
           

City of Ramsey
Agenda

Regular City Council
Tuesday March 27, 2012

7:00 pm
Council Chambers, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW

 

           

1. Call to Order
 

2. Presentation
 

3. Citizen Input
 

4. Consent Agenda
 

1. Approve the Following Meeting Minutes:
1)  City Council Work Session, January 24, 2012
2)  City Council Regular Session, January 24, 2012
3)  City Council Special Session, February 6, 2012
4)  City Council Work Session, February 14, 2012
5)  City Council Regular Session, February 14, 2012

 

2. Approve License Applications
 

3. Appoint City Administrator to Quad Cities Cable Communications Commission
 

4. Award Bid for 2012 Street Sweeping Contract
 

5. Adopt Resolution 12-03-XXX Authorizing Partial Payment to Knutson Construction for IP 10-22
Municipal Park Ramp, Phase II

 

6. Adopt Resolution #12-03-XXX Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing Payment of
Accounts Payable Invoicing Received During the Period of March 9, 2012 through March 22, 2012

 

7. Report From Finance Committee of 3-13-12
 

5. Approve Agenda
 

6. Public Hearing
 

1. Public Hearing to Adopt Ordinance Establishing Boundary Lines for the City of Ramsey Ward System
 

7. Council Business
 

1. Consider Resolution Establishing Precinct Boundary Lines and Polling Places for the City of Ramsey
 

2. Consider Policy for the Sale City Owned Lands
 

3. Adopt Ordinance for Imposing Lodging Tax and Allowing for Membership in Convention & Visitors
Bureau (CVB)

  

  



 

4. Consider the Adoption of an Ordinance Authorizing the City of Ramsey to Convey its Interest in a
Property (Lot 1, Block 1, Ramsey Town Center Fifth Addition)

 

5. Update on Property Acquisition Related the Sunwood Drive Realignment Project (IP #12-20) - PORTIONS
OF THIS CASE MAY BE CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC

 

8. Mayor/Council/Staff Input
 

9. Adjournment
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CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey City Council conducted a City Council Work Session on Tuesday, January 24, 

2012, at the Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota. 

 

Members Present: Mayor Bob Ramsey 

   Councilmember Randy Backous 

   Councilmember David Elvig 

   Councilmember Colin McGlone 

   Councilmember Sarah Strommen 

   Councilmember Jason Tossey 

Councilmember Jeffrey Wise 

  

Also Present:  City Administrator Kurtis Ulrich 

Deputy City Administrator Heidi A. Nelson 

Public Works Director Brian Olson 

   City Engineer Tim Himmer 

Economic Development/Marketing Director Aaron Backman 

Senior Planner Tim Gladhill 

   Planning Intern Patrick Brama 

   Development Manager Darren Lazan  

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mayor Ramsey called the City Council Work Session to order at 5:30 p.m. 

 

TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 

 

1) Work Session Schedule January / February 

 

City Administrator Ulrich noted the Council had previously discussed canceling the February 7, 

2012, Work Session and rescheduling it to February 6, 2012, starting at 6 p.m.  The next Work 

Session will then be February 14, 2012. 

 

The consensus of the City Council was to cancel the February 7, 2012 Work Session due to 

conflict with the Precinct Caucus and schedule Work Sessions on February 6 and 14, 2012. 

 

2) Consider Implementation of Long-Term Road Maintenance Policy 

 

Public Works Director Olson reviewed the staff report and Paser Manual.   

 

Councilmember Wise noted Andrie Street should be reconstructed. 
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Public Works Director Olson explained that Andrie Street was originally proposed as an overlay 

in 2005.  However, the neighborhood requested postponement for a year and then requested a 

total reconstruct with curb and gutter. 

 

Councilmember Wise noted his road was built in 1991 and overlaid several years ago but 163
rd

 

Avenue, north of Central Park, was never overlaid.   

 

Public Works Director Olson explained the decision on road projects is based on the pavement 

rating and available funding.   

 

Councilmember Elvig asked whether staff considers the number of people for road services, 

noting west of Highway 47 there are few people but a wonderful area for development so those 

property owners may want to extend the road. 

 

Public Works Director Olson answered that anticipated development is taken into consideration 

and is part of the equation.  He extended his appreciation to Civil Engineer Linton for his work 

to input data into the Pacer rating software because it will help staff determine year-to-year 

programming.  Public Works Director Olson noted a reconstruction program does encourage 

redevelopment and property improvement.  He reviewed the pros and cons of having a road 

maintenance program, noting 73% of surveyed residents felt the City should develop a new 

policy to address aging roads and 11% felt strongly.  Public Works Director Olson presented 

details of the three options to fund roadway improvements: do nothing; increase property taxes; 

or, charge all utility customers a consistent monthly franchise fee.  It had been staff’s 

conservative estimate that reconstruction efforts would cost $3.3-$3.4 million.  The Council 

directed staff to tighten the numbers in an effort to reduce the franchise fee.  He explained staff 

analyzed using a franchise fee of $14/month/utility customer, which would generate $1.53 

million or one-half of the total combined projects of maintenance and reconstruction.  He 

reviewed construction costs and explained that 100% financing for three activities is $3.06 

million.  Public Works Director Olson acknowledged this is a difficult issue and suggested the 

Council also talk about the construction standards, whether to include curb and gutter, and 

potential savings to change from a 9-ton design and not include sidewalks.   

 

Public Works Director Olson stated the direction given tonight is critical.  He indicated that 

combining sealcoat and overlays with reconstruction activities and assessing for 50% of the 

reconstruction activities would fully fund the argument about what to do with aging 

infrastructure, as well as decrease the demand for reconstruction.  It would also allow the City to 

eliminate the procedure for assessing sealcoats and overlays.  He indicated there are just over 16 

miles of roadways that are in bad shape.   

 

Mayor Ramsey asked whether $7 of the franchise fee would go towards maintenance and $7 

towards reconstruction.   

 

Public Works Director Olson stated the City could also use funding from 2012 for maintenance 

work to address worse roads in 2013, noting the practice to tailor funding to do the worst roads 

would not change.  He noted since there is not a project that would be able to move forward in 

2012 without an assessment, the City may want to keep roads as well maintained as possible and 



City Council Work Session / January 24, 2012 

Page 3 of 9 

wait for residents to come forward.  Then the City can move forward with reconstruction projects 

as funding becomes available or petitioned by residents.  He noted the residents may object to 

paying a franchise fee of $14/month in addition to taxes to budget for maintenance projects.   

 

Councilmember Strommen asked whether staff’s analysis included a franchise fee for 

commercial and tax-exempt properties. 

 

Public Works Director Olson indicated staff ran the numbers including a $28/month franchise 

fee for commercial and tax-exempt properties, equaling $1.53 million.   

 

Councilmember Elvig asked whether the figure of $3.06 million included curb and gutter.  

 

Public Works Director Olson answered in the affirmative but noted it does not cover buyout of 

residents who have been assessed the last two-three years. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated he thinks there will be push back from residents who just paid an 

assessment the past couple of years.  He noted the annual budget has $500,000. 

 

City Engineer Himmer explained that if you incorporate assessments, the overall program has 

$600,000. 

 

Councilmember Elvig asked what is the rationale to charge commercial and nonprofit more than 

residential. 

 

Public Works Director Olson stated it is based on the higher property tax valuation per 

commercial property versus residential and because the amount of traffic generated by a 

commercial facility is much more than generated by a residential home so need is higher. 

 

Councilmember Elvig pointed out that commercial traffic does not generally go down back roads 

as much as it uses County and freeway roads so he cannot support that analysis. 

 

Public Works Director Olson explained if commercial paid the same franchise fee as residential, 

it would equal about $40,000 for CenterPoint and $35,000 for Connexus. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated he has a hard time with this discussion without first having 

decided on road standards because it affects this decision.  He noted the City does not have the 

luxury of a good economy in which to have this conversation, the roads were built when they 

were built, and the issue is here for this Council and future Council’s.  Councilmember McGlone 

felt a fee was a fee and the Council will get the same public input on a $14/month franchise fee 

as on a $28/month franchise fee.  However, over time, when a resident figures out they just 

escaped a $5,000 assessment by paying $28 a month, it will be even.  He noted he owns three 

parcels but his house does not generate more traffic than a house on one parcel.  Councilmember 

McGlone agreed with the argument that there is a positive economic development aspect when 

roads are reconstructed.  He stated his support for a franchise fee since it would solve the 

problem from this day forward and asked the Council to first determine road standards and how 

to make funding fair.   
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Mayor Ramsey stated his problem with the franchise fee is that people moved to Ramey to get 

more land for a low price.  Now, 40 years from that point when the road needs to be paved, those 

residents have a lot of road frontage that needs improvement. 

 

Councilmember Wise stated that argument can be used on a lot of things, such as seniors paying 

taxes to the school district, so he does not consider it a valid argument, noting everybody uses 

roads.  He stated the roads belong to the City and ownership has to be made for the entire City.   

 

Councilmember McGlone noted that with the current system, residents still participate for one-

half of the assessment.  He did not believe it had ever been fair. 

 

Mayor Ramsey stated he has not favored the franchise fee because people chose to purchase a 

large lot, that is the standard of living they chose, and they should have to pay for it with a higher 

assessment than residents on smaller-sized lots. 

 

Councilmember Backous agreed with the need to discuss road standards.  He stated he likes the 

franchise fee option because it pulls in businesses and agreed the value does not have to do with 

the number of cars you own.  Councilmember Backous stated there is a need to pull in businesses 

and nonprofits because they also use the roads.  He offered Option 4, a combination of tax levy 

and franchise fee in some form.  Councilmember Backous stated he understands they are all 

taxes but a combined option could bring in businesses. 

 

Councilmember Tossey stated he had talked to a property owner with 22 lots but only two lots 

are developed.  He felt it would be unfair for that property owner to pay taxes for roads on 20 

lots that are barren.  He believed it was the most fair to stick with the Charter because franchise 

fees subvert the Charter. 

 

Public Works Director Olson pointed out that if the lot is vacant, there would be no franchise fee 

because there was no utility account. 

 

Councilmember Backous stated he had raised the option of a combination of 

assessment/franchise fee because some residents did choose to own a 20-acre lot with 300 feet of 

frontage.  In addition, if the assessment is relatively small in percentage (15-20%) the chance of 

being petitioned against is minimal. 

 

Mayor Ramsey indicated that is a good point since reconstruct is 50% funded from assessments 

so that would be more fair with the franchise fee.  However, the pitfall with the 50% assessment 

is that it will create counter petitions. 

 

Public Works Director Olson stated he looked at the option of a 25% assessment and 75% 

coverage with franchise fees and it indicated $2.54 million had to be generated, equaling a 

$11.50/franchise fee.  He noted that adding concrete curb and gutter on both sides equals 

$20/foot or $100,000/mile but in the greater scheme it is 10-20%. 
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Councilmember McGlone pointed out that concrete curb and gutter stands up better to garbage 

trucks, snow plows, and reduces maintenance so if it costs only 10-20% additional over 40 years, 

it is worth it.  He noted the problem is that the majority of the City’s roads were built during a 

time when project inspectors were not as good and developers didn’t build the highest quality 

roads.  Councilmember McGlone stated a 9-ton road allows residents to bring home the furniture 

they purchased during winter months without breaking the law. 

 

Councilmember Backous stated his position to get away from assessments all together.  He felt 

assessments were a harder sell to residents than charging a franchise fee of $28/month and noted 

that charging $14/month in addition to assessing will be even harder to sell to residents. 

 

Councilmember Wise stated he could argue that point either way.  He thought concrete curb 

created more maintenance because the curbs get broken. 

 

Public Works Director Olson explained the concrete curb installed by developers allows 

placement of driveways and that type does not help much.  However, barrier-style concrete curb 

makes a big difference to reduce maintenance. 

 

Mayor Ramsey stated concrete curb and gutter also provides drainage and asked if the Storm 

Water Utility Fund can be used to pay for it. 

 

Public Works Director Olson stated that is an option but when that Fund was established, the 

Council specifically stated it would not use it to fund concrete curb and gutter. 

 

Councilmember Elvig noted that 16 miles of roadway need to be addressed right now and if the 

franchise pulls in only one-half of the amount needed, there will be a lull until funds are 

available. 

 

Public Works Director Olson agreed and stated he thinks there will be an onslaught of property 

owners who want their road maintained, if they are not being assessed, so the fund may operate 

in the “red” for a while. 

 

Councilmember Elvig asked if this work can be bonded since the franchise fee is a guaranteed 

revenue stream. 

 

Public Works Director Olson advised the City has to assess 20% in order to bond. 

 

Mayor Ramsey added that a future Council may decide to not charge a franchise fee. 

 

Councilmember Backous asked how a 9-ton road impacts the maintenance schedule. 

 

Public Works Director Olson explained that sealcoats keep water out from under the roadway so 

a 9-ton standard may not impact the duration between sealcoats. 

 

Councilmember Backous asked whether the analysis using a franchise fee of $28/month was 

based on the City’s current population without projections. 
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Public Works Director Olson stated it was based on the number of current customers with 

CenterPoint and Connexus. 

 

Councilmember Backous noted the franchise fee could be lowered in anticipation of more 

residents.  He agreed with Public Works Director Olson that there may be an onslaught of people 

wanting their roads maintained if paying the franchise fee.  Councilmember Backous asked 

whether the road maintenance chart can be put on the City’s website so residents can see when 

their street is due for overlay or sealcoat. 

 

Public Works Director Olson answered in the affirmative and explained the City sealcoats an 

average of 13-15 miles of roadway each year and overlays 1-4 miles of roadway.  He stated if the 

Council eliminates the assessment process, it would be much easier because the City would not 

have to do the mailings except to notify residents of the project and ask if there are drainage 

problems. 

 

Councilmember McGlone asked if there may be a funding deficit with a franchise fee of 

$14/month instead of $28/month. 

 

Public Works Director Olson stated a deficit could be created if there is not an assessment 

because he thinks the demand will be high. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated the Council needs to establish policy on which roads are done 

first.  He stated he would argue there are maintenance savings with 9-ton roads because the worst 

pavement failures are at the edge of the road where the water runs and trucks drive.  Concrete 

curb and gutter protects road edges. 

 

City Engineer Himmer explained that once funding and the amount it will generate are 

determined, this software will create a five-year program in how to move forward, providing 

more certainty to notify residents.   

 

Mayor Ramsey stated he would support a franchise fee only after asking the Charter Commission 

for tougher counter petition standards, such as requiring 50% to start a petition, so the City does 

not waste money on planning and then have the project counter petitioned. 

 

The Council discussed that petition results can vary depending on the way the project is 

presented.  It was noted that City Attorney Goodrich had indicated property owners can only 

petition against the project being assessed so if a sidewalk is included, and not being assessed, it 

cannot be part of a counter petition. 

 

Mayor Ramsey commented that in a “perfect world” the City could get rid of assessments but 

that may also create a nightmare because all will want a new street tomorrow if not being 

assessed. 

 

Public Works Director Olson asked the Council what level of franchise fee it supports and 

whether it does or does not support assessments.  He noted that as soon as residents know the 
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City is thinking about not charging for sealcoats and overlays, residents will counter petition 

every project. 

 

Councilmember Elvig agreed there will be a lot of pushback so there should be consensus with 

the Council on what it supports. 

 

Mayor Ramsey asked the Council whether there was consensus to move forward with a franchise 

fee plus 50% assessment on reconstruct projects.   

 

Councilmember McGlone stated he wants to go all the way.  

 

Mayor Ramsey stated he supports support 50%.   

 

Councilmember Wise stated he supports a franchise fee only and no assessments.   

 

Councilmember Strommen stated she supports a mixed proposal to provide balance.   

 

Councilmember Tossey stated he agrees with Mayor Ramsey that this is a way to subvert the 

Charter, so he supported a mix. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated the Council had already approached the Charter Commission to 

change the petition levels but the Commission would not consider it.  He stated he wants to solve 

a problem that is looming over this Council and residents forever.  Councilmember McGlone 

pointed out that everybody has to pay the City’s one-half of the assessment anyway. 

 

Councilmember Backous stated he supports all franchise fee with no assessment because the 

assessment process is inefficient.  He thought the City could start with a franchise fee that is 

lower than $28/month.   

 

Councilmember Tossey stated if there is only a franchise fee, then he would support $14/month 

and adjust it downward as the number of customers increase.  He asked if the project can be 

bonded based on that revenue stream. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich stated he does not think that is an option but will research that issue. 

 

Councilmember Elvig noted that whether paying one-half or the whole assessment, each resident 

will get clipped at some point and have to pay its portion.  He stated an assessment would add a 

tremendous burden on people now, and he thinks there will be pushback and counter petitioning.  

He favored a franchise fee at $14/month in addition to a funding mechanism to help pool funds 

to eliminate a deficit. 

 

Councilmember Strommen explained her concern about all franchise fees is that the rate may not 

be high enough to fund everything and result in “kicking the can” or having to increase the fee.  

She stated she could support the full franchise fee, if needed, but did not want to “kick the can” 

down the road.  Councilmember Strommen stated the problem is here and the Council needs to 

face it now and solve it.  She noted the fee can be lowered if other funding is found. 
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Councilmember Wise stated he does not think fees ever get lowered. 

 

Councilmember Strommen pointed out the City previously had a franchise fee that was taken off. 

 

Councilmember Wise asked whether an ordinance can be written that will change with time and 

demand for the program.  He noted there is no way to tell now exactly what is needed and there 

may be other funding options.  Councilmember Wise stated if the Council passes this, citizens 

will know up front. 

 

Councilmember Elvig felt there had to be concerted effort to change legislation to fund road 

projects in some way.  He suggested the City keep its eyes open for TIF opportunities that could 

be developed towards road maintenance. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich advised that the old TIF rules were more flexible but that type of 

funding would not be allowed under new TIF rules. 

 

Mayor Ramsey commented on the number of residents with low incomes, such as seniors on a 

fixed income that may not have a house payment but pay taxes and a franchise fee would add 

$330+ per year to their expenses.   

 

Councilmember McGlone noted that may be preferred to an assessment of $6,000. 

 

The consensus of the City Council was to direct staff to put this issue on a City Council agenda 

for further discussion and to put the public on notice. 

 

3) Review Mn/DOT and Metropolitan Council’s Position on TH 10 Corridor 

 

City Administrator Ulrich updated the Council on the position of Mn/DOT and the Metropolitan 

Council that the Armstrong interchange is a priority improvement for both mobility and safety 

and that the City and Anoka County have “right sized” the project, making it more competitive 

for funding opportunities by reducing the estimated cost from $50 million to under $30 million.  

He indicated this is a positive reversal of the agencies’ previous position, allowing Ramsey to 

move forward with the project and grant applications, and not having to sell back RALF-

acquired parcels until the Highway 10 corridor long-term strategy is developed. 

 

The Council congratulated staff on its successful efforts with Mn/DOT and the Metropolitan 

Council to reverse their position and move the Armstrong Boulevard project forward with grant 

funding opportunities. 

 

4) Update on Pay Equity Report 

 

Deputy City Administrator Nelson informed the Council of the Pay Equity Compliance Report 

analysis, which will be submitted by the end of January, and advised the City is in compliance. 

 

FUTURE TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 
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Noted. 

 

MAYOR, COUNCIL AND STAFF INPUT 

 

None 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Councilmember Strommen seconded by Councilmember Backous, to adjourn the 

Work Session meeting. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Strommen, Backous, Elvig, 

McGlone, Tossey, and Wise.  Voting No: None. 

 

The Work Session of the City Council was adjourned at 6:57 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Kurtis G. Ulrich 

City Administrator 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Jo Ann M. Thieling 

City Clerk 

 

Drafted by Carla Wirth 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey City Council conducted a regular meeting on Tuesday, January 24, 2012, at the 

Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota. 

 

Members Present: Mayor Bob Ramsey 

   Councilmember Randy Backous 

   Councilmember David Elvig 

   Councilmember Colin McGlone  

Councilmember Sarah Strommen 

   Councilmember Jason Tossey 

Councilmember Jeffrey Wise 

 

Members Absent: None 

 

Also Present:  City Administrator Kurtis Ulrich 

Deputy City Administrator Heidi A. Nelson 

   Fire Chief Dean Kapler 

   Public Works Director Brian Olson 

   City Engineer Tim Himmer 

   Senior Planner Timothy Gladhill 

Planning Intern Patrick Brama 

   City Attorney William Goodrich 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mayor Ramsey called the regular meeting of the Ramsey City Council to order at 7:00 p.m., 

followed by the Pledge of Allegiance led by Mayor Ramsey. 

2. PRESENTATION 

 

Mayor Ramsey announced he will present the State of the City address at the February 14, 2012, 

Council meeting. 

3. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

None. 
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4. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember Backous, to approve the 

following items on the Consent Agenda: 

 

4:01 Approve the following Meeting Minutes: 

1) November 1, 2011, City Council Work Session 

2) January 10, 2012, City Council Regular Meeting  

4:02 Approve Proposed Lease Agreement for 6745 Highway 10 by Independent Auto Service 

4:03 Adopt Resolution #12-01-011 Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing 

Payment of Accounts Payable Invoicing Received During the Period of January 5, 2012, 

through January 19, 2012 

4:04 Adopt Resolution #12-01-012 Authorizing Staff to Apply for Community Forest Bonding 

Grant Funds through the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

4:05 Report from the Personnel Committee – Meeting Date: January 10, 2012 

 1) Consider a Resolution to Update the City’s IT Policy – Ratify the 

recommendation of the Personnel Committee and Adopt Resolution #12-01-013 

Approving an Updated Information Technology (IT) Policy. 

 2) 2012 Fire Officer Selection – Ratify the recommendation of the Personnel 

Committee and Adopt Resolution #12-01-014 Accepting Fire Chief’s Recommendation 

for 2012 Officer Positions. 

4:06 Adopt Resolution #12-01-015 Authorizing Partial Payment to Knutson Construction for 

IP 10-22 Ramsey Municipal Parking Facility Phase II 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Elvig, Backous, McGlone, 

Strommen, Tossey, and Wise.  Voting No: None. 

5. APPROVE AGENDA 

 

Motion by Councilmember Wise, seconded by Councilmember Backous, to approve the agenda 

as presented. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Wise, Backous, Elvig, McGlone, 

Strommen, and Tossey.  Voting No: None. 

6. PUBLIC HEARING 

 

None. 

7. COUNCIL BUSINESS 

7.01: Introduce Ordinance to Repeal Minnesota Building Code Chapter 1306 Entitled 

Fire Suppression Systems 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill reviewed the staff report. 
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The Council acknowledged the information submitted by Councilmember Wise relating to 

whether fire suppression would be required for either proposed use, which will be researched by 

staff between first and second reading. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember McGlone, to introduce an 

Ordinance to Remove Minnesota Building Code Chapter 1306 from the Ramsey City Code. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Elvig, McGlone, Backous, 

Strommen, Tossey, and Wise.  Voting No: None. 

7.02: Consider Approving the Feasibility Study for the Realignment of Sunwood Drive, 

and Ordering the Preparation of Plans and Specifications  

 

Councilmember Wise recused himself at 7:08 p.m. due to a potential conflict of interest. 

 

City Engineer Himmer reviewed the staff report and answered the City Council’s questions 

about the efforts of Landform and WSB & Associates. 

 

Public Works Director Olson explained why Sunwood Drive is being moved to create an 

interchange with adequate separation between the rail track and bottom of the bridge. 

 

City Engineer Himmer presented details of the three funding options. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich indicated that regardless of funding, the plans will have a “shelf life” 

of several years and is an important component for the interchange design.  He described the 

future interchange and importance of moving forward so the plans are in place.  It was 

acknowledged that the funds for these plans would go towards the City’s match for the 

interchange project. 

 

The Council discussed financing options and asked questions of staff. 

 

Deputy City Administrator Nelson presented estimated interest costs should the City bond to 

cover a funding gap.  It was indicated that should costs be assessed back to benefiting property, it 

would result in an assessment to the HRA. 

 

The Council agreed the realignment of Sunwood Drive was important for the interchange project 

because it will establish the road alignment, close/relocate points of access, allow the property to 

be identified with a legal description, and increase salability. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Mayor Ramsey, to approve the feasibility studies 

for the Sunwood Drive realignment project, consistent with the chosen financial package, award 

engineering design contracts in an amount not to exceed $220,012, and authorize the preparation 

of plans and specifications. 
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Further discussion:  The Council debated which funding option should be considered.  It was 

noted the City had several significant grant opportunities that would help pay down the cost of 

the interchange and if the grant applications were not successful, the City Council will consider 

how to resolve the gap in funding. 

 

Friendly amendment accepted by Councilmember Elvig and Mayor Ramsey to designate the 

chosen financial package as follows: grant applications, TIF funding, and undesignated reserves. 

 

Further discussion:  The Council discussed types of bonding and reached consensus that it would 

consider a deviation in the policy related to use of land sales to close a funding gap, but only as a 

last resort. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Elvig, Backous, McGlone, 

Strommen, and Tossey.  Voting No: None.  Abstain: Councilmember Wise. 

 

City Attorney Goodrich reported the appraiser has submitted preliminary numbers for the three 

parcels and requested authorization for staff to open negotiations to acquire those three parcels. 

 

Deputy City Administrator Nelson clarified that the project costs include land acquisition costs 

and is part of the funding scenario. 

 

Motion by Mayor Ramsey, seconded by Councilmember Tossey, to authorize staff to proceed 

with preliminary negotiations on land acquisition. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Tossey, Backous, Elvig, 

McGlone, and Strommen.  Voting No: None.  Abstain: Councilmember Wise. 

 

Councilmember Wise returned to the meeting at 7:41 p.m. 

7.03: Discuss Property Acquisition Associated with the Riverdale Drive Extension 

Project, from Alpaca Street to Traprock Street – Portions of this Discussion May be 

Closed to the Public 

 

City Engineer Himmer reviewed the staff report. 

 

City Attorney Goodrich advised that under Minnesota Statutes, the meeting can move into closed 

session to discuss acquisition negotiations for two parcels of property generally located south of 

Highway 10 and west of Traprock Street. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Mayor Ramsey, to move to closed session to 

discuss acquisition negotiations. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Elvig, Backous, McGlone, 

Strommen, Tossey, and Wise.  Voting No: None. 

 

Mayor Ramsey called the Closed Session meeting to order at 7:45 p.m. 
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The City Council meeting returned to Open Session at 8:09 p.m.  

 

Mayor Ramsey indicated that during Closed Session the City Council gave direction to staff 

relating to acquisition negotiations, which will be discussed when presented with a final offer. 

8. MAYOR, COUNCIL AND STAFF INPUT 

 

City Administrator Ulrich announced the February 7, 2012, City Council Work Session has been 

canceled due to Precinct Caucuses.  The Work Session will be rescheduled to February 6, 2012, 

starting at 6 p.m. and the next regular City Council meeting will be on February 14, 2012. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich and City Council Members announced upcoming events. 

 

Public Works Director Olson provided an update on the status of the Rail Station 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember Wise, to adjourn the meeting. 

 

Motion carried. 

 

The regular meeting of the City Council adjourned at 8:14 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

_____________________________ 

Kurtis G. Ulrich 

City Administrator  

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Jo Ann M. Thieling 

City Clerk 

 

Drafted by Carla Wirth 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey City Council conducted a special meeting on Monday, February 6, 2012, in the 

Lake Itasca Room at the Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, 

Minnesota. 

 

Members Present: Acting Mayor Jeff Wise 

   Councilmember Randy Backous 

   Councilmember David Elvig (arrived 6:28 p.m.) 

   Councilmember Colin McGlone 

   Councilmember Sarah Strommen 

   Councilmember Jason Tossey 

 

Members Absent: Mayor Bob Ramsey 

 

Also Present:  City Administrator Kurtis G. Ulrich 

   Deputy City Administrator Heidi A. Nelson 

   Director of Public Works Brian Olson 

   City Engineer Tim Himmer 

   Senior Planner Tim Gladhill 

   City Attorney William K. Goodrich 

   Development Manager Darren Lazan 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

Acting Mayor Wise called the special meeting of the City Council to order at 6:05 p.m. 

 

CITIZEN INPUT 

 

None 

 

APPROVE AGENDA 

 

Motion by Councilmember Backous, seconded by Councilmember Strommen to approve the 

agenda as presented. 

 

Motion carried.  All in favor.  Mayor Ramsey absent. 
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COUNCIL BUSINESS 

 

4.1 Discuss Updates to the City’s Comprehensive Sanitary Sewer and Water Plans 

 

City Engineer Himmer presented the staff report.  In August 2011, staff met with the City 

Council in work session to review the City’s 2011 development cost study.  In November 2011, 

the topic of comprehensive utility plan updates and corresponding rate studies were discussed by 

the Public Works Committee.  Council wanted to understand how updates to these plans may 

impact adoption of the City’s annual rates and charges and wanted to wait to deal with adopting 

the rates and charges for 2012 until these utility plan updates were completed.  The rates and 

charges were adopted in December 2011, with the idea that the utility fees could be revised if 

necessary once the studies were updated and the results of the rate study completed.  In January 

2012, the Council awarded contracts to Bolton & Menk and Landform to undertake this study, 

which was last completed in 2004.  He noted Greg from Bolton & Menk was present as well.  

Mr. Himmer explained that the first order of business is to review growth projections, which is 

the focus of this case.  Without first understanding the assumptions related to how the City 

intends to grow, updates to these plans are extremely difficult.  We would not be able to look 

into infrastructure needs of the future and associated costs if we have no clear direction on how 

the Council believes the City will grow.  Therefore, staff is looking for direction on what 

assumptions should be used to calculate future growth in the City.  He reported that since 

Ramsey has not realized growth consistent with either the 2030 Comp Plan, which showed an 

average of 455 units built per year through 2030, or the 2004 Comprehensive Utility Plans which 

showed an average of 360 units per year through 2020, any revisions to growth projections 

would affect the amount of service connections – users and ultimately rates and fees.  Mr. 

Himmer stated that another focus is density assumptions.  Understanding where more dense 

growth will happen assists in developing a plan for appropriate sized and located infrastructure.  

It allows us to implement a program that will fund capital expenditures only where they are 

needed, and eliminates the potential for unnecessary extensions and/or over sizing.  Mr. Himmer 

reiterated that staff is only seeking direction from Council on where they see City growth in the 

future for this phase.  He noted that during the development and review process for the 2030 

Comp Plan Update, concerns were raised by several individuals regarding the forecasts.  The 

forecasts showed that all future growth outlined, which was outlined on a “Future Land Use 

Map” presented to the Council this evening, could occur by 2030; however, based on current 

market conditions, it seems unlikely that would be a reality.  He noted a few assumptions in the 

City’s existing 2030 Comp Plan deserve discussion.  Due to the nature of soils in the City, rural 

residential development can be supported indefinitely with on-site sewage treatment systems, 

provided sufficient land is available to accommodate two drain fields.  Ultimately, such areas 

may require public water service.  He stated the discussion should be does Council still agree 

with this assumption.  Should there be some investment made for infrastructure expansion 

to/through these rural areas, or does Council still consider these large lot rural areas as a 

mainstay in the City.  Considerations still need to be factored in for ultimate water distribution 

into these areas in case groundwater supplies become compromised, or future municipal source 

wells are restricted.  Two keys to future growth – northwest Ramsey will not be allowed to 

connect to Elk River’s public utility systems and metropolitan sewers will not be extended 

northerly through Ramsey to provide services to the City of Nowthen.  He noted that might not 

be a choice we have – and saying “never” is a pretty firm stance.  He inquired if Council wants 
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to revisit these cross-jurisdictional options.  He noted financial considerations may factor into 

this decision, as extensions into adjacent communities would provide for cost-sharing 

opportunities on infrastructure investment and add additional users to the system, and utilizing 

adjacent community service would allow for potential future tax base in Ramsey without the 

capital expenditure of infrastructure.  Mr. Himmer continued that staff has had discussions with 

the Metropolitan Council and they agree amendments will likely be needed to the forecasts, with 

the City experiencing ultimate build-out of the Future Land Use Map beyond 2030.  The Met 

Council has begun working on the 2040 Framework, which will provide the City an official 

opportunity to comment on these forecasts, among other items.  It is expected that the Met 

Council will begin providing communities with updates on the process in October or November 

of this year, and the official comment periods will begin in 2013.  City Engineer Himmer stated 

again – we want to focus only on density and growth to evaluate the existing system.  We will 

come back for more policy direction on developing a CIP and how we divvy up costs.   

 

Councilmember Backous stated we are talking about the next 18 years.  Who knows what will 

happen and he feels staff’s guess and assumptions are as good as any.  We go forward as we 

need to – there’s no way to really change anything.  We have to be a little flexible with regard to 

septic systems.   

 

Acting Mayor Wise stated he assumes Trott Brook is a major hurdle on the future land use map.   

 

City Engineer Himmer replied no – back when we did this plan, we were growing pretty fast.  

We were being told by the Met Council if we did not use the capacity of their big pipes, that they 

were going to give them to someone else.  That would have made it impossible to expand.  We 

made some very conscientious decisions at that time on not limiting our expansion of services.  

He added he does not know if he is telling Council to assume higher or lower and added that 

Senior Planner Gladhill can go over the history of the past ten years or so. 

 

Councilmember Strommen stated she does not have expertise in the market and where it’s going.  

We felt Met Council’s numbers were very aggressive back then but she wondered if we could 

come up with any better numbers.  She asked if staff thinks the Met Council numbers are 

aggressive as well. 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill stated that staff put together a power point that shows what’s in the 2030 

plan from an historical perspective.  For the purpose of review tonight, we are working on the 

2040 Framework.  We do not have a good public outreach until November of this year.  He 

talked about the Comp Plan cycle and stated that it’s appropriate to update the sewer and water 

plans now.  Having this discussion now is good for the regional framework.  He showed the 

future land use map, the MUSA line, comp plan assumptions, forecasts, etc.  He stated that the 

Met Council has prepared population, household and employment projects for metropolitan 

cities.  These projects are not requirements imposed on community – they are projections to 

provide a framework for the plan.  He commented that we will be more focused on corridors – it 

will be a much different forecast.  He talked about Comp Plan amendments – Legacy Christian, 

Stoney River, The COR.  He suggested the forecasts aimed for 13,000 households by 2030.  Mr. 

Gladhill stated that the 2030 Land Use Plan was developed through a citizen-driven process.  

The household forecast for 2030 was almost 11,000 – we are now at about 8,000, which would 
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equal about 455 households added per year, which is a lot.  The ultimate growth will be after 

2030 sometime.  He presented historical information on the new home permit trends since 1990 

– a lot of peaks and valleys.  In 2003, there were over 400 new home permits – in 2004 there 

were over 500 new home permits.  In looking at the growth trend, the average would be 212 

households added per year since 1990 – this is an historical number - not a “magic” number – it 

can be used to illustrate forecasts.  Senior Planner Gladhill reported there is a potential for at 

least 388 new households for 2012 with the Residence at The COR, Suite Living and Stoney 

River.   

 

Acting Mayor Wise commented that most units would not be occupied right away. 

 

Councilmember Elvig arrived (6:29 p.m.). 

 

City Engineer Himmer pointed out that we did the fees based on SAC and WACs – not based on 

units.  He talked about how the fees were calculated – 400 units of multi-family equal 200 single 

family units. 

 

Councilmember Backous stated the average number of households is 212 – and inquired what 

assumption should be used. 

 

Mr. Gladhill noted we are looking at a more conservative approach with the 2040 plan.   

 

Director of Public Works Olson asked Council if they want staff to keep the assumptions the 

same as we originally had – the same as the most recent updated plan or be more conservative.  

We will have a lot more conversations to talk about cost, etc. – how do you spread that cost out - 

to more users or people that are buying into the system or do you make a conscious decision to 

add more users.  He did not know if the system design would be much different.  Our system is 

designed for ultimate growth and we will talk more about that later.  The decision staff is looking 

for from Council tonight is do you want us to be more conservative. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated that the growth forecast was not realistic.  He talked about a more 

comprehensive forecast/study being done and that maybe it’s a good idea to hold off on 

assumptions for six months or so until that study is complete. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated he sees a lot of projections that did not come true – now we 

have the reality.  Ramsey is a very complex place.  He stated his ward has a lot of septic systems 

and people in his area like it that way.  When we put pipes in the ground, we have to pay for 

them.  We have a Charter that states people do not have to hook up and we cannot force anyone 

to do so.  He stated he is not saying that the Charter should be changed but the fact is that we 

cannot make anyone hook up.  He added that he would not want to do that anyway.  With regard 

to the Land Use Map – he was a part of that process.  Only a small number of people came to 

give input – basically the landowners who wanted to develop.  We should be looking at our 

sewer system the same way a franchise determines where they will build.  They put a dot on the 

map and work around a certain area.  Councilmember McGlone stated he favors the greatest of 

conservatism we can come up with. 
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Councilmember Elvig stated that one of the things he is concerned with is the talk about the 

water that’s available.  Maybe the restricted growth in Ramsey might be the supply of water 

rather than the septic system.  They may figure out this is a regional problem, but if not, Ramsey 

will be very restricted.  If we are going to support growth in Ramsey, it should be more focused 

on water rather than sewer. 

 

Director of Public Works Olson stated we did think about that when we did the 2004 Comp Plan 

amendment – a much more cost-effective solution to expand this ground water system – but we 

do not want to get into the cost of this system yet.  We want to know what Council’s idea is with 

regard to the ultimate service area – we want to capitalize on infrastructure.  We will get into the 

cost discussions later. 

 

City Engineer Himmer stated that the 2030 Comprehensive Plan shows 450 units per year to 

meet projections.  In 2004, the Utility Comp Plan projected 360 units per year through the year 

2020.  Historically it shows that since 1990, there have been 220 units per year.  It goes back to 

the number of people paying into the system and the tax base. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated he wants to know what’s in the ground (pipe) and what the 

usage is.   

 

Mr. Olson stated we are talking theory right now – we cannot talk cost until we know the 

ultimate area. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated we have to factor in where we are today to which Mr. Olson 

assured him staff would. 

 

Councilmember Strommen stated we have a Comp Plan showing the ultimate service area.  She 

did not get changing that – but what’s clear is growth and population – we should be focusing 

our adjustments on how fast our growth is.  She stated they should pick a reasonable number on 

that and then stick with the service area. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich stated we are defining the supply and we will build infrastructure.  The 

projecting population is the building demand.  If you do not get the growth, you will not build 

the system.  

 

Councilmember Strommen stated we do not have to change this.  It’s just that the rate at which 

we will get there is much slower. 

 

Councilmember Elvig talked about developers paying for the infrastructure. 

 

Mr. Ulrich stated that the fees that are paid now should be used for the existing system. 

 

Mr. Himmer stated that discussions have been how we get rates low to encourage development.   

 

Deputy City Administrator Nelson stated that we looked at where we were in comparison with 

other cities’ development costs.  Some of our development costs are higher but our rates are 
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lower.  Communities make that decision all the time – who pays and how do the costs get spread 

around. 

 

Acting Mayor Wise asked about Ramsey’s user fee rates – Public Works Director Olson replied 

that Ramsey is generally in the bottom third to middle in comparison to communities within the 

seven-county district.   

 

Deputy City Administrator Nelson stated that discussion is yet to come.  This discussion is about 

population assumptions.   

 

Councilmember McGlone stated that we are going through a five-year period of nonexistent 

development.  Even if we have five years of great development to factor in, the fact remains that 

people out in the rural area can develop on a septic system and are likely to do that.  How are all 

these other factors being factored into this.  We are statistically not on the map for what the 

projections were.  Deduct from what you already have and the number is already off - it’s like 

five years of negative. 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill reported that part of the assumption did include the areas developed as 

two and a half acre lots so part of that is included in the population forecast – septic growth is 

assumed in the forecast. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated that if we are looking at the Comprehensive Water and Sewer Plan, 

he is not in favor of changing that plan.  We spent a lot of money getting that plan.  He talked 

about a loop system and about a gravity system.  When you put veins of infrastructure and lay it 

out on a map, there are a couple of good ways to do it.  We came up with a good way back five 

years ago or so.  Growth will eventually be there – we just don’t know when.  He added he is 

more interested in developers paying for this.  Ward 1 and Ward 2 may get more pressure for 

density housing.  He did not see changing the actual infrastructure. 

 

Councilmember Backous stated it seems Council is being asked to come up with a number for 

growth and suggested 250 households. 

 

Councilmember Tossey stated he would second that number. 

 

Director of Public Works Olson stated that there was a lot of time and effort put into the 

Comprehensive Plan.  The numbers are way more aggressive than you think.  On the revenue 

side – the higher the projections – the less the fees will be. 

 

Councilmember Strommen commented unless you do not get users there. 

 

Mr. Olson stated there are other factors for the policy.   

 

Councilmember Strommen asked if there isn’t a way to not throw out all the planning – and 

suggested just saying we will get there at a much slower pace than projected. 
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City Engineer Himmer stated this is our ultimate service area and say we will reach it.  We will 

develop the same system and come back and figure out the cost and number of users. 

 

Director of Public Works Olson commented but you will spread it out over less people if you 

reduce the number of people you are assessing. 

 

Councilmember Strommen cautioned that if you double the amount of people and they do not 

come, someone still has to pay and that’s us. 

 

Mr. Olson stated that we have delayed capital expenditures because of lack of growth. 

 

Councilmember McGlone reiterated there is the issue of the Charter – we cannot force someone 

to hook up and he expressed agreement with the Charter.  We could get a lot of ghost pipe in one 

area.  He did not want to hear someone come in and say for the City to pay for it and we will get 

development. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated we are not trying to push anything.  Until all that market has been 

absorbed, no one will try to get new pipe – it’s already there.  Fees are not changing if we are not 

building anything. 

 

Councilmember McGlone noted an area on the map – stating someone in the top corner of the 

yellow area – we would have a whole lot of pipe going up to that area and we will not be getting 

money for it right away. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated the City has charged people to drag the pipe to the far end of their 

property – that’s the policy now.  

 

Councilmember Backous asked staff to inform Council what they want. 

 

City Engineer Himmer stated that the direction from the City Council was to look at these plans 

and the projections.  We were 2,000 users behind where we are supposed to be – now we are 

4,000 users behind that are not paying in. 

 

Councilmember Elvig inquired if we have a lead rate right now – if there is no spending going on 

– there is no cost. 

 

Mr. Olson stated we have already built three new wells since the Town Center was built.  We 

will not be spending more money until we need it but there is a lot of expense in our system we 

have that we have not recuperated.   

 

Councilmember Strommen stated that if you get to the same population number and same frame 

use, you are just pushing it out and not changing. 

 

Mr. Olson stated we can leave assumptions on the rate – that’s 260 – it will not have an effect on 

the rates as far as the revenue side.  If Council is asking for a recommendation, that would be it. 
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Councilmember Backous stated to leave the assumption as is in the Water and Sewer 

Comprehensive Plan and move forward. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated he wanted to talk about this and make a decision.  He wanted to 

do what we could do to change the numbers to bring developer fees down to a frugal responsible 

level to spur development.  He felt that 260 is too much. 

 

Councilmember Tossey stated he has been given an answer.  Statistically, we are assuming this 

growth is going to happen – maybe we should be more conservative with our assumptions. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated that if we do that we would just raise rates.   

 

Councilmember Olson sated that the more people in the project – the less the trunk rate will be.  

We only write our Comp Plans for 20 years.  Therefore, 2040 is done in 2018. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich stated that the question is what our options are for retracting the 

system and system costs.  How much of that cost can we actually pull back on and added that we 

will not have all these costs if we do not have the growth.  

 

Councilmember McGlone stated that when these projections were originally put out there, we 

were in a rocket ship growth pattern in single family homes.  Now it’s more likely to be more 

rental. 

 

Deputy City Administrator Nelson agreed it is no doubt the rental market is strong throughout 

the metro – but to what degree will Ramsey be apartments.  She would argue it will be more 

mixed development.  The apartment market for 1,000 units is not the same here as in the core 

cities.  That market will get tested in the next three years but it will not be all we do.   

 

Councilmember Elvig stated if we start to project less, it will be less – a higher rate – not more 

rate of return on it. 

 

Director of Public Works Olson stated that this plan will be ultimately routed through the 

Metropolitan Council.  If Council wants to say the next 20 years will be zero – the Met Council 

may hold you to that. 

 

Acting Mayor Wise stated he likes the 212 number. 

 

Councilmember Backous stated that is why he (Backous) came up with the 260 figure – it’s more 

than the 212 but less than the 450. 

 

City Engineer Himmer stated that in 2010 there were 8,000 households.  Adding 300 per year 

over 18 years will take us out to 2030 and a number of 13,400.  The Comp Plan says 16,500 for 

2040 – that’s also assuming 300 per year.  If we reset the clock today and did the same growth to 

2040, it will be 300 per year. 

 

Councilmember Backous said to look at 260 – or look at 240 – either gets us relatively close. 
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Acting Mayor Wise stated he agrees with Councilmember Backous’ point – go up to 260. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated that we are trying to get back on track.  You will have the 

public already paying for something that does not exist.  This is a regional problem – it’s not 

only Ramsey. 

 

Director of Public Works Olson stated that this discussion is not what he wanted to happen – we 

will have that “argument” another day.  You either have to have additional groundwater wells or 

water treatment facilities.  He also talked some about arsenic percentage in drinking water. 

 

Acting Mayor Wise stated we need a number to have the possibility of reducing our fees.  We 

will talk about the fees/costs later. 

 

Mr. Olson added that Council could direct staff in another meeting to say we do not want any 

water treatment facility – no additional ground water . . . you can do that – it will work until you 

have to send it to the DNR – and they will ask you how you plan on growing. 

 

Acting Mayor Wise reiterated that we need a number high enough to give us the opportunity to 

cut the rate. 

 

Councilmember Elvig commented that he can guarantee the Met Council is looking at how we 

will tailor ourselves to grow when growth is projected. 

 

Acting Mayor Wise stated that accessibility such as the Armstrong Interchange will drive 

development. 

 

Councilmember McGlone talked about growing on a pipe that already exists and added that 

apartment units are not calculated the same.  How can we leave any link out of this chain – it’s 

all related. 

 

City Engineer Himmer stated we first need to get the population piece done to look at the system 

to see how much we are going to grow.  Then we will look at the cost of the system, then how to 

divvy up the cost. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated we are already collecting fees. 

 

Mr. Olson stated that the fees are what they are but we have not collected any because there has 

not been any development.  The users are the ones that will pay for the enhanced system. 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill stated that we are trying to avoid having Council not agree with staff’s 

numbers – so we want Council to agree on an assumption at this point. 

 

Acting Mayor Wise stated we are guessing but we have to show the projected growth. 

 

Councilmember McGlone inquired at what number we would break even. 
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Mr. Olson responded that our current rate of growth is 260 but it is impossible to really answer 

that question.  We cannot design the system until we know what assumptions to use with the 

growth rate.  The numbers will have a huge impact on the size of the pipes, etc.  Bolton & Menk 

will not want to design a system and then have Council say the calculations are way off.  The 

document we used to design the system was in the Comp Plan.  We already know what service to 

the entire City would cost.   

 

City Engineer Himmer stated that we could say we are not changing the growth at all – then you 

could say take that surface water plant out – we could do that.  However, we need a statement – 

we need to know what Council’s assumptions are – what we should use. 

 

Councilmember Backous reiterated using 260. 

 

Acting Mayor Wise stated that if you can reduce fees, growth is more likely to come. 

 

Councilmember Strommen agreed with 260.  Let’s get an analysis done and come back with the 

other aspects of the issues we need to discuss. 

 

Director of Public Works Olson reminded the Council that this meeting was posted as a special 

City Council meeting, not a work session, so an actual motion can be made and action taken. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember Backous to maintain the current 

Comprehensive Sewer and Water Plan as it is at this point in time – including the population 

growth projects of 260. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Acting Mayor Wise, Councilmembers Elvig, Backous and 

Strommen.  Voting No:  Councilmembers McGlone and Tossey.  Absent:  Mayor Ramsey. 

 

Councilmember Elvig commented that this does not stop our quest to move forward. 

 

MAYOR/COUNCIL/STAFF INPUT 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill presented an update on the Mississippi River regulations.  He met with 

the legislators and anticipates we will have more conversations with the DNR.  He talked about 

the procedural special legislation to remove that overlap. 

 

Councilmember Strommen stated she would like the discussion to happen with the DNR staff. 

 

Mr. Gladhill stated that at the end of the day, we still need DNR support.  He stated he will push 

to delay that special legislation. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated that we are looking to simplify by removing overlaps and you 

want to take more time to talk to the DNR.  He wondered why. 
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Mr. Gladhill replied to make sure there are not more issues with that.  We do not want to lose the 

benefit we created. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated he would like to get more time in front of the DNR and if they 

are opposed, he would like to re-evaluate. 

 

Consensus was to try to work with the DNR and if staff cannot, it will be brought back to the 

Council. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Councilmember Backous, seconded by Councilmember Elvig to adjourn the meeting. 

 

Motion carried.  All present in favor.  Mayor Ramsey absent. 

 

The special meeting of the Ramsey City Council adjourned at 7:50 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

_____________________________ 

Kurtis G. Ulrich 

City Administrator  

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Jo Ann M. Thieling 

City Clerk 

 

Minutes drafted by Jo Thieling, City Clerk 
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CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey City Council conducted a City Council Work Session on Tuesday, February 14, 

2012, at the Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota. 

 

Members Present: Mayor Bob Ramsey 

   Councilmember Randy Backous 

   Councilmember David Elvig 

   Councilmember Colin McGlone 

   Councilmember Sarah Strommen 

   Councilmember Jason Tossey 

Councilmember Jeffrey Wise 

  

Also Present:  City Administrator Kurtis Ulrich 

Deputy City Administrator Heidi A. Nelson 

Public Works Director Brian Olson 

   Police Chief James Way  

   Fire Chief Dean Kapler 

   Senior Planner Tim Gladhill 

   City Engineer Tim Himmer 

   Finance Officer Diana Lund 

Human Resources Representative Colleen Lasher 

Economic Development/Marketing Director Aaron Backman  

   Fire Marshal Matt Kohner  

   Acting Building Official Lee Gladitsch 

Planning Intern Patrick Brama 

City Attorney William Goodrich 

Development Manager Darren Lazan 

Landform Project Principal and Planner Kendra Lindahl 

    

CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mayor Ramsey called the City Council Work Session to order at 5:30 p.m. 

 

TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 

 

1) Review Report from January 23, 2012, Strategic Planning Session 

 

City Administrator Ulrich presented a report on the Strategic Planning Session. 

 

Councilmember Elvig observed there appeared to be a contradiction since business retention is 

ranked low yet business site/expansion is ranked high.   
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City Administrator Ulrich agreed that indicated clearly the City Council majority felt one was 

more important than the other. 

 

Mayor Ramsey stated it appears that most people are not worrying about working with existing 

businesses to expand or keep them but are more worried about finding places for new businesses.  

Mayor Ramsey addressed community programs and service contributions and stated it is easier 

to score Juvenile Diversion and Alexandra House lower because not as much is known about 

those programs.  However, all know of the work of Youth First. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich stated Police Chief Way could provide more information on the 

services provided by Juvenile Diversion and the Alexandra House, if desired. 

 

Councilmember Wise asked what is the benefit of the North Metro Mayor’s organization. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich explained this organization is a joint effort of communities and 

provides for joint lobbying, networking, and a purchasing program to access pooled buying 

power. 

 

Mayor Ramsey noted the City does not contribute much to The Draw event series. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich stated the City solicits sponsors and coordinates events. 

 

Planning Intern Brama advised the HRA sponsors one or two events each year as a contribution. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated concern with the wording of “Franchise Fee for Road Construction 

Initiative” because the City Council has not yet had its final discussion.  He suggested it be 

reworded to indicate “potential” or “review of funding options.” 

 

City Administrator Ulrich indicated the wording would be revised.  He stated a work plan will be 

created and a department head assigned to develop a timeline based on priorities established by 

the City Council. 

 

Councilmember Strommen stated this is a good summary but pointed out several areas of 

contradiction.  She wanted to be careful in how much weight is given to survey conclusions.  In 

addition, only 5 of 7 Councilmembers completed the survey.  She suggested that before creating 

an implementation plan, clarity be provided in what was intended because there appears to be 

some conflicting information. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich indicated staff will put more weight on the priorities the group put 

together at the meeting and the work plan will be developed for Council review and approval.  

He agreed there may be items that the City Council does not support staff spending time on and 

those items can be addressed in the work plan. 

 

Councilmember McGlone suggested the “road belongs to those who showed up” and if two 

Councilmembers were not present, then it wasn’t important to them.   
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Councilmember Strommen stated she wants to assure the conclusions address the whole and not 

individual answers since there seems to be some conflict between the points. 

 

Councilmember McGlone agreed. 

 

Councilmember Backous noted the real intentions will be flushed out during debate but the 

concern is valid in how much work to do up front to gather information so it can be discussed at 

a Work Session.  He agreed that while the process is not perfect, it is a start. 

 

The consensus of the City Council was to direct staff to prepare a work plan for City Council 

consideration. 

 

2) Review 2013 Budget Options  

 

Projections for Refinancing Scenarios on the Municipal Center Debt 

 

Paul Donna, Northland Securities Finance Consultant, stated the consideration is whether to 

refund the Series 2005A Bonds issued under the Lease Purchase Statute, to eliminate the existing 

bond and issue new G.O. Refunding Bonds.  He explained this process would gain additional 

credit quality for the City and take advantage of the current market, resulting in significant 

savings.  Mr. Donna stated he understands the overall objective is not only on savings but to 

better match the City’s budget resources to pay back the debt.  He presented the following 

scenarios:  Scenario A, replacing current 4.4% rates with new rates estimated at 2-2.25% but not 

extending or shortening the debt.  Scenario B, matching resources of the City by targeting a new 

payment going from $1.475 million/year to $1.1 million/year and extending the debt by five 

years.  It was noted the present value benefit of capturing savings of one-half a million dollars; 

however, the annual savings may not meet the City’s budget objective.  Scenario C, bringing 

payments down in the first five years to $1 million and then leveling off payments.  This results 

in larger savings the first few years and extending the debt by five years.  The present value 

savings would be just over $500,000.  Scenario D, resulting in lowering payments from the 

current $1.475 million/year to $1 million/year and extending the debt by nine years, resulting in 

a savings of over $100,000. 

 

Finance Officer Lund advised that Scenario C was used in the budget analysis. 

 

Mayor Ramsey asked whether Scenario C results in paying an additional $800,000. 

 

Finance Officer Lund explained Scenario C gets the levy down to about $1 million for the next 

few years instead of the current $1.5 million, and anticipates additional growth in the future 

years. 

 

Mr. Donna stated the calculation is based on the IRS requirements for refinancing based on a 

current bond yield of 2.47%; however, this will change over time as interest fluctuates. 

 

Mayor Ramsey stated his understanding the law has changed so the City does not need to hold a 

referendum. 
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Mr. Donna stated that is correct.  There is a public hearing requirement but no direct referendum 

requirement. 

 

Finance Officer Lund noted these are very low interest rates. 

 

Mr. Donna presented a graph of municipal bond rates, noting it is starting to move up a little, but 

the two low points are the lowest interest rates since April 16, 1967.  He advised that if the City 

is considering refinancing, the sooner the better. 

 

Councilmember Wise asked how long the process would take.  

 

Mr. Donna explained the first step is to set the date for a public hearing, which will be 

considered tonight, and recommended for March 6, 2012.  After the public hearing, there is a 30-

day period during which they will visit with bond counsel to determine requirements and create a 

calendar for the City Council to review.  He advised the shortest time period from today would 

be 40 days to effect the actual terms. 

 

Councilmember Wise asked if the City locks in on a rate at some time. 

 

Mr. Donna answered in the affirmative. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich asked when the City has to lock in and if the City could expedite the 

process by one week if a special meeting is held. 

 

Mr. Donna stated he discussed the schedule with Finance Officer Lund and determined March 6, 

2012, is the earliest date for the public hearing.  He indicated staff will discuss the date for 

locking the rate with bond counsel and a big factor will be the City’s comfort level to move 

forward during the 30 days prior to closing. 

 

Councilmember McGlone supported Scenario A since it will save $1.358 million on the life of 

the loan.  He stated he does not support extending out the debt term. 

 

Councilmember Wise noted the reality is that there are budget issues that have to be dealt with, 

which may result in massive service and employee cuts, but there is not yet City Council 

consensus on that issue. 

 

Councilmember Elvig asked about present date value versus long-term cash value.   

 

Mr. Donna explained that assuming savings each year, generating annual savings, the City can 

reinvest those funds at least at the bond rate of the term.   

 

Councilmember Backous supported Scenario C as striking a good balance between present value 

savings and cash flow. 
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Mayor Ramsey stated he agrees with the premise of Councilmember McGlone to not extend 

debt; however, in 2025 the value of the dollar may be considerably less than today.  He noted 

with present day value, it is probably better to save money now knowing that later on a dollar 

will be worth less.  He stated he would support Scenario C. 

 

Councilmember Strommen concurred that Scenario C meets all of the current needs. 

 

Councilmember Elvig expressed concern with taking one-time money or a one-time approach 

and noted that having another $500,000 in cash flow is a huge opportunity. 

 

Mr. Donna advised the new bond would allow another call feature so the bond can be refinanced 

before the term, if desired.  He stated he thinks that is likely to occur in 8-10 years and result in 

saving even more money and perhaps shortening the term. 

 

Mayor Ramsey asked if there is another aspect with the City Hall to have more money coming 

back. 

 

Finance Officer Lund advised that the savings for 2012 of $492,000 will be available. 

 

Mr. Donna stated he understands 2,000 sq. ft. of space is rented to another governmental entity 

and there may be potential for additional space to be rented. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich explained one of the budget options proposed to rent space to another 

government agency. 

 

Mr. Donna advised the bonds are issued under tax exempt status so if renting out space, it would 

have to be to a governmental agencies and, in some cases, non-profit agencies. 

 

Councilmember Tossey supported Scenario A because it saves $1.4 million over the term of the 

loan and does not tie future Councils by extending the debt.  But, if that is not an option, he 

would support Scenario C. 

 

Councilmember McGlone asked what is the penalty if renting space to a non-government entity. 

 

Mr. Donna stated he is not certain but there could be a battle with the IRS as well as severe fines. 

 

Councilmember Wise stated he had objected during the budget discussion to rent space because 

he does not want the City to be a competitor to the private market and he thinks there was 

consensus of the City Council on that point. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich indicated there appears to be City Council consensus on Scenario C 

and asked if there should be Council action. 

 

Mayor Ramsey answered in the affirmative and asked if a public hearing would be scheduled at a 

special meeting, a non-Council meeting night. 
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City Administrator Ulrich suggested the public hearing be scheduled for a regular meeting night, 

March 13, 2012. 

 

Finance Officer Lund stated it is on tonight’s Consent Agenda to set the public hearing date. 

 

Mayor Ramsey asked whether it was appropriate to hold the public hearing at a special meeting. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated that sensitivity is appropriate and he thinks residents would expect 

the public hearing to be scheduled on a regular meeting date. 

 

Mr. Donna stated time is important but in knowing the City Council’s general consensus they 

can make up time at the front end. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich asked if City Council action is needed prior to the date to lock in the 

rate. 

 

Mr. Donna explained that the public hearing will be held on March 13, 2012, the City Council 

will authorize the Scenario, and direct staff to move forward and set parameters for the 

refinancing. 

 

Proposal for Voluntary Separation Program 

 

City Administrator Ulrich indicated staff prepared an early separation policy modeled after 

researching with Anoka County, the League of Minnesota Cities, and other municipalities. 

 

Human Resources Representative Lasher provided an overview of the Voluntary Early 

Separation Policy to address budget concerns.  She indicated that 15 employees would be 

eligible, a good portion being union employees so union agreement would be needed.  If 100% 

participation (which is unlikely) the 2012 budget impact is $1,264,832, the payout would be 

$306,254, and the first year annual savings would be $958,578. 

 

Mayor Ramsey asked if there is staff who qualify to meet retirement thresholds yet are still 

working. 

 

Human Resources Representative Lasher advised there is one such employee. 

 

Councilmember Backous asked how the ten year cutoff was determined. 

 

Human Resources Representative Lasher explained that is the Anoka County guideline, ten years 

minimum service and the League of Minnesota Cities had a lower threshold. 

 

Councilmember Elvig noted this program would result in the loss of long-term employees who 

know the history of the City and it would not be long before newly hired employees reach these 

savings rates. 
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Mayor Ramsey noted if all 15 employees participated, even if the positions were rehired it would 

still save $184,000. 

 

Human Resources Representative Lasher stated that is correct minus costs for recruitment and 

training. 

 

Councilmember Strommen concurred with the point made by Councilmember Elvig that if the 

positions were replaced and one or two new employees added, the cost is back to the same level. 

 

Councilmember McGlone felt growth had no bearing because the City would have to hire 

anyway if there is growth. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated this type of program would break down the City’s staff and then the 

City would have to get staffing levels back up-to-speed with recruitment and training costs. 

 

Mayor Ramsey noted the City is currently in a “slow mode” so it would not hurt the City if 

people took advantage of this policy.  He agreed that if the City grew quickly there may be an 

impact; however, by then some of the employees may have retired anyway.  Mayor Ramsey 

stated it seems like a lot of work if only 5% to 10% of employees participate.  He would not be 

opposed to offering the program, but based on past history, felt this program may not be worth 

implementing.  He asked what would it cost (time and effort) to implement the program. 

 

Councilmember Elvig asked about the level of employee interest. 

 

Human Resources Representative Lasher stated there would be staff time to set up meetings with 

Minnesota State Retirement System, hold staff meetings to explain the process, complete 

paperwork, etc. 

 

Mayor Ramsey stated there will also need to be meetings with unions. 

 

Councilmember McGlone pointed out that even if only two or three employees participate, the 

savings would be $200,000 to $300,000.  He stated he is willing to support the program and 

suggested staff be polled to determine interest. 

 

Deputy City Administrator Nelson stated staff was surveyed in the past but what is germane to 

their input is what the program would look like, terms it contains, so they can determine if it 

would work for them.   

 

Councilmember Wise suggested this discussion be tabled so discussion can occur on other areas 

where savings could be gained.  He agreed that loss of employees results in loss of City history 

and he thinks the City is starting to see growth, the housing industry is starting to come back, and 

the downward trend will not continue.  Councilmember Wise stated it appears this program is 

time consuming to implement and may not net a huge savings. 

 

Councilmember Backous stated he thinks the plan is reasonable and would support it.  He stated 

he does not think all 15 employees will take advantage of the program, but it may be more than a 
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couple employees.  He noted the City either needs to have staff meetings for involuntary 

terminations, or attrition, so he would support this voluntary program. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated he would support conducting a straw poll to determine how many 

staff would be interested and then the City Council can determine if it is worth considering.  He 

stated he could support the program if there were advantages to the employee and the City. 

 

Mayor Ramsey also supported taking a straw poll as long as it does not take a lot of staff time to 

do so.  He indicated if some staff is interested in the program, he would then be willing to 

consider it. 

 

Councilmember Tossey stated he supports the plan as proposed, which is voluntary, but may 

involve negotiation with bargaining units.   

 

It was acknowledged this would be a one-time offering. 

 

Councilmember Strommen stated she is fine with what has been presented and polling 

employees to see if there is enough interest to move forward.  She shares Councilmember Elvig’s 

concern about senior staff members moving on and this is one way to plan for succession 

planning.  Councilmember Strommen stated she is not yet convinced that the option is only this 

program or involuntary termination as mentioned by Councilmember Backous.   She stated she 

would like to explore this program as well as other options. 

 

Councilmember McGlone asked how many of the 15 employees are five years from retiring.  He 

stated he does not support the suggestion the City is losing all of its staff since this is voluntary 

and the City needs to plan for someone who is retiring anyway. 

 

The consensus of the City Council was to direct staff to conduct a straw poll to determine how 

many employees would be interested in participating in a Voluntary Early Separation Policy.  

 

Budget Cash Flow Projections / Budget Modifications / Impacts 

 

Finance Officer Lund reviewed the staff report.   

 

City Administrator Ulrich noted some involve one-time money for 2013 plus some is 

decertification. 

 

Mayor Ramsey asked if there will need to be $1 million of reductions. 

 

Councilmember Strommen noted if the 2013 budget is held constant, with the exception of 

inflationary costs, there would be almost $597,000 to the positive.  

 

Finance Officer Lund confirmed that is the case. 

 

Councilmember Elvig asked about the franchise fee.  
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Public Works Director Olson explained that a franchise fee of $14/month/utility customer, would 

generate $1.53 million or one-half of the total reconstruction projects and all of the maintenance 

(sealcoating and overlay) activities.  

Mayor Ramsey noted if the businesses are charged a double franchise fee, more will be 

collected. 

Public Works Director Olson explained the $1.53 million included sealcoating and overlaying at 

zero assessment and a 50% reconstruction assessment and that amount includes the commercial 

and industrial being charged twice as much as the residential customer.  If commercial and 

industrial pay is the same as the residential uses, there would be a reduction of revenue of 

approximately $82,000 annually. 

Mayor Ramsey noted with road reconstruction, the figures are based on a 50% assessment and 

costs of $1 million per mile. 

 

Public Works Director Olson explained the cost of $1 million per mile was reduced to $642,000 

per mile without sidewalk and storm sewer but including curb and gutter.  That figure was based 

on Andrie Street.   

 

Councilmember Tossey noted it has been forecast there will be a State budget surplus of $700 

million which may be going back to repay K-12.  However, the Senate Majority Leader has 

indicated support for property tax relief, maybe a homestead tax credit/exclusion.  

Councilmember Tossey noted there may be a Legislative decision by April.  He indicated he 

would also like to work on an HRA levy reduction. 

 

Mayor Ramsey stated that no one would argue against reducing the HRA and EDA levies. 

 

Finance Officer Lund advised that this year the EDA and HRA levies were not affected by the 

market value exclusion but those levies will be impacted next year. 

 

Mayor Ramsey stated he does not favor a franchise fee to finance road construction and prefers 

to look at everything else possible before considering that option. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich stated the next budget topic deals with employee positions. 

 

Finance Officer Lund asked for direction on the budget and if the City Council felt an 8.4 levy 

was a good target to use. 

 

Mayor Ramsey stated support to maintain a tax capacity rate of 39 including road maintenance 

money. 

 

Councilmember Elvig complimented staff for bringing forward these ideas, thinking they were 

on the right track.  He noted it was almost at a tax capacity rate of 36, which would almost 

address the problem with road funding.   
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Mayor Ramsey agreed it is moving in the right direction and the straw poll will help in that 

decision. 

 

The consensus of the City Council was to continue discussion to the February 28, 2012 Work 

Session. 

 

FUTURE TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 

 

Noted. 

 

MAYOR, COUNCIL AND STAFF INPUT 

 

None 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember Wise, to adjourn the Work 

Session meeting. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Elvig, Wise, Backous,  

McGlone, Strommen, and Tossey.  Voting No: None. 

 

The Work Session of the City Council was adjourned at 6:55 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Kurtis G. Ulrich 

City Administrator 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Jo Ann M. Thieling 

City Clerk 

 

Drafted by Carla Wirth, TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey City Council conducted a regular meeting on Tuesday, February 14, 2012, at the 

Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota. 

 

Members Present: Mayor Bob Ramsey 

   Councilmember Randy Backous 

   Councilmember David Elvig 

   Councilmember Colin McGlone  

Councilmember Sarah Strommen 

   Councilmember Jason Tossey 

Councilmember Jeffrey Wise 

 

Members Absent: None 

 

Also Present:  City Administrator Kurtis Ulrich 

Deputy City Administrator Heidi A. Nelson 

   Fire Chief Dean Kapler 

   Public Works Director Brian Olson 

   City Engineer Tim Himmer 

   Senior Planner Timothy Gladhill 

Police Chief James Way 

Economic Development/Marketing Director Aaron Backman  

   Fire Marshal Matt Kohner  

   Building Official Lee Gladitsch  

   Planning Intern Patrick Brama 

City Attorney William Goodrich 

Development Manager Darren Lazan 

Landform Project Principal and Planner Kendra Lindahl 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mayor Ramsey called the regular meeting of the Ramsey City Council to order at 7:00 p.m., and 

led in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

2. PRESENTATION 

2.01: State of the City Annual Report  

 

Mayor Ramsey presented the State of the City Annual Report. 
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3. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

None. 

4. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Motion by Councilmember Tossey, seconded by Councilmember Wise, to approve the following 

items on the Consent Agenda as revise to remove Item 4:05: 

 

4:01 Receive 2011 Building Division Month End Report:  December 

4:02 Note the following Commission and Board Meeting Minutes: 

1) Planning Commission Work Session minutes dated December 1, 2011 

2) Planning Commission Meeting minutes dated December 1, 2011 

3) Environmental Policy Board meeting minutes dated January 9, 2012 

4) Economic Development Authority meeting minutes dated January 12, 2012 

4:03 Approve the following Meeting Minutes: 

1) City Council Work Session dated January 10, 2012 

2) City Council Work Session dated January 17, 2012 

4:04 Approve Exemption for a Gambling License for Isanti Chapter of MN Deer Hunters 

Association 

4:05 Consider Approval of Easements Necessary for the Ramsey Rail Station  This item was 

removed from the Consent Agenda and considered as Case 7.08 

4:06 Consider Authorization to Apply for Grant Funds to Assist with the Implementation of 

the City’s Wellhead Protection Plan 

4:07 Adopt Resolution #12-02-016 Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing 

Payment of Accounts Payable Invoicing Received During the Period of January 20, 2012 

through February 8, 2012 

4:08 Adopt Resolution #12-02-017 Supporting Application for Metropolitan Council TOD 

Grants 

4:09 Adopt Resolution #12-02-018 Adopting the 2012 Enterprise Fund Budgets and Adopt 

Resolution #12-02-019 Amending the 2011 Enterprise Fund Budgets 

4:10 Adopt Resolution #12-02-020 Decertifying Tax Increment Financing District No. 1 

4:11 Adopt Resolution #12-02-021 Amending the 2011 General Fund Budget  

4:12 Adopt Resolution #12-02-022 Adopting the 2012 Economic Development Authority 

Budget and Adopt Resolution #12-02-022A Amending the 2011 Economic Development 

Authority Budget 

4:13 Adopt Resolution #12-02-023 Calling for a Public Hearing on the Intention to Issue 

General Obligation Capital Improvement Plan Refunding Bonds 

4:14 Report from the Public Works Meeting dated January 17, 2012 

1) Election of Chairperson and Vice Chair of the Public Works Committee – 

Informational; no action necessary. 

2) Consider Stormwater Utility Rate Change for 14600 Nowthen Boulevard – Ratify the 

recommendation of the Public Works Committee to approve the Stormwater Utility 

Rate change from Commercial to one Residential unit for 14600 Nowthen Boulevard 

NW 
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3) Consider Lighting Retrofit for Parking Ramp Project – Ratify the recommendation of 

the Public Works Committee to stay with the existing 100 watt metal halide light 

fixtures. 

4) Consider Guard Rail Enhancements for the Parking Ramp – This item is being 

presented as a separate case on tonight’s regular agenda. 

5) Consider Crosswalk Signage Options along Sunwood Drive in The COR – Ratify the 

recommendation of the Public Works Committee to move forward with staff’s 

recommendation to purchase and install the kid alert safety signs and in-street 

pedestrian crossing signage within The COR, in an amount not to exceed $1,000. 

6) 2011 Review of Engineering Consulting Services – Informational; no action 

necessary. 

7) Consider Request for Moving Mailboxes on Dysprosium Street – Ratify the 

recommendation of the Public Works Committee to direct staff to send an 

informational letter to each resident outlining the request and decision on the 

potential mailbox relocation, as well as describing the concern related to placement 

of obstructions in the right-of-way (garbage cans and recycle bins). 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Tossey, Wise, Backous, Elvig, 

McGlone, and Strommen.  Voting No: None. 

5. APPROVE AGENDA 

 

Motion by Mayor Ramsey, seconded by Councilmember Wise, to approve the agenda as revised 

to consider Case 7.05 prior to Case 7.01. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Wise, Backous, Elvig, McGlone, 

Strommen, and Tossey.  Voting No: None. 

6. PUBLIC HEARING 

 

None. 

7. COUNCIL BUSINESS 

7.05: Consider Implementation of Long Term Road Maintenance Policy 

 

Public Works Director Olson reviewed the staff report. 

 

The City Council debated the options for financing road projects including instituting franchise 

fees and/or special assessments so revenue bonds can be issued and each stated their position. 

 

Mayor Ramsey stated his preference to cut costs and build the cost of road projects into the 

general fund budget, over a period of years.  He stated he would rather consider all other 

opportunities for road financing and to consider franchise fees, which he viewed to be another 

form of tax, only as a last resort after all other options have been exhausted.   
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Councilmember Wise stated his position that all use the roads, with the exception of 

undeveloped properties, and a franchise fee would include participation by governmental 

properties, schools, and tax-exempt properties.  However, franchise fees were not the only 

funding option.  He indicated the decision in how to fund road projects cannot continue to be 

delayed because the City’s roads are deteriorating. 

 

Councilmember Backous indicated all use the roads, the roads need to be fixed, and all should 

pay for road projects.  He supported a franchise fee/tax because it is the most fair by pulling all 

property into the equation; however, while he supports the concept, was not comfortable with the 

amount.  He also supported doing away with or phasing out the assessment process, believing it 

was archaic and wasted City money and staff productivity.  Councilmember Backous did not 

support paying for road projects through increased property taxes, which are based on property 

value, because that and road frontage have nothing to do with road usage. 

 

Councilmember Tossey believed there were other funding opportunities and the State budget 

forecast is not yet known.  Of all the scenarios to fund roads, he believed a franchise fee was the 

most fair option because it includes properties that do not pay taxes.  However, he thought the 

City needed to maintain an assessment of 20% to keep up with the road projects and allow the 

flexibility to bond.  Councilmember Tossey noted 30% of the residents he represents live in new 

housing and their roads do not need reconstruction/repair so it would be unfair for those residents 

to pay an additional $366/year in franchise fees.  He stated he would support a lower franchise 

fee with a 20% assessment paid by revenue bonds over increasing the levy but was not sure of 

the fee amount. 

 

Councilmember Strommen stated support for a franchise fee for the enumerated benefits 

described.  She agreed all of the City’s money comes from the same source, resident’s pockets, 

but the City Council is not yet done with budget discussions and there may be other options.  She 

noted it may be possible to phase out assessments, over time, and a franchise fee could be 

removed if costs can be covered by the general fund.  Councilmember Strommen stated she and 

Councilmember Elvig served on the City Council when a franchise fee was placed and then 

removed.  She indicated there is no “perfect way” to finance roads so she supports a balance 

(franchise fees and assessments), noting it also provides flexibility. 

 

Councilmember Elvig stated his support for a comprehensive plan, noting the City Council is 

still considering budget cuts and there is a multitude of ways to fund road projects.  He agreed 

that this decision has been delayed and noted, perhaps, the City Council should consider 

changing the TIF policy to allocate additional funds for roads.  Councilmember Elvig stated he 

did not consider franchise fees to be the total solution and would like a more comprehensive 

approach. 

 

Councilmember McGlone stated he likes the City’s Charter and its protections but found it also 

makes it difficult to use the public’s money to fund road projects, as demonstrated with the 51% 

counter petition against Andrie Street.  He indicated he does not support charging both a 

franchise fee and 20% special assessments but if an assessment is used, all should pay the same 

and it should not be based on property valuation.  Rather, he supported using a franchise fee to 



 

City Council / February 14, 2012 

Page 6 of 10 

fully fund road projects, which would spread the cost over thousands of properties and solve the 

problem for all immediately. 

 

Public Works Director Olson explained that a franchise fee of $28/month generates $3.6 million 

a year, the amount needed for average street projects.  The cost estimates have been refined and 

significantly lowered 35% from $1 million/mile to $648,000/mile for reconstruction but the cost 

for maintenance activities (sealcoat/overlays) was added, generating the same costs.  He advised 

the City cannot handle 20 miles of roads per year so the projects will have to be evened out. 

 

The City Council discussed whether staff should be directed to bring back a proposal including 

the franchise fee as a component and to continue its initiative to find additional funding options 

to fold into a more comprehensive plan.  Support was also expressed that if assessments were 

part of the plan, consideration should be given to an approach that would phase out that method 

of financing over a five to ten year period. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember Wise, to move forward with the 

Long Term Road Maintenance Initiative to be financed by use of franchise fees and/or a 

combination of other lawful revenue generating resources and direct staff to report back at the 

City Council’s March 27, 2012 meeting, (after the City Council has met to identify all reasonable 

expense, deductions measures) with recommendations based on this evening’s discussion. 

 

Further discussion: Public Works Director commented on the need to approve a funding 

mechanism for the 2012 Street Maintenance Program and timeline to hold a public hearing and 

adopt an ordinance to institute a franchise fee.  Mayor Ramsey noted the motion on the floor 

would force a decision in March. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Elvig, Wise, Backous, McGlone, 

Strommen, and Tossey.  Voting No: None. 

 

Councilmember Elvig left the Council Chambers at 8:40 p.m. 

7.01: Adopt Ordinance to Repeal Minnesota Building Code Chapter 1306 Entitled Special 

Fire Protection Systems (Optional) 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill reviewed the staff report. 

 

Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Councilmember Wise, to Waive the City 

Charter requirement to read the ordinance aloud and Adopt Ordinance No. 12-02 to Remove 

Minnesota Building Code Charter 1306 from the Ramsey City Code. 

 

A roll call vote was performed by the Recording Secretary: 

 

Councilmember Elvig  absent 

Councilmember McGlone aye 

Councilmember Tossey aye 

Councilmember Strommen aye 
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Councilmember Backous aye 

Councilmember Wise  aye 

Mayor Ramsey  aye 

 

Motion carried.   

7.02: Consider Amending Resolution #11-11-234 related to the Operation of a Church in 

the B-1 Business District on the Property Located at 5900 167
th

 Avenue NW; Case of 

Rum River Retail Ventures, LLC  

 

Senior Planner Gladhill reviewed the staff report. 

 

Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Mayor Ramsey, to direct staff to amend 

Resolution #11-11-234 to only reference MN State Building Code rather than Chapter 1306 

specifically, contingent upon approval of the property owner. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers McGlone, Backous, Strommen, 

Tossey, and Wise.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Councilmember Elvig. 

 

Councilmember Elvig returned to the Council Chambers at 8:44 p.m. 

7.03: Introduce Ordinance to Amend City Code Chapter 117-118 (The COR) 

 

Senior Planner Gladhill reviewed the staff report. 

 

Kendra Lindahl, Landform Project Principal and Planner, provided a presentation on The COR 

Design Framework. 

 

The City Council discussed the importance of assuring adequate flexibility to attract 

development.   

 

Motion by Councilmember Tossey, seconded by Councilmember McGlone, to introduce an 

Ordinance Amending City Code Section 117-118 entitled The COR as well as The COR Design 

Framework. 

 

Further discussion:  Senior Planner Gladhill answered questions of the City Council relating to 

the purpose of the conditional use process to provide more control and respond in a site-specific 

manner.  Ms. Lindahl requested direction on the floor area ratio in COR 2 and how to deal with 

temporary signs.  The City Council indicated no objection to small pedestrian-scaled “sandwich 

board” signage but directed that larger sized temporary signage was not appropriate. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Tossey, McGlone, Backous, 

Elvig, Strommen, and Wise.  Voting No: None. 
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7.04: Consider Amendment to the Joint Powers Agreement with Anoka County Highway 

Department 

 

Public Works Director Olson reviewed the staff report. 

 

Motion by Mayor Ramsey, seconded by Councilmember McGlone, to approve an amendment to 

the Joint Powers Agreement with the Anoka County Highway Department. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers McGlone, Backous, Elvig, 

Strommen, Tossey, and Wise.  Voting No: None. 

7.05: Consider Implementation of Long Term Road Maintenance Policy 

 

This item was considered prior to Case 7.01. 

7.06: Consider Guard Rail Enhancements for the Parking Ramp 

 

Public Works Director Olson reviewed the staff report. 

 

Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Councilmember Backous, to approve security 

enhancements to the fourth floor as per direction received from the Public Works Committee on 

January 17, 2012, and approve a change order for a cost not to exceed $34,344. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers McGlone, Backous, Elvig, 

Strommen, Tossey, and Wise.  Voting No: None. 

7.07: Consider Process for Acquisition of Parcel owned by M & W Holdings – Jeff Wise 

(14590 Armstrong Boulevard NW) and Adopt Resolution #12-02-XXX Defining 

Process for Acquisition of Parcel Owned by M & W Holding Company LLC – Jeff 

Wise (14590 Armstrong Boulevard NW) 

 

Councilmember Wise recused himself from this discussion due to a conflict of interest and left 

the Council Chambers at 9:09 p.m. 

 

Deputy City Administrator Nelson reviewed the staff report and read the proposed Resolution in 

full. 

 

City Attorney Goodrich requested a typographical error correction:  “1)  That the City Council 

and the HRA of the City Council will…”. 

 

Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Mayor Ramsey, to direct the City Attorney, 

COR Development Manager, and HRA Executive Director to proceed with negotiations on the 

land and building owned by Mr. Jeff Wise as outlined in the background and observation 

sections of this case and proposed resolution and adopt Resolution #12-02-024 Defining Process 

for Acquisition of Parcel Owned by M & W Holding Company LLC – Jeff Wise (14590 

Armstrong Boulevard NW), as corrected above. 
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Further discussion: The City Council further discussed the motion, acknowledging it provided a 

transparent process.  Councilmember Elvig stated he remained concerned that the resolution 

language was steering the City towards a larger project that it was not able to fund.  Public 

Works Director Olson answered questions of the City Council and described the configurations 

of the interchange project, Sunwood Drive/Armstrong Boulevard realignment, at grade 

signalization at Sunwood Drive, Highway 10 overpass, and points of access.  City Attorney 

Goodrich advised that the fact the liquor store wants to relocate to The COR facilitates the City’s 

acquisition because under State Law the City is required to do minimum compensation to 

relocate the business.  He recommended those two transactions occur within one document. 

 

The City Council debated whether it was necessary, at this point to fully acquire all three 

properties, or perhaps a premature consideration without first reviewing the dashboard, financing 

options, and potential impact.  Mayor Ramsey pointed out the case report and resolution do not 

include any reference to dollar amounts or an indication the City is purchasing; it only gives staff 

authorization to move forward with negotiation.  City Administrator Ulrich advised that funds 

expended to purchase impacted property for the Sunwood Drive realignment and overpass would 

be eligible as part of the City’s local match.  Deputy Administrator Nelson indicated the City 

Council will be presented with financing options at its February 28, 2012 meeting.  Following 

further debate, the City Council agreed to the resolution amendment as proposed by 

Councilmember Strommen and City Attorney Goodrich. 

 

Amendment motion by Councilmember Backous, seconded by Mayor Ramsey, to amend 

Resolution #12-02-024 Defining Process for Acquisition of Parcel Owned by M & W Holding 

Company LLC – Jeff Wise (14590 Armstrong Boulevard NW) as follows: Remove ninth 

WHEREAS paragraph; and, add a new tenth WHEREAS paragraph: “WHEREAS, the 

acquisition of the property at 14590 Armstrong Boulevard will facilitate the location of this 

business as required by State Law for minimum compensation.”   

 

Amendment carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Backous, Elvig, McGlone, 

Strommen, and Tossey.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Councilmember Wise. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers McGlone, Elvig, Backous, 

Strommen, and Tossey.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Councilmember Wise. 

 

Councilmember Wise returned to the Council Chambers at 9:46 p.m. 

7.08 Consider Approval of Easements Necessary for the Ramsey Rail Station 

 

Public Works Director Olson reviewed the staff report. 

 

Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Councilmember Elvig, to approve granting 

easements necessary for the Ramsey Rail Station subject to City Attorney and City 

Administrator review as to form and content. 
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Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers McGlone, Elvig, Backous, 

Strommen, Tossey, and Wise.  Voting No: None. 

8. MAYOR, COUNCIL AND STAFF INPUT 

 

City Administrator Ulrich announced upcoming meetings and events. 

 

Public Works Olson provided an update on parking ramp construction. 

 

Mayor Ramsey reported he found a local job and will be moving back April 1, 2012, and stated 

his appreciation to those who voiced support while he worked in North Dakota. 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Councilmember Wise, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

 

Motion carried. 

 

The regular meeting of the City Council adjourned at 9:52 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

_____________________________ 

Kurtis G. Ulrich 

City Administrator  

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Jo Ann M. Thieling 

City Clerk 

 

Drafted by Carla Wirth 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

By: Jo Thieling, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Approve License Applications

Background:
Attached is a list of licenses for approval.

Council Action:
Approve license applications submitted.

Attachments
License Requests

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 03/21/2012 11:18 AM
Form Started By: Jo Thieling Started On: 03/15/2012 01:15 PM

Final Approval Date: 03/21/2012 
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License Applications 

03/27/12 

 
*Special 

Events 

Northgate Church 

Wayne Skaff 

7250 E. Ramsey Parkway Ramsey, MN 55303 

**Special 

Events 

American Cancer Society – Bark for Life 

Kim Gust 

To be held at The Draw Park Ramsey, MN 55303 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    
*Northgate Church has requested a special events permit for outdoor Sunday services beginning with Memorial Day weekend and ending on Labor Day weekend.  The service 

would be in the parking lot at PACT Charter School.  There would be amplified speakers for the music and the sermon – they would be directed to the south – away from 

residential homes to the north.  Staff is requesting Council waive the $50 application fee as has been done in the past. 

 

**Kim Gust, a resident of Ramsey is requesting to use The Draw Park to conduct a Bark for Life fundraiser for the American Cancer Society.  Bark for Life honors the care giving 

qualities of canine companions and supports the American Cancer Society life saving mission.  It is a non-competitive walking event for dogs and their owners to raise funds and 

awareness in the fight against cancer. 

 



   

CC Regular Session   4. 3.           
Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

By: Jo Thieling, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Appoint City Administrator to Quad Cities Cable Communications Commission

Background:
Deputy City Administrator Nelson was appointed to serve as staff representative for the Quad Cities Cable
Communications Commission.  Ms. Nelson has has resigned from her position with the City of Ramsey, therefore,
a representative must be appointed to serve the Cable Commission for the remainder of 2012.

Recommendation:
Staff is recommending Council appoint City Administrator Kurt Ulrich as staff representative for the Quad Cities
Cable Communications Commission.  Currently, the City Administrators of Andover and Champlin also serve as
their community representatives to this board.

Council Action:
Motion to appoint City Administrator Kurt Ulrich as staff representative for the Quad Cities Cable Communications
Commission.

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 03/21/2012 11:26 AM
Form Started By: Jo Thieling Started On: 03/19/2012 12:42 PM

Final Approval Date: 03/21/2012 
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Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

Submitted For: Grant Riemer By: MaryJo Warner, Engineering/Public Works

Information
Title:
Award Bid for 2012 Street Sweeping Contract

Background:
On October 18, 2011 staff presented to the Public Works Committee three options to contract out spring sweeping.

Option One:  Was the contractor supply additional sweepers and work with city staff to perform the task.  The most
common scenario in this option is the contractor supplies X number of additional sweepers and the city supplies the
dump trucks and water truck needed to support the operation.  Upside would be sweeping time would be cut
dramatically, but the downside is staff and equipment would still be required.

Option Two: Would have the contractor perform all aspect's of the operation, including hauling the debris and
supplying the water truck.  The upside would be public works staff would be free to work on other spring time
projects.  The down side would be expense.  Rates for equipment rental were running from $76.00-$83.00 / hour for
pickup broom sweepers and $80.00 / hour for tandem dump trucks in 2011.

Option Three: Would be a combination of the first two options.  Have the contracted forces sweep our
curb/storm-water areas and city staff could sweep the ditched areas.  The curbed areas are more time sensitive, while
the ditched areas allow for more flexibility.

The Public Works Committee recommended to City Council Option 3, a combination of the first two options with
contracted forces sweeping curb/stormwater area and city staff sweeping ditched areas, estimating 200 hours or
$16,000.  

On November 7, 2011 City Council approved Option 3, authorizing staff to seek RFP's for 2012 spring street
sweeping, and include an add alternate for disposal of road debris.

On February 17 and February 24, 2012 Advertisement for Bids were published in the Anoka Union Newspaper and
five contractors were mailed invitation to bid. No bids were received by the bid due date.  Staff contacted the three
contractors that requested the contractor documents and found out the reason they did not bid was because they did
not own a regenerative sweeper.

Therefore, the contract documents were revised to pickup broom street sweeping only and published again on
March 16, 2012.  Bids will be opened and tabulated on Friday, March 23, 2012 and those results will be presented
to City Council.    

Notification:
 

Observations:
 



 

Recommendation:
To be presented at the City Council meeting.

Funding Source:
Funding would come from the Storm Water Utility.

Council Action:
To be determined at the City Council meeting.

Attachments
Bid Results

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Grant Riemer MaryJo Warner 03/21/2012 10:41 AM
Brian Olson MaryJo Warner 03/22/2012 09:03 AM

Mary Jo Warner (Originator) MaryJo Warner 03/22/2012 09:20 AM
Grant Riemer MaryJo Warner 03/22/2012 09:54 AM
Brian Olson Brian Olson 03/22/2012 02:17 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 03/22/2012 02:48 PM

Form Started By: MaryJo Warner Started On: 03/13/2012 03:46 PM
Final Approval Date: 03/22/2012 



Attachment to Council Consent Item 4.4 

Award Bid for 2012 Street Sweeping Contract 

 

CITY OF RAMSEY 2012 STREET SWEEPING 

BIDS DUE @ 10:00 AM FRIDAY MARCH 23, 2012 

 

CONTRACTOR   BID AMOUNT  ALTERNATE  BID SECURITY 

 

Pearson Bros.   $17,406.00   $7,500   Yes 

On Call Sweeping   $28,397.00   $12,000   Yes 

Allied Blacktop   $40,655.00   $14,000   Yes  
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Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

Submitted For: MaryJo Warner By: MaryJo Warner, Engineering/Public Works

Information
Title:
Adopt Resolution 12-03-XXX Authorizing Partial Payment to Knutson Construction for IP 10-22 Municipal Park
Ramp, Phase II

Background:
Resolution and Pay Request Attached.

Recommendation:
Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected the completed work and recommends
partial payment to Knutson Construction in the amount of $104,500.00.

Council Action:
Motion to adopt Resolution 12-03-XXX authorizing partial payment to Knutson Construction for IP 10-22 Ramsey
Municipal Park Facility Phase II in the amount of $104,500.00.

Attachments
Resolution 03.27.12
Pay Request 03.27.12

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Brian Olson Brian Olson 03/22/2012 02:17 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 03/22/2012 02:49 PM

Form Started By: MaryJo Warner Started On: 03/14/2012 10:04 AM
Final Approval Date: 03/22/2012 



RESOLUTION #12-03-XXX 
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Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 
 

RESOLUTION #12-03-XXX 
 

RESOLUTION APPROVING 6TH PARTIAL PAYMENT TO KNUTSON 
CONSTRUCTION FOR IP #10-22 RAMSEY MUNICIPAL PARKING RAMP, PHASE II 
  

WHEREAS, the authorization to advertisement for bids for this project was approved on 
April 12, 2011, and 
 

WHEREAS, on August 9, 2011, the Ramsey City Council awarded the contract for IP 
#10-22 to Knutson Construction; and 

 
WHEREAS, as of March 27, 2012 $2,266,172.00 has been paid to date; and 
 
WHEREAS, Public Works Director/Principal City Engineer, Brian Olson has inspected 

the completed work and recommends partial payment to Knutson Construction in the amount of 
$104,500.00. 

 
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 Knutson Construction for 

Improvement Project #10-22 in the amount of $104,500.00. 
 
2) That the City Council hereby accepts the project 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 March 27, 2012. 
 
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: 
 
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 27th day of March 2012. 
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       Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
       
City Clerk 
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Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

By: Jackie Lipski, Finance

Information
Title:
Adopt Resolution #12-03-XXX Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing Payment of Accounts
Payable Invoicing Received During the Period of March 9, 2012 through March 22, 2012

Funding Source:
N/A

Attachments
BILLS LIST 3/27/2012
RESOLUTION 3/27/2012

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Diana Lund Diana Lund 03/22/2012 09:57 AM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 03/22/2012 10:29 AM

Form Started By: Jackie Lipski Started On: 03/22/2012 09:40 AM
Final Approval Date: 03/22/2012 















































































Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption:

RESOLUTION #12-03-XXX

RESOLUTION APPROVING CASH DISBURSEMENTS MADE AND AUTHORIZING 
PAYMENT OF ACCOUNTS PAYABLE INVOICING RECEIVED DURING THE 
PERIOD OF MARCH 9, 2012 THROUGH MARCH 22, 2012.

WHEREAS, the City of Ramsey Finance Department has made cash disbursements and 
received accounts payable invoicing during the period of March 9, 2012, through March 22, 
2012, in the amount of $632,746.20; 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 March 9, 2012, through March 22, 2012, in the amount of $632,746.20.

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 27th day of March 2012.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk



   

CC Regular Session   4. 7.           
Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

By: Diana Lund, Finance

Information
Title:
Report From Finance Committee of 3-13-12

Background:
Two Cases were presented to the Finance Committee:  

Case 1:  Appointment of a Chair and Vice Chair for the Finance Committee.  
Motioned that the City Council select Councilmember Elvig as Chair and Councilmember Wise as Vice Chair of
the Finance Committee in 2012.

Case 2:  Credit Card Analysis

Staff reviewed the credit card collections to date outlining that the majority of the usage was from utility billing and
that the average credit card processing fee was 3.05%.  The Finance Committee was in agreement to begin charging
a $2.00 per transaction fee for on-line usage to help offset the 3.05% rate.  The transaction fee is to begin
immediately after council approval.  

Recommendation:
Ratify the recommendations of the Finance Committee.

Council Action:
Ratify the recommendations of the Finance Committee.

Attachments
Credit Card Analysis

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 03/21/2012 11:18 AM
Form Started By: Diana Lund Started On: 03/14/2012 07:40 AM

Final Approval Date: 03/21/2012 



CITY OF RAMSEY CREDIT CARD SALES ANALYSIS PREPARED BY: FINANCE DEPT

Month  Total Sales 

 Total Processing 

Fees 

 General Fund 

Sales 

 % Total 

Sales 

 Enterprise Fund 

Sales  % Total Sales 

June 2011 1,660.16                 373.75                    413.50                    24.91% 1,246.66                 75.09%

July 2011 9,929.87                 359.47                    4,173.15                 42.03% 5,756.72                 57.97%

August 2011 59,501.54               1,952.33                 5,064.61                 8.51% 54,436.93               91.49%

September 2011 25,116.92               835.75                    3,537.91                 14.09% 21,579.01               85.91%

October 2011 22,815.50               517.97                    11,783.51               51.65% 11,031.99               48.35%

November 2011 89,961.22               2,880.70                 25,110.78               27.91% 64,850.44               72.09%

December 2011 16,099.75               566.47                    4,769.05                 29.62% 11,330.70               70.38%

January 2012 12,632.28               461.19                    5,669.57                 44.88% 6,962.71                 55.12%

February 2012 52,096.34               1,661.46                 5,423.70                 10.41% 50,434.88               96.81%

Total 289,813.58            9,609.09                 65,945.78               227,630.04            

Month Total Sales Fixed Fees* Processing Fees

June 2011 1,660.16$               319.80$                  53.95$                    

July 2011 9,929.87$               49.95$                    309.52$                  

August 2011 59,501.54$             49.95$                    1,902.38$               

September 2011 25,116.92$             49.95$                    785.80$                  

October 2011 22,815.50$             49.95$                    468.02$                  

November 2011 89,961.22$             49.95$                    2,830.75$               

December 2011 16,099.75$             49.95$                    516.52$                  

January 2012 12,632.28$             49.95$                    411.24$                  

February 2012 52,096.34$             49.95$                    1,611.51$               

Total 289,813.58$          719.40$                  8,889.69$               3.05%

* Monthly Fixed Service Fee (June 2011 includes swipe machines)

Truth in Credit Card Processing

True Processing Fee Rate (%)

3.25%

3.12%

3.26%

3.09%

The city offers a variety of payment methods (in person, online, telephone) and accepts three card types including VISA, MasterCard, and Discover. 

The card type and transaction method determine the rate fee the city pays per transaction. This analysis summaries total monthly transactions 

and fees to determine the cumulative processing fee, backing out fixed monthly account fees.

Average Rate:

3.20%

3.13%

2.05%
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3.21%
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CITY OF RAMSEY CREDIT CARD SALES ANALYSIS PREPARED BY: FINANCE DEPT

SALES BY FUND TYPE
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CC Regular Session   6. 1.           
Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

By: Jo Thieling, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Public Hearing to Adopt Ordinance Establishing Boundary Lines for the City of Ramsey Ward System

Background:
Although a public hearing is not required, staff has advertised the adoption of this Ordinance as a public hearing as
a courtesy to all registered voters within the City.  Following is the same background that was presented for the
introduction of this redistricting ordinance.  For informational purposes, staff is including this same language.  On
February 21, 2012, the maps were released showing the redistricting of the congressional and legislative districts. 
The City was required to review those maps and make adjustments to its Ward and Precinct boundaries as needed
based on population changes.  Council is also aware that redistricting is a process that occurs every ten years
following completion of the US Census.

 

Notification:
The notification requirements are as follows:  When a precinct boundary is reestablished or a local government
election district boundary is redistricted, a detailed map showing the new precincts or districts must be posted at the
locations and in the manner in items A to C.  Item A pertains to municipalities, and reads as follows:  For precincts
and wards established by a municipality, the notice prepared by the municipal clerk must be posted in the clerk's
office.  The notice may be posted in other conspicuous locations in the municipality, at the discretion of the clerk. 
The information posted must also be made available for public inspection at the office of the county auditor.  A
resolution to re-establish the boundaries of the precincts will be considered in the case following this one.

The notices required must be posted within 72 hours after the adoption of precinct or election district boundaries. 
The notices must remain posted until the day following the state general election in a year ending in two.  Besides
the notification bulletin board, staff will post the map and legals on the City's website.  Staff published a public
hearing notice for the adoption of this Ordinance redistricting the Wards, although a public hearing is not
a mandatory requirement.  

With regard to notice to affected voters - when precinct boundaries are changed, the county auditor or municipal
clerk shall notify each affected registered voter of the change at least one week prior to the state primary held after
the change takes place.  Following completion of the ward and precinct boundary amendments, Anoka County
Elections will be sending out notification postcards to all voters within the City of Ramsey. 

Observations:
Again, the following information was presented during the time of the introduction of this ordinance, but for
informational purposes, this same information is included.  The City is currently divided into four Wards and each
Ward has two Precincts.  According to State Statute, each Ward shall have a balanced population with other
Wards within the City.  Based on the 2010 Census, the current population of each Ward in the City of Ramsey is as
follows:  Ward 1 = 6,975 (+18%); Ward 2 = 4,937 (-16%); Ward 3 = 5,721 (-3%); and Ward 4 = 5,939 (+1%).  

As was noted to Council at the February 28, 2012 meeting, for Census and redistricting purposes, the City is
divided into smaller geographic areas known as Census Blocks  that are used to summarize population and act as
boundary lines for Districts and Wards.  Staff prepared an amended Ward Map that balances population with
minimal geographic change and follows major transportation corridors.  The populations for each Ward on the
proposed Map is as follows:  Ward 1 = 6,091 (+3%); Ward 2 = 5,821 (-1%); Ward 3 = 5,721 (-3%) [No change to



Ward 3 proposed]); and Ward 4 = 5,939 (-1%) [No change to Ward 4 proposed]).  

At the February 28, 2012 Council meeting, Council accepted the draft Ward Map and directed staff to prepare the
necessary ordinance for introduction and adoption to establish the new boundary lines for the City of Ramsey's
Ward system and a resolution to establish precinct lines and polling places.  The ordinance establishing the Ward
lines was presented for introduction at the March 13, 2012 Council meeting.  Council voted to introduce the
ordinance as presented, and that ordinance, along with the map, is attached for Council adoption.  Also included, for
informational purposes, is the map showing the comparison of the old and new ward boundaries.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends Council adopt the attached ordinance establishing boundary lines for the City of Ramsey Ward
system.

Funding Source:
N/A

Council Action:
Motion to waive the City's Charter requirement to read the Ordinance aloud and to adopt Ordinance #12-XX
Establishing Boundary Lines for the City of Ramsey Ward System. 
Roll Call:     Councilmember Backous
                     Councilmember Wise
                     Councilmember Elvig
                     Councilmember Tossey
                     Councilmember McGlone
                     Councilmember Strommen
                     Mayor Ramsey
 

Attachments
Map Showing New Ward Boundary Lines
Map Comparing Old & New Ward Lines
Redistricting Ordinance

Form Review
Form Started By: Jo Thieling Started On: 03/15/2012 

Final Approval Date: 03/08/2012 
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This map has been compiled using information gathered
from various governmental offices and other sources and is
to be used for reference purposes only. It is neither a
legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended for
use as one. The Geographic Information System (GIS)
data used to develop this map is not warranted by the City
as being error-free. The City does not represent that the
GIS data can be used for exact
measurement of distance or direction or precision in the
depiction of geographic features.
If errors or discrepancies are found, please contact (763)
427-1410.

The City of Ramsey disclaims any responsibility or
liability for the accuracy of the information at any point of
initial contact with a GIS to which the public has general
access. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to
Minnesota Statute 466.03, Subd. 21 (2000), and the user of
this map acknowledges that the City of Ramsey is immune
from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or
agents, or third parties which  rise out of the user's access
of the data.
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ORDINANCE #12-XX 

 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING BOUNDARY LINES FOR THE CITY OF RAMSEY 

WARD SYSTEM 

 

The City Council of the City of Ramsey, Minnesota ordains: 

 

SECTION 1.  PURPOSE. 

 

 It is the purpose of this ordinance to re-establish the boundary lines for the Wards located 

within the City of Ramsey as per the Minnesota Redistricting Process.  The four wards are as 

equal in population as is practicable with each ward being composed of compact contiguous 

territory.  Changes occur in Wards 1 and 2 only; Wards 3 and 4 remain the same. 

 

 Ward Descriptions.  Following is the legal description of each ward.  

 

WARD 1:  The boundary of Ward 1 is described as follows: 

Beginning at the intersection of Nowthen Boulevard NW (CSAH #5) and 181
st
 

Avenue NW (County Road #64).  Thence following Nowthen Boulevard NW 

(CSAH #5) in a southern direction to the intersection of Sunfish Lake Boulevard 

NW (County Road #57) and Nowthen Boulevard NW (CSAH #5).  Thence 

following Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW (County Road #57) south to the 

intersection of Alpine Drive NW and Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW (County Road 

#57).  Thence following Alpine Drive NW easterly to the intersection of Roanoke 

Street NW and Alpine Drive NW.  Thence following Roanoke Street NW 

northerly to the intersection of Juniper Ridge Drive NW and Roanoke Street NW.  

Thence northerly along the east property line of Lot 11, Block 1, of Reilley 

Estates (said property address 15637 Juniper Ridge Drive NW) to the eastern City 

limits (Rum River).  Thence following the Rum River upstream in a northerly 

direction to the north City limits.  Thence following the north City limits in a 

westerly direction to point of beginning. 

 

See attached City Map showing graphically the boundaries of WARD 1. 

 



WARD 2:  The boundary of Ward 2 is described as follows: 

Beginning at the intersection of the north and west City limits lines, thence 

easterly along the north City limits to the intersection of Nowthen Boulevard NW 

(CSAH #5) and 181
st
 Avenue NW (County Road #64).  Thence following 

Nowthen Boulevard NW (CSAH #5) in a southern direction to the intersection of 

Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW (County Road #57) and Nowthen Boulevard NW 

(CSAH #5).  Thence following Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW (County Road #57) 

south to the intersection of Alpine Drive NW and Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW 

(County Road #57).  Thence following Alpine Drive NW westerly to the 

intersection of Variolite Street NW and Alpine Drive NW.  Thence following 

Variolite Street NW north to the intersection of 157
th

 Avenue NW and Variolite 

Street NW.  Thence following 157
th

 Avenue NW west to the intersection of 

Armstrong Boulevard NW (CSAH #83) and 157
th

 Avenue NW.  Thence 

following Armstrong Boulevard NW (CSAH #83) south to the intersection of 

155
th

 Lane NW and Armstrong Boulevard NW (CSAH #83).  Thence following 

155
th

 Lane NW westerly to the intersection of Marmoset Street NW and 155
th

 

Lane NW.  Thence following Marmoset Street NW south to the intersection of 

154
th

 Lane NW and Marmoset Street NW.  Thence following 154
th

 Lane NW 

westerly to the intersection of Okapi Street NW and 154
th

 Lane NW.  Thence 

following Okapi Street NW south to the intersection of Alpine Drive NW and 

Okapi Street NW.  Thence following Alpine Drive NW westerly to the 

intersection of U.S. Highway #10/169 and Alpine Drive NW.  Thence Following 

U.S. Highway #10/169 northwesterly to the west City limits.  Thence following 

the west City limits north to the point of beginning. 

 

See attached City Map showing graphically the boundaries of WARD 2. 

 

WARD 3:  The boundary of Ward 3 is described as follows: 

Beginning at the intersection of U.S. Highway #10/169 and the west City limit 

line.  Thence following U.S. Highway #10/169 southeasterly to the intersection of 

Alpine Drive NW and U.S. Highway #10/169.  Thence following Alpine Drive 

NW easterly to the intersection of Okapi Street NW and Alpine Drive NW.  

Thence following Okapi Street NW north to the intersection of 154
th

 Lane NW 

and Okapi Street NW.  Thence following 154
th

 Lane NW easterly to the 

intersection of Marmoset Street NW and 154
th

 Lane NW.  Thence following 

Marmoset Street NW north to the intersection of 155
th

 Lane NW and Marmoset 

Street NW.  Thence following 155
th

 Lane NW easterly to the intersection of 

Armstrong Boulevard NW (CSAH #83) and 155
th

 Lane NW.  Thence following 

Armstrong Boulevard NW (CSAH #83) north to the intersection of 157
th

 Avenue 

NW and Armstrong Boulevard NW (CSAH #83).  Thence following 157
th

 

Avenue NW easterly to the intersection of Variolite Street NW and 157
th

 Avenue 

NW.  Thence following Variolite Street NW southerly to the intersection of 

Alpine Drive NW and Variolite Street NW thence following Alpine Drive NW 

easterly to the intersection of Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW (County Road #57) 

and Alpine Drive NW.  Thence following Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW (County 

Road #57) south to the intersection of Sunwood Drive NW and Sunfish Lake 



Boulevard NW (County Road #57).  Thence following Sunwood Drive NW 

easterly to the intersection of 145
th

 Lane NW and Sunwood Drive NW.  Thence 

following 145
th

 Lane NW easterly to the intersection of Potassium Street NW and 

145
th

 Lane NW.  Thence following Potassium Street NW south to the intersection 

of 143
rd

 Circle NW and Potassium Street NW.  Thence following 143
rd

 Circle 

NW easterly to the intersection of Neon Street NW and 143
rd

 Circle NW.  Thence 

following Neon Street NW southerly to the intersection of 142
nd

 Avenue NW and 

Neon Street NW.  Thence following 142
nd

 Avenue NW easterly to the intersection 

of Magnesium Street NW and 142
nd

 Avenue NW.  Thence following Magnesium 

Street NW southerly to the intersection of Industry Avenue NW (CSAH#116) and 

Magnesium Street NW.  Thence following Industry Avenue NW (CSAH #116) 

westerly to the east line of Business Park 95 (also known as the east City limit 

line).  Thence following the East City limit line, southerly to the southern City 

limits (Mississippi River).  Thence following the southern City limits westerly to 

the western City limits.  Thence following the western City limits northerly to the 

point of beginning. 

 

See attached City Map showing graphically the boundaries of WARD 3. 

 

WARD 4:  The boundary of Ward 4 is described as follows: 

Beginning at the intersection of Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW (County Road #57) 

and Alpine Drive NW.  Thence easterly along Alpine Drive NW to the 

intersection of Roanoke Street NW and Alpine Drive NW.  Thence following 

Roanoke Street NW north to the intersection of Juniper Ridge Drive NW and 

Roanoke Street NW.  Thence northerly along the east property line of Lot 11, 

Block 1, of Reilley Estates (said property address 15637 Juniper Ridge Drive 

NW) to the eastern City limits (Rum River).  Thence following the Rum River 

downstream along the eastern City limits to the southern City limits.  Thence 

following the southern City limits westerly to the intersection of Magnesium 

Street NW and Industry Avenue NW (CSAH #116).  Thence following 

Magnesium Street NW north to the intersection of 142
nd

 Avenue NW and 

Magnesium Street NW.  Thence following 142
nd

 Avenue NW north and westerly 

to the intersection of Neon Street NW and 142
nd

 Avenue NW. Thence following 

Neon Street NW northerly to the intersection of 143
rd

 Circle NW and Neon Street 

NW.  Thence following 143
rd

 Circle NW westerly to the intersection of  

Potassium Street NW and 143
rd

 Circle NW.  Thence following Potassium Street 

NW northerly to the intersection of 145
th

 Lane NW and Potassium Street NW.  

Thence following along 145
th

 Lane NW westerly to the intersection of Sunwood 

Drive NW and 145
th

 Lane NW.  Thence following along Sunwood Drive NW 

westerly to the intersection of Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW (County Road #57) 

and Sunwood Drive NW. Thence following Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW (County 

Road #57) northerly to the point of beginning. 

 

See attached City Map showing graphically the boundaries of WARD 4. 

 

 



SECTION 2.  SUMMARY. 
 

The following is the official summary of Ordinance #12-XX, which 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. 

 

Redistricting is a process that occurs every ten years following completion of the US Census.  

The City of Ramsey is divided into four wards and each Ward shall have a balanced population 

with the other Wards within the City.  To be within the recommended percentage of population 

and following the legislative district boundary redistricting, the lines for Wards 1 and 2 have 

been amended.  Wards 3 and 4 remain the same.  A map and complete legal description of each 

Ward is available for viewing on the City’s website at www.cityoframsey.com or is available for 

review at City Hall.   

 

SECTION 3:  EFFECTIVE DATE 

 

The effective date of this ordinance is thirty (30) days after its passage and publication, subject to 

City Charter Section 5.07. 

 

Passed by the Ramsey City Council the ____ day of March 2012. 

 

 

  

Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

  

City Clerk 

 

Introduction Date:   

Posting Dates:   

Adoption Date:   

Publication Date:   

Effective Date:   

http://www.cityoframsey.com/


   

CC Regular Session   7. 1.           
Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

By: Jo Thieling, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Consider Resolution Establishing Precinct Boundary Lines and Polling Places for the City of Ramsey

Background:
As part of the redistricting process, precinct lines and polling places must be re-established.  Because of the Ward
boundary change between Wards 1 and 2, the precinct line between Ward 1 Precinct 1 and Ward 2 Precinct 2 will be
changed.  Because of the legislative redistricting, it made sense to redraw the precinct boundaries in Ward 1 as
well.  A map depicting the new  proposed boundaries is attached to this case.  Legal descriptions for all eight
Precincts are included in the attached resolution.

The City's polling locations will remain the same; however, staff is suggesting some rearranging of at which
location the Precincts will vote.  What has been taken into consideration is where the new Ward, Precinct and
Legislative District lines fall as well as the number of registered voters within the Precinct in comparison to the size
of the polling facility.  State Statues regulates how a City designates polling places as follows:  The polling place
for a precinct in a city or in a school district located in whole or in part in the metropolitan area, shall be located
within the boundaries of the precinct or within one mile of one of those boundaries unless a single polling place is
designated for a city. . . .   Currently Ward 1 Precinct 1 votes at Pathways Community Church located at 6341 -
167th Avenue NW and that will remain the same as will Ward 1 Precinct 2 which votes at Cross of Hope Church,
located at 5730 - 179th Lane NW.  Ward 2 Precinct 1 currently votes at Fire Station 1, located at 15050 Armstrong
Boulevard NW.  Staff is suggesting the polling location for Ward 2 Precinct 1 be changed to the Park Center in
Central Park which is located at 7925 - 161st Avenue NW.  This accomplishes two things - the location of this
polling place is closer to the precinct boundaries AND - the number of registered voters in this precinct are less than
the one currently voting at Park Center so some of the crowding and parking concerns will be alleviated.  With the
new boundary line for Ward 2 Precinct 2 moving over into the current boundary for Ward 1, the Independent
Baptist Church located at 15650 Sunfish Lake Boulevard NW falls within the borders and is suggested as the new
location for this precinct.   Ward 3 Precinct 1 currently votes at Ramsey Municipal Center at 7550 Sunwood Drive
NW and Ward 3 Precinct 2 currently votes at the Independent Baptist Church (Sunfish - address above).    Staff is
suggesting having Ward 3 Precinct 1 continue to vote at the Municipal Center, even though the boundary line is
within Precinct 2.  It does, however, fall within the one mile radius as set by State Statute.  Precinct 1 is the larger
voter population of the two precincts in Ward 3 so it would make most sense to have the larger precinct continue to
vote at City Hall where there is ample parking and not as much chance for traffic congestion as has happened in the
past on Armstrong Boulevard.  At the present time, there is a difference of about 1,000 registered voters between
Precinct 1 and 2 in Ward 3.  By leaving Ward 3 Precinct 1 voting at the Municipal Center, this also minimizes the
number of polling location changes.  Ward 3 Precinct 2 currently votes at Independent Baptist Church located at
15650 Sunfish Lake Boulevard, but staff is suggesting the new location be Ramsey Fire Station No. 1 at 15050
Armstrong Boulevard NW.  Ward 4 Precinct 1 currently votes at Old City Hall at 15153 Nowthen Boulevard NW
and Ward 4 Precinct 2 currently votes at Lord of Life Church at 14501 Nowthen Boulevard NW, and those two will
remain as is.

Attached for Council information and review is a map showing the the Ward and Precinct boundaries as well as the
polling locations, current and proposed.  Also attached is a map showing the one mile radius area for polling places.

Notification:
The notification requirements are as follows: When a precinct boundary is reestablished or a local government



The notification requirements are as follows: When a precinct boundary is reestablished or a local government
election district boundary is redistricted, a detailed map showing the new precincts or districts must be posted at the
locations and in the manner in items A to C. Item A pertains to municipalities, and reads as follows: For precincts
and wards established by a municipality, the notice prepared by the municipal clerk must be posted in the clerk's
office. The notice may be posted in other conspicuous locations in the municipality, at the discretion of the clerk.
The information posted must also be made available for public inspection at the office of the county auditor.  Staff
will post the maps and information on the Public Notice Board in the lobby of City Hall.  Staff will also send all
notices to the County Auditor and the Secretary of State offices.

The notices required must be posted within 72 hours after the adoption of precinct or election district boundaries.
The notices must remain posted until the day following the state general election in a year ending in two.

With regard to noticing affected voters - when precinct boundaries are changed, the county auditor or municipal
clerk shall notify each affected registered voter of the change at least one week prior to the state primary held after
the change takes place. Following completion of the ward and precinct boundary amendments, Anoka County
Elections will be sending out notification postcards to all voters within the City of Ramsey

Recommendation:
Staff is recommending the City Council adopt the attached resolution establishing the Precinct boundary lines and
the polling locations.

Funding Source:
Costs for elections are budgeted for in the Elections Section of the General Fund.

Council Action:
Motion to adopt Resolution #12-03-XXX Establishing Precinct Boundary Lines and Polling Places for the City of
Ramsey

Attachments
Map of Proposed Polling Locations
Map Showing 1 Mile Radius

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 03/21/2012 11:23 AM
Form Started By: Jo Thieling Started On: 03/15/2012 03:09 PM

Final Approval Date: 03/21/2012 
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Ward 1 = 6,091 (+3%)
Ward 2 = 5,821 (-2%)
Ward 3 = 5,817 (-2%)
Ward 4 = 5,939 (+1%)

This map has been compiled using information gathered
from various governmental offices and other sources and is
to be used for reference purposes only. It is neither a
legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended for
use as one. The Geographic Information System (GIS)
data used to develop this map is not warranted by the City
as being error-free. The City does not represent that the
GIS data can be used for exact
measurement of distance or direction or precision in the
depiction of geographic features.
If errors or discrepancies are found, please contact (763)
427-1410.

The City of Ramsey disclaims any responsibility or
liability for the accuracy of the information at any point of
initial contact with a GIS to which the public has general
access. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to
Minnesota Statute 466.03, Subd. 21 (2000), and the user of
this map acknowledges that the City of Ramsey is immune
from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or
agents, or third parties which  rise out of the user's access
of the data.
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CC Regular Session   7. 2.           
Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

Submitted For: Kurt Ulrich By: Patrick Brama, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Consider Policy for the Sale City Owned Lands

Background:
As part of the Ramsey City Council's 2011 strategic goals, it was established that developing an inventory of city
owned lands was a high priority. Staff developed and introduced an inventory of City owned lands at the July 19
City Council worksession; at which time, a number of questions and requests arose. Staff responded to said
questions and requests at the January 17 City Council work session.  A copy of the January 17 case and meeting
minutes have been attched to this case for reference. The purpose of this case is to give a brief status update on the
City owned lands project and to consider a policy for the sale of City owned lands.

Notification:
Notification not required at this time. Public Hearings and Notifications will be issued when an Ordinance to sell
public property or a Zoning Amendment is required.  In addition, the project was profiled in the most recent
Ramsey Resident.

Observations:
As directed in the January 17 Council worksession, staff moved forward on three items. 

ITEM 1: First, the potential disposition of Peltzer Park; which will be a separate agenda item brought forward at
the April 10 City Council regular meeting. In summary, a letter was sent out to properties owners located near
Peltzer Park, affected property owners were invited to attend the Mayor's Town Hall Meeting on February 12 and
Staff has received and documented comments from the public. Overall, there are a few people not in favor of the
sale of Peltzer Park and a large number of people in favor of the sale of Peltzer Park; which is likely due to
the exchange of playground equipment to facilitate the development of North Commons Park.

ITEM 2: Second, Staff was directed to pursue selling properties identified as "free and clear" and not yet marketed
by the EDA. One of those properties was Peltzer Park and the other two properties were #13 (Parcel conveyed as
fee title on the ALPHA DEVELOPMENT, Legacy Christian Academy) and parcel #34 (176 Ave/Vicuna St).  Both
of these properties will be brought back to the City Council, in worksession, for further direction.  Regarding the
Legacy property, staff would like to make note that this sale may be better coordinated with a surrounding
residentail developement.  

ITEM 3: Third, Staff was directed to pursue, and further research, properties identified as dedicated. The first step
in this process was to see if the City Attorney was able to contact previous property owners in hopes to either (A)
return City owned properties to the original owners or (B) negotiate the removal of dedication from City owned
property titles. The City Attorney will provide a brief update at the Council meeting.

The next step in the process to sell City Owned properties is to select a method of sale. After discussion with local
realtors, Staff developed a set of possibilities for the sale of City owned land. Please reference the attached
document, "Methods of Sale Options."

With the items above in mind, Staff would like to propose a policy for the disposition of City owned lands. Please
reference the attached document, "Proposed Policy, Process for the Sale of City Owned Lands." 

Recommendation:



(1) Staff recommends that the City Council provide consensus on the preferred method of sale.  
(2) Staff recommends that the City Council adopts the attached Policy for the Sale of City-Owned Lands.

Funding Source:
Development of the Sale of City-Owned Land Policy is being developed as part of regular Staff duties.

Council Action:
Direct staff to utilize one (or more) methods for the sale of City owned lands1.
Adopt the proposed policy for the sale of City owned lands2.

Attachments
Proposed Policy (Process for the sale of City owned land)
Method of Sale Options
Land Sold in Ramsey since January 2011
Peltzer Park Profile
176Av_VicunaSt Profile (#34)
Legacy Dedication Profile (#13)
Background (City Owned Lands Inventory)
01_17_12 Work Session Minutes
17.2012_CCWS_Case
07_19_11 Work Session Minutes

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 03/22/2012 08:08 AM
Heidi Nelson Amy Dietl 03/22/2012 11:39 AM
Patrick Brama Patrick Brama 03/22/2012 01:06 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 03/22/2012 02:52 PM

Form Started By: Patrick Brama Started On: 03/19/2012 02:39 PM
Final Approval Date: 03/22/2012 



 AFTER STAFF RECEIVES DIRECTION FROM COUNCIL TO PURSUE SELLING A PROPERTY, BELOW IS THE PROCESS THAT WILL BE FOLLOWED
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
 

If the proposed zoning 
amendment also changes the 
land use designation on the 
Future Land Use Map, a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
shall be required. This process 
requires approval by the 
Metropolitan Council, often times 
done administratively. This 
process is done by Resolution and 
requires a Public Hearing. 

ORDINANCE: 
 

Second, an ordinance should be 
passed to declare the intentions 
of the council.  The City should 
not move forward with listing or 
rezoning properties until an 
ordinance is passed (which 
includes both an introduction and 
adoption).   
 

Adopting an ordinance allows the 
public to voice their opinion, for 
the council to discuss their 
viewpoints and fore-fills the legal 
process of selling City owned 
land. 
 

For information on the City 
charter: Chapter 12, Section 5. 

 

STEP 2 
ZONING AMENDMENT: 

 

Third, properties should be 
rezoned to the appropriate 
classification. 
 

Rezoning a property before it is 
listed makes the property 
marketable.  If properties are not 
rezoned, it may make potential 
buyers apprehensive.  
Furthermore, a rezoned property 
allows potential property owners 
to better evaluate the potential 
use of a property.  This process is 
done by Ordinance and requires a 
Public Hearing. 
 

For information on rezoning: 
Chapter 117, Section 49.  

MARKET: 
 

Fourth, market properties.  This 
could be done by means of a 
realtor, auction or for sale by 
owner. 
 
The City Council needs to decide 
which route should be taken to 
market and sell City owned 
properties. 
 

 
PURCHASE AGREEMENT: 

 

Finally, staff and a potential buyer 
will negotiate a purchase 
agreement.  After an agreement 
in negotiated, a draft will and 
brought back to the City Council 
for discussion and approval. 

 
 
 

STEP 5 

NOTIFY PUBLIC: 
 

First, staff proposes notifying 
effected property owners 
(typically within 350’ of subject 
property at least 2 weeks before 
an ordinance is introduced).  
Furthermore, staff proposes to 
have an open house to allow for 
public input. 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE: this step is 
not legally required.  However, it 
is good practice to notify effected 
property owners of a potential 
sale.  Also, this notice allows the 
public to make suggestions and 
ask questions; and gives staff 
adequate time to respond. 
 

STEP 3 STEP 4 STEP 1 

 

  

 

 

 



METHOD OF SALE OPTIONS 
 

AUCTION 
 

DESCRIPTION:   
Hire a third party to advertise and auction properties.  The auctioning entity would be 
responsible for marketing properties and executing the sales.  Based on review of a couple 
businesses, the auction entity does not directly charge the City.   The auction entity would 
require the buyer to pay a premium (about 5%).  The City would have an option to set a floor 
price. 
 
BENEFITS:   
Fast and efficient option for selling properties.  Low staff time involved.  Low principal—agency 
problem. 
 
DRAWBACKS:   
Possibility of selling properties at a discount (market is weak right now).  Low control of process. 

 
 

AGENT 
 

DESCRIPTION:  
Hire a third party to advertise and sell properties.  The agent would be responsible for marketing 
properties and negotiating sales.  An agent would charge a commission (about 5%-6%).  The City 
would work with the agent to set a sale price. 
 
BENEFITS: 
Reliable and efficient option for selling properties.  Low staff time involved.  In most cases, 
highest sale price attained.  
 
DRAWBACKS: 
Principal-agency problem. 

 
 

FOR SALE BY OWNER 
 

DESCRIPTION: 
Direct City staff to market and sell properties.  Staff would place for sale signs on properties, 
pursue marketing outlets as directed and provide customer service.  Costs to the City would 
include staff time and marketing fees. 
 
BENEFITS:   
If properties sell quickly, this would be a low cost option and the City would retain control over 
the entire process. 
 
DRAWBACKS: 
City staff is not specialized in selling real estate and may not get the highest selling price.  This 
process would require dedicated staff. 

 
 
 
 



Land Sold in Ramsey since January 2011 (source MLS) 
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS   INTRODUCED ORIGINAL PRICE  SALE PRICE  ACRES 

1 (bank) 7858 149th Ave NW  April 2010 22,000 (exclusive builder) 18,000  .18 

2  14650 Sodium St NW  2006  74,000    17,000  NA 

3 (bank) 7864 149th Ave NW  April 2010 22,000 (exclusive builder) 20,000  .1 

4  15438 Vanadium St NW  2008  79,900    35,000  .48 

5  15910 St Andrews LN NW 2009  159,900   103,000 2.37 



PROPERTY PROFILE: CITY OF RAMSEY 
 

NUMBER:  10 

ADDRESS: NA 
PID:  223225330028 

LEGAL:  NA 

ACRES: 1.05 
VALUATION: $40,300 

ZONING: Public/Quasi-Public 
MUSA:  No 

GIS IMAGE: 

 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: This property is located on north side of149th Lane and on the east side of Kamacite 

Street.  The subject property is currently a neighborhood park.  This property is zoned 
Public/Quasi-Public and is surrounded by residential.  This property borders a 

wetland/pond.  The subject property was acquired for $2,500 in 1974. 

 
WETLAND: This property is adjacent to a wetland.  It could be converted to wetland if there is a 

desire.  However, it is questionable what the value would be.  
 

MAINTENANCE: 18 mow intervals at $41 each= $738.  26 trash/litter pickups and playground inspections 

at $10 each = $260.  Total estimated cost per year = $1,098. 
    

OWNER & ENCUMBRANCE: Pending (after initial review—it is clear) 
 

DISPOSITION: Pending 



PROPERTY PROFILE: CITY OF RAMSEY 
 

NUMBER:  34 

ADDRESS: NA 
PID:  063225140009 

LEGAL:  NA  

ACRES: 3.10 
VALUATION: 51,300 

ZONING: Public/Quasi-Public  
MUSA:  No 

GIS IMAGE: 

 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: The subject property is located on the south side of 176th Avenue and the west side of 

Vicuna Street.  The property is zoned public/quasi-public and is surrounded by 
residential.  This property is dry, high and buildable.  Based on the GIS image above, it 

looks as though this parcel is being used by neighboring property owners. 

 
WETLAND: This property is not adjacent to wetlands so banking is not a feasible use.  It does not 

collect storm water from the neighborhood. 
 

MAINTENANCE: There are no maintenance costs.  
 

OWNER & ENCUMBRANCE: This property is unrestricted and can be sold. 

 
DISPOSITION: The subject property was acquired in October of 1989.  This is not a dedicated park.  

This property has free and clear title and is ready to be sold.  If the council desires to 
dispose of this parcel, staff should rezone and list the property. 



PROPERTY PROFILE: CITY OF RAMSEY 
 

NUMBER:  13 

ADDRESS: NA (Puma and Alpine) 
PID:  NA (20-310003) 

LEGAL:  NA 

ACRES: NA (about 4) 
VALUATION: NA 

ZONING: R1 Residential (MUSA) 
MUSA:  Yes 

GIS IMAGE: 

 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: Acquired by the City as a dedication in the Legacy Plat.  This property is not a park and 

not intended to be for public use.  The subject parcel is zoned R1 Residential (MUSA) and 
is located on the south side of Alpine Drive and the east side of Puma Street.  This 

property is located Northwest of Legacy Christian Academy and on the south side of a 

residential neighborhood. 
 

WETLAND: High, no nearby wetlands, good for development. 
 

MAINTENANCE: There is no maintenance to this property. 
    

OWNER & ENCUMBRANCE: Bill, should we? 

 
DISPOSITION: TBD 



City Council Work Session 

January 17, 2012 

1. Background 

2. Findings 

3. Considerations 

4. Recap 

5. Council Action 

 







INITIAL BREAKDOWN: STEP 1 
Total Properties  36 
    Dedicated/Restricted 18 
    O&E   16 
    Other (COR/Park) 2 

FINAL BREAKDOWN: STEP 3 
Total Properties  36 
    Dedicated/Restricted 24 
    State Owned  2 
    Other (COR/Park) 2 
    Sellable Today  8 

OWNER & ENCUMBRANCE: STEP 2 
Total Properties  16 
    Dedicated/Restricted 8 
    Sellable Today  7 
    State Owned  1 

NOTES: 
• Legacy added to sellable 

from dedicated. 
• One property added to 

state owned from 
dedicated.  







FINAL BREAKDOWN:__________ 
Total Properties  36 
    Dedicated/Restricted 24 
    State Owned  2 
    Other (COR/Park)  2 
    Sellable Today  8 

Dedicated/Restricted 
4.  Should the City go through the process of 
removing dedications  from each property 
and return back to original developer? 
 

22 properties, estimated total cost 
$44,000-$110,000 

 
5.  Should the City go through the process of 
“quite title action?” 
 

2 properties, estimated total cost 
$4,000-$10,000 (#22 and #32) 

Sellable Today 
1.  Would the council like to move forward 
with rezoning and marketing #34 and #13.   
 

2. What is the council direction on property 
#11 (Water Tower Complex)?  NOTE: 
multiple options have been provided. 
 

3.  What is the council direction on Peltzer 
Park? 
 

NOTE: the four remaining properties are 
already being marketed by the EDA. 
 





OPTION 1:  the City could leave the property as is and wait until an interested 
developer steps forward.  At that point, the City would work with the developer 
to replat the property and move the ROW east, unto the subject property.  The 
developer would be responsible for development fees. 
  
OPTION 2: the City could take on replatting the property and moving the ROW 
before there is an interested developer.  The City would leave the developable 
portion in lot #2 as an outlot.  When an interested developer steps forward, the 
outlot would need to be replatted and the developer would pay the required 
development fees.  NOTE: replatting the three parcels is estimated to cost about 
$10,000. 
  
OPTION 3: the City could take on replatting the subject property and moving 
the ROW before there is an interested developer.  The City would also plat the 
developable portion of parcel #2.  In this case, the City would be responsible for 
development fees.  NOTE: replatting the three parcels is estimated to cost about 
$10,000.  However, replatting the developable area before knowing who the end 
user is may end up requiring a replat anyway. 
  
OPTION 4: the City could contact the property owner, of the temporary ROW 
easement, to see if there is any willingness to convert the existing easement to a 
permanent ROW easement.  After a permanent ROW easement is secured, the 
City would still need to decide between the previous three options. 











CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION

CITY OF RAMSEY
ANOKA COUNTY

STATE OF MINNESOTA

The Ramsey City Council conducted a City Council Work Session on Tuesday January 17
2012 at the Ramsey Municipal Center 7550 Sunwood Drive NW Ramsey Minnesota

Members Present Mayor Bob Ramsey via Skype at658pm
Mayor Pro Tem Jeffrey Wise
Councilmember Randy Backous
Councilmember David Elvig
Councilmember Colin McGlone

Councilmember Sarah Strommen

Councilmember Jason Tossey

Member Absent None

Also Present City Administrator Kurds Ulrich
Deputy City Administrator Heidi A Nelson
Public Works Director Brian Olson

City Engineer Tim Himmer
Parks Supervisor Mark Riverblood
Economic DevelopmentMarketing Director Aaron Backman
Senior Planner Tim Gladhill

Planning Intern Patrick Brama
City Attorney William Goodrich
Development Manager Darren Lazan

CALL TO ORDER

Mayor Pro Tem Wise called the City Council Work Session to order at 601 pm He announced
that Mayor Ramsey is out of town and as allowed by State Law attending this meeting via
Skype However Mayor Ramsey will be reflected as being absent during votes

TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION

1 Review City Owned Land Inventory

Planning Intern Brama reviewed the staff report

City Attorney Goodrich explained a private property dedicated to the City for public use or other
restrictions if not followed reverts back to the original dedicator The City holds those
properties in trust for the public To remove that designation takes a court action and the
Attorney General is the overseer in representing the public The process also provides notice to
property owners adjacent to the property City Attorney Goodrich indicated it is difficult to

City Council Work Session January 17 2012
Page 1 of 10



estimate how much it will cost beyond the 325 filing costs with the court He clarified the City
does not get the property it has to go back to the personcompany that dedicated the property
andor its heirs

Councilmember McGlone stated the estimated costs have a 66000 swing and asked if all of the
properties can be handled in one action before the judge He stated the motivation for this
consideration was to gain revenues wherever possible to put back into the Park Dedication Fund
to enhance other City parks Councilmember McGlone felt a case could be made to the judge
that the City has 51 parks and needs to reevaluate its park system moving forward He noted that
when the pocket parks came into existence Ramsey was a developing community so small parks
served isolated neighborhoods However that has changed and the City now has miles of trails
He supported having only five parks and selling whatever land possible

City Attorney Goodrich stated it may be possible to combine the lots into one District Court
action but it would require investigating all of the parcels and in the end the property goes back
to the dedicators and the City will not receive title

Councilmember McGlone suggested staff determine who the property would go back to and ask
if they would be willing to pay for the cost to cover that process Then the City would get tax
dollars from those properties

Councilmember Backous agreed the context of the discussion was pocket parks the strain on
staff with maintenance costs to the City and how to get the property back on the tax rolls He
supported staff investigating first to try and locate the dedicators and ask if they are willing to
buy back the property This will result in lowering the Citys maintenance costs and getting the
property back on the tax rolls Councilmember Backous asked about the dedicated versus
restricted parcels and how many are involved

Planning Intern Brama explained the types of restrictions on donated property such as for park
dedication

City Attorney Goodrich explained that dedicated property is generally received through a plat for
a specific use and restricted property is received through a deed process

Councilmember Strommen asked whether the investigation is worth doing since the court needs
to first determine whether the property can be returned She stated she also wants to know the
location of the parcels maintenance costs on those parcels and how developable are the parcels
If containing significant wetlands they City may not receive any revenue on them and it is
expensive to resolve title issues Councilmember Strommen stated she wants to assure the
benefits being assumed will actually be received She would also like to see a balance sheet that
includes estimated revenue in taxes She stated the younger neighborhood children use the
pocket park on her street a lot and asked what the Citysmaintenance costs are

Parks Supervisor Riverblood indicated the City has no maintenance costs on that pocket park It
was noted this type of pocket park results in constant complaints because the park is not mowed
or maintained
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Mayor Pro Tem Wise noted an abutting property owner may be willing to purchase the property
even if it is not developable

Councilmember Elvig indicated he was pleased to learn that one quarter of the properties are
available for sale and supported moving forward He supported determining which tot lots are
being used which ones are not being used and to look first at the properties where the
contributor can be easily identified

City Attorney Goodrich stated he will talk with a title company to get input on the best process

Mayor Pro Tem Wise stated staff can determine whether some properties are developable and act
on those properties first

Councilmember Tossey noted that all of the parks and area demographics are different He
supported keeping tot lot parks that are being used and handling this effort in a cost effective
manner

City Administrator Ulrich suggested staff first proceed with the eight salable lots With the 24
dedicatedrestricted properties it will depend on how much the parcel is worth as a park He
suggested staff gather additional information on the Citys maintenance costs and determine
whether the park is being used

Councilmember McGlone stated he is not suggesting to get rid of every park in Ramsey but the
Council needs to make decisions from financial maintenance and staff utilization standpoints
He stated he has three years of experience in being on the Council and does not need more study
Councilmember McGlone pointed out that the public will have an opportunity to provide input
and protest to the City and the court He supported the Council making a sound business
decision and moving forward

Councilmember Strommen asked for a balance sheet which is needed for a sound business
decision so the City does not spend more to get rid of the property than it would ever receive in
taxes or spend in maintenance

Councilmember McGlone stated the Council also needs to look at tax revenue in the future
current and future maintenance costs and liability on the City He requested more information
on the eight sellable parcels

The consensus of the Council was to direct staff to move forward with rezoning and marketing
properties 34 and 13 which both have clear title and are not being used for anything today

The Council discussed property 11 Water Tower Complex which has clear title

Councilmember Elvig stated another option is to talk about redevelopment of the entire region
and create more viable retail This would mean holding this property until a more viable time
and that is what he hears residents prefer
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City Engineer Himmer explained property 11 was purchased utilizing Water Utility Funds so if
sold the money would be paid back into that Fund He noted if the City were to subdivide this
property it would trigger eliminating the access to Elmcrest Park

Mayor Pro Tem Wise stated he would not support platting property 11 because a developer may
not like that plat and have to replat it

Councilmember Elvig commented on the need for empty nester housing and pointed out this
location is between a golf course restaurant park complex with walking trails and near the
River Some property may be more viable for redevelopment because of its location

Councilmember McGlone stated he would oppose doing anything that triggered putting in a
road He thinks this property could spark taking down properties on the north side of 167
Avenue In addition a developer would pay to install roads and watermain so the City will not
need to do that

Councilmember Backous supported that idea especially if marketed to senior housing

City Administrator Ulrich stated staff can approach senior housing developers about this
property to determine if there is interest in the market

Mayor Pro Tem Wise suggested also contacting the strip mall and golf course owners

Councilmember Elvig agreed with the benefit of contacting people in the whole area because
there is property to the east and north that developers want to move on He noted it would be
more affordable to extend utilities if there is a cluster of interested property owners

Councilmember Strommen asked if the City can put out feelers in the context of a larger
redevelopment without declaring surplus land

City Attorney Goodrich advised staff can provide preliminary information

The consensus of the Council was to direct staff to prepare a marketing plan for property 11
Water Tower complex and surrounding developable properties

Planning Intern Brama stated Peltzer Park will be discussed tonight during Case 3

Parks Supervisor Riverblood stated compared to other neighborhood parks Peltzer Park would
be a 2 out of 10 at best He stated he will provide demographics of Peltzer Park during
presentation of Case 3

Planning Intern Brama asked whether the City should go through the process of quiet title action
for properties 22 and 32
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The consensus of the Council was to direct staff to move forward with City Attorney Goodrich
getting additional information on the quiet title action and estimated costs for properties 22 and
32

Planning Intern Brama asked if the City should go through the process of removing dedications
from each of the 22 properties estimated at 44000 to 110000 and return the property back to
the original developer

The Council discussed the benefit of first contacting property owners who were easily located to
ask if they would be willing to remove the dedication restrictions

Councilmember McGlone suggested the dedicators also be asked to pay the fees to get the land
transferred back

City Attorney Goodrich indicated there was nothing legally wrong with asking

Councilmember Elvig expressed concern if staff is viewed as trying to market the properties
behind the scenes especially if the parcel is a heavily used tot lot

Councilmember McGlone stated he is not recommending negotiating a sale but for staff to make
some telephone calls He would support spending any money gained on trails to provide
connection to parks

Planning Intern Brama clarified that even if the dedication restriction was removed the property
is to be given back to the dedicator not sold back so there would be no revenues to put into
parks or trails

Councilmember McGlone stated he was addressing the titled properties not the dedicated
properties

Mayor Ramsey joined the meeting via Skype at 658 pm

City Attorney Goodrich noted another option is that the person making the dedication may be
willing to release the restriction and give the parcel to the City without restriction

Mayor Pro Tem Wise stated there may be small parcels abutting two properties where they want
to purchase and add it to their property resulting in a minimal tax but it would take that parcel
off the Citysbooks

Councilmember Tossey noted if the properties are worth a lot one negotiating point would be to
mention the property owner would have to pay taxesestate taxes which may be quite high

The consensus of the Council was that it may not be worth looking at some dedicatedrestricted
properties if it is too expensive to find the dedicator and to direct City Attorney Goodrich to
move forward with the dedicatedrestricted properties where the dedicator can easily be
contacted
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2 Consider Accepting MnDOT Municipal Cooperative Agreement Funding for the
Extension of Riverdale Drive

City Engineer Himmer reviewed the staff report

Councilmember Wise asked about the location of the utilities under the interchange

City Engineer Himmer stated there would be minimal impacts to the infrastructure

Councilmember Elvig indicated some property owners donate easements while others charge for
the easement He noted projects get to be unaffordable if the City has to pay for easements and
the improvement If easements are given and sewer and water installed he suggested the
Council consider deferring some costs until the property is built out and connected
Councilmember Elvig pointed out it would make the property more salable if the improvements
are already installed He asked how long the grant lasts

City Engineer Himmer advised the City has to inform MnDOT if it will accept the grant by
January 24 2012 and if the grant is accepted the project has to be let by June 2013

Councilmember Elvig stated concern with considering franchise fees to fund road construction
and then considering this project In addition it will open more competitive property to The
COR in which the City is heavily invested and trying to sell to raise cash flow Councilmember
Elvig indicated there may also be an argument that if this sells there will be more interest in The
COR

Councilmember McGlone noted someone had mentioned earlier that this improvement relates to
Armstrong interchange improvements and would add equity into the bridge project by reducing
the overall costs If that is the case the City will have a better chance of getting it done
Councilmember McGlone stated he likes the idea of deferred payback from property owners He
did not feel this would create competitive properties to The COR until the bridge is constructed
especially since this project would actually reduce access at this point

Councilmember Strommen asked about the timing noting the next 500000 grant is to be
submitted next month

City Engineer Himmer indicated he does not yet have that information

Councilmember Strommen supported accepting this first MnDOT grant and to consider
constructing at a minimum the roadway If the City receives another grant the Council could
consider making it a bigger project by adding utilities

Public Works Director Olson explained that if the sewer and water comes down Riverdale the
assessments would be deferred because they would pay lateral and trunk fees When

development occurs in that area the City would not charge lateral benefit if they gave the right
ofway but would charge trunk fees
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Councilmember Elvig asked whether much like the Sunwood realignment the City can count its
contribution towards this project as part of its investment into the overpass project

Public Works Director Olson stated staff will start to track those dollars because the more the

City invests the better its grants will be ranked

Councilmember Elvig asked if the City needs a letter of no prejudice so the City does not lose
these dollars as part of that initiative

Public Works Director Olson stated if the City is preparing the application for a large grant staff
will be sure to include that letter but he was not sure if a letter of no prejudice improves grant
ratings He noted it is a great step to have MnDOT score the Citys grant high enough on its
independent grant process and MnDOT has told staff numerous times that the City has done a
good job in rightsizing this project

Councilmember McGlone asked whether these grant dollars are only for that stretch of non
roadway and there is no other use for the dollars

City Engineer Himmer confirmed that is the case

Matt Kuker 7533 Sunwood Drive NW stated he is working with the PACT Charter School
which is an asset to Ramsey and got good competitive bids He believed the School was a great
use for the facility and will get rid of the blight condition

Eric Henry 15491 Xkimo Street NW Hope Fellowship Chairman stated the Church appreciates
its relationship with the City and was pleased with its location on 167 Avenue He indicated
they own 30 acres along Highway 10 and are looking to sell that property Mr Henry stated they
are open to those discussions and would like their property to become more marketable

Senior Planner Gladhill advised the property is zoned commercial

Councilmember McGlone asked Mr Kuker how close they are to closing the deal with the
Charter School

Mr Kuker stated the school will present a formal letter of intent at their February 16 2012
board meeting The School still needs a letter of approval from the Department of Education

Public Works Director Olson asked about the number of students

Mr Kuker indicated there will be up to 300 students initially and if that fills instantly there is a
large parking lot and the hockey rink could also accommodate a building He explained the
property is currently listed for sale but they would lease to the School

Councilmember Elvig supported moving forward with the grant and to hold a closed session on
terms and how to negotiate with the property owners
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Mayor Pro Tem Wise stated the Council also needs to know the dollars being put towards the
interchange project

Councilmember McGlone stated this is where PACT would have a home and use other facilities
for sports Initial students would be 300 coming two days a week

The consensus of the Council was to accept the 702000 MnDOT grant move forward with a
smaller project not including utilities bring back the topic of utilities at a later date staff is to
track costs coming off the interchange by doing this project and to have future discussion at a
closed session about extending sewer down Riverdale

3 Consider Strategic Development Proposal for North Commons

Parks Supervisor Riverblood reviewed the staff report

Councilmember McGlone complemented Parks Supervisor Riverblood for his report on this
comprehensive case He stated it meets most of his target issues and he likes the idea once and
for all of putting science to water dirt and grass

Councilmember Elvig stated this is the most creative approach he has seen to selling a park
project and asked if there are grant opportunities for the grass ideas He indicated he has noticed
areas along wetlands where testing is being done

Parks Supervisor Riverblood stated there may be a grant but this is new technology and he has
been unable to find additional research He explained staff will send out an RFP to contractors
of top soil and irrigation so they can be named in the study and create a partnership

Mayor Ramsey stated his full support

Councilmember Tossey stated he is contacted weekly about North Commons and he supports
Parks Supervisor Riverblood with this project

Councilmember Backous stated he supports this project and finds Parks Supervisor Riverblood
to be the best at raising and getting money without going to the taxpayers

Parks Supervisor Riverblood stated the process will be difficult with Peltzer Park and staff needs
to assure the park equipment relocation is handled correctly

Councilmember Strommen stated she finds this proposal to be a fabulous idea and suggested an
11 option to involve local students in the monitoring and graphing effort maybe becoming
eligible for an educational grant

Councilmember Tossey agreed and indicated support to tie in schools university andor builders
and maybe get the monitoring paid for
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Parks Supervisor Riverblood stated staff will start to draft the RFP work out the Peltzer Park
piece and may put out a notice to see what the reaction is

Councilmember McGlone noted this may be the perfect experiment into the grander thought of
changing the Citys park system to be leaner and to gauge feedback from this effort He stated
there may also be an opportunity to have corporate sponsors such as Toro

Parks Supervisor Riverblood stated he will look for distributors to talk to national reps to get
funding for this experiment

Public Works Director Olson thanked Parks Supervisor Riverblood noting this proposal hits a
lot of points mentioned over the past several years He also thanked City Administrator Ulrich
for fostering an environment so staff can think outside the box and find creative solutions

The consensus of the Council was to direct staff to move forward develop this notion and keep
the Council updated on the process

FUTURE TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION

Noted

MAYOR COUNCIL AND STAFF INPUT

City Administrator Ulrich announced the upcoming strategic session and meetings He advised
that a survey will be sent to Councilmembers prior to the next Work Session to rate core
functions

ADJOURNMENT

Motion by Councilmember Tossey seconded by Councilmember Backous to adjourn the Work
Session meeting

Motion carried Voting Yes Mayor Pro Tem Wise Councilmembers Tossey Backous Elvig
McGlone and Strommen Voting No None Absent Mayor Ramsey

The Work Session of the City Council was adjourned at 809 pm

Respectfully s

Kurtis G lrich

City Administrator
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ATTEST

tar
Jo M Thieling
City lerk

Drafted by Carla Wirth
TimeSaver OffSite Secretarial Inc
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As part of the Ramsey City Council's 2011 strategic goals, it was established that developing an inventory of city 
owned land was a high priority. Staff developed and introduced an inventory of City owned land at the July 17 City 
Council worksession. The purpose of this case is to respond to the requests made by the City Council in the July 
meeting. 

Observations: 
JULY 17 CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION—below are topics reviewed by staff in July when the "City Owned 
Lands" case was introduced:  

• Process used by staff to determine an inventory of all City owned lands  
• Categories used by staff to display the current/intended use of each City owned parcel  
• List of potentially sellable City owned land (based on preliminary research)  
• Multiple City owned land maps (i.e. all city owned parcels, potentially sellable parcels, wetland overlay)  
• Difference between dedicated and non-dedicated parcels (many of the parcels are known to be dedicated)  

In summary, 37 parcels were identified by staff as potentially developable. Twenty (20) properties had foreseeable 
restrictions. Seventeen (17) properties were identified as low or moderately restricted. 
 
CITY COUNCIL REQUESTS-- As a result of the July 17 meeting, staff received direction to further investigate 
all the properties identified as low to moderately restricted. Below is a summary of the specific Council requests:  

• Attain owner and encumbrance (O&E) reports for each identified parcel. NOTE: the purpose of an O&E 
report is to identify the last recorded