variance.  

(10) In accordance with section 117-187, a copy of all decisions granting variances for properties in the 

floodway or flood fringe shall be forwarded to the commissioner of natural resources within ten days of such 

action.  

(11) Whenever an application for a variance has been considered and denied by the board, a similar 

application for a variance affecting substantially the same parcel shall not be considered again by the board for 

at least one year from the date of its denial. The board may permit the submittal of a new request for a variance 

within one year of denial if it finds that the new request or circumstances surrounding the new request have 

changed significantly.  

(12) If a request for variance receives approval of the board, at the applicant's expense, city staff shall record 

such with the county recorder's office no sooner than ten days following the final action of the board.  

(d) Lapse of variance. Unless otherwise specified by the board at the time it is authorized, a variance shall become 

null and void one year after the final action of the board if not initiated or utilized. The city shall notify the variance 

holder of such a lapse of variance at time of issuance. A variance holder may petition for an extension of time in 

which to complete or utilize the variance. Such extension shall be requested in writing and filed with the city at least 

30 days before the expiration of the original variance. The request for extension shall state facts showing a good 

faith attempt to complete or use the variance. Such petition shall be presented to the council board for decision.  

(e) Performance security.  

(1) Upon approval of a variance, the city shall be provided, where deemed necessary by the board, with a 

surety bond, cash escrow, certificate of deposit, securities, or cash deposit prior to the issuing of building 

permits or initiation of work on the proposed improvements or development. This security shall guarantee 

conformance and compliance with the conditions of the variance and the provisions of this Code.  

(2) The security shall be in the amount equal to the city engineer's or building official's estimated costs of 

labor and materials for the proposed improvements or development.  

(3) The city shall hold the security until completion of the proposed improvements or development and a 

certificate of occupancy indicating compliance with the provisions of the variance and this Code has been 

issued by the building official.  



(4) Failure to comply with the conditions of the variance or appeal and the provisions of this Code shall 

result in forfeiture of the security.  

(5) Whenever a performance guarantee is imposed by the city, the applicant shall be required to enter into a 

performance agreement with the city. This agreement is to provide authorization to the city to utilize the 

posted security and complete stipulated work should the applicant fail to meet the terms and conditions of the 

permit. Said agreement shall hold harmless the city for completion of the work and address other matters as 

may be determined by the city attorney.  

(Code 1978, § 9.03.07; Ord. No. 73-05, 5-21-1973; Ord. No. 86-2, 8-25-1986; Ord. No. 03-20, 8-25-2003)  

State law reference—  Variances, Minn. Stats. § 462.357, subd. 6(2).  

 

SECTION 3 SUMMARY 

 

The following official summary of Ordinance #11-__ has been approved by the City Council of the City of Ramsey 

as clearly informing the public of the intent and effect of the Ordinance. 

 

It is the intent and effect of Ordinance #11-__ to amend Ramsey City Code Chapter 117 (Zoning and Subdivision of 

Land) Section 117-53 (Variances) to reflect amendments to Minnesota Statute Section 462.357 to remove the 

definition of undue hardship and replace with a new definition of practical difficulty as it relates to the interpretation 

of reasonable use. 

 

SECTION 4 EFFECTIVE DATE 

 

The effective date of this ordinance is thirty (30) days after its passage and publication, subject to City Charter 

Section 5.07. 

 

Adopted by the Ramsey City Council the ___ day of __________, 2011. 

 

 

             

      Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

       

City Administrator 

Introduction Date:     

Posting Dates:     

Adoption Date:     

Publication Date:     

Effective Date:     



   

CC Regular Session   7. 5.           

Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: Patrick Brama, Administrative Services

Title:

Community Sign Policy

Background:

Within the next month, the City of Ramsey will own and operate a community sign located near the Ramsey

Municipal Center on US Highway 10. The new sign includes a computerized LED electronic message center. It is

housed within a larger sign unit for The COR (Center of Ramsey) that includes tenant space. The purpose of the

community sign is to promote city and community organization events. Please see the attached image for reference:

"Community Sign Image." 

The purpose of this case is to adopt a community sign policy. Adopting a community sign policy would establish

both rules and regulations for the use of the community sign. The new Community Sign Policy addresses (1) Who

is eligible to use the community sign (2) How to apply for use of the community sign (3) What types of messages

are allowed/prohibited (4) What duration messages may be displayed (5) Annually, how often can an organization

use the community sign (5) How messages will be prioritized (6) How applications are approved/denied. Attached

to this case is a draft of the proposed "Community Sign Policy."

Also attached to this case for review is the proposed “Community Sign Use Application.” 

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that Council, by motion, approve the new Commuity Sign Policy. 

Funding Source:

NA

Council Action:

Motion to adopt the proposed Community Sign Policy.

Attachments

Community Sign Image

Community Sign Policy

Community Sign Use Application

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Heidi Nelson Kathy Schmitz 07/21/2011 04:15 PM

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/21/2011 04:24 PM

Form Started By: Patrick Brama Started On: 07/20/2011 10:45 AM

Final Approval Date: 07/21/2011 



The COR Sign (HWY 10)

LED Reader Board
(Community Sign)



COMMUNITY SIGN POLICY

SECTION 1: SCOPE

A. BACKGROUND: The City of Ramsey owns and operates a community sign; located at 7665 
Highway 10 (near the Ramsey Municipal Center).  The sign is a computerized LED electronic 
message center.  It is housed within a larger sign unit for The COR (Center of Ramsey).

B. PURPOSE: the purpose of the community sign is to promote city and community organization 
events.

SECTION 2: CRITERIA/PROCEDURE

A. ELIGIBLE USERS: Not for profit organizations are eligible users of the community sign.  Examples 
of not for profit and government organizations include (but are not limited to): youth 
organizations, Lions Clubs, Rotary Clubs, Women of Today, religious institutions, government 
institutions, educational institutions, senior citizen clubs, etc.  For-profit organizations may use 
the community sign when hosting a non-profit community event with city approval of the 
Ramsey City Council.  Organizations, or the event, must be located within the City of Ramsey.

B. APPLICATION: “Community Sign Use” applications must be submitted a minimum of 14 days 
prior to the proposed start date of a message; and, must not be submitted more than six 
months in advance of the start date of a message.  Applications must be received by the City of 
Ramsey, Administrative Services Department.  

“Community Sign Use” applications will be accepted and documented on a first-come-first-serve 
basis—based on the order in which completed applications are physically received.  In the event 
that too many message requests are received for a particular date, the City of Ramsey reserves
right to decide what messages will be played.  The city will make a good faith effort to play 
messages in the order that they were received. 

C. MESSAGE: All messages should be kept as short as possible; with a maximum of three lines 
totaling 57 characters, 19 characters per line.  Messages may contain graphics.  NOTE: this sign 
only allows for low resolution graphics.  See Section “Sign Specifications” for more information.

All messages are subject to change by the City of Ramsey and the City of Ramsey is not 
responsible for errors.  Messages that contain, but not limited to the following, will be denied: 
political campaigns messages, for-profit advertising, religious messages, messages pertaining to 
illegal activities and any message containing profanity or offensive language.  Messages must be 
of broad community interest.

Messages must conform to Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT) sign regulations:
MS Chapter 173—SIGNS & BILLBOARDS ALONG HIGHWAYS.  Messages must also comply 
with City of Ramsey sign regulations: Code of Ordinances Chapter 117—Part II—DIVISION 8.  
Regulations include, but are not limited to (1) message must remain static for a minimum three 
seconds (2) message cannot included flashing, scrolling, etc.



D. DURATION: Messages shall be played no more than 14 days in advance of an event, with a 14
day maximum duration.  The length of time a message is displayed and number of times a 
message is displayed in a given day is at the discretion of the City of Ramsey.

E. ANNUAL USE:  Organizations are limited to a maximum of four messages per year.

F. MESSAGE PRIORITY: The City of Ramsey reserves the right to prioritize the order of all messages 
played on the community sign.  Messages from the City of Ramsey, along with any 
urgent/emergency notices, will take precedence over community messages.

G. CHARGE: Use of the community sign is provided at no charge.

H. APPROVAL: Messages will be reviewed and approved by the City Administrator; or, his/her 
designee.  

SECTION 3: SIGN SPECIFICATIONS

A. SPECIFICATIONS:
Type: LED (Light Emitting Diode) Electronic Message Center
Size: 31.5” high by 389.59” wide
Resolution: 40 pixels high by 176 pixels wide
Programming: Stationary or scrolling abilities



Community Sign Use Application
IMPORTANT: Please review the “Community Sign Policy” before completing this application.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Organization/Institution

Name: ________________________________________________

Phone Number: ________________________________________________
Email Address: ________________________________________________

Address: ________________________________________________

Contact Person

Name: ________________________________________________

Phone Number: ________________________________________________
Email Address: ________________________________________________

Address: ________________________________________________

MESSAGE INFORMATION:

Message Details:

Proposed Start and End Date:  _________________________________________

Proposed Message:
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

Message Background:

What is the event you are advertising:
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

Please explain how event will serve a broad community purpose:
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

Application Return Information

City of Ramsey
Attn: Administration Department

7550 Sunwood Drive NW
Ramsey, MN 55303

EMAIL: webmaster@ci.ramsey.mn.us

City Office Use Only

Date Received:  _________________________

Received by: ___________________________

Approved by: ___________________________

Approval Date: _________________________



   

CC Regular Session   7. 6.           

Meeting Date: 07/26/2011  

By: Amy Dietl, Administrative Services

Title:

Review August Meeting Calendar

Background:

In reviewing the August meeting calendar, it was noted that two City Council meeting dates conflict with other city

events.

First, Night to Unite is always held the first Tuesday of every August.  This year, it falls on Tuesday, August 2. 

This would typically be a City Council Work Session evening.

Second, the city is conducting a Special Election to fill a vacancy in Ward 4 on Tuesday, August 16, 2011.  State

Statute prohibits conducting City Council meetings on the day that an election is held.  Again, this would typically

be a City Council Work Session evening.

Note:  The Public Works meeting will be held on Monday, August 15th.

Recommendation:

Consider cancelling the August 2 and August 16 City Council Work Session meetings.

Funding Source:

n/a

Council Action:

Motion to cancel the August 2 and August 16 City Council Work Session meetings.

Form Review

Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 07/20/2011 05:16 PM

Form Started By: Amy Dietl Started On: 07/20/2011 11:25 AM

Final Approval Date: 07/20/2011 
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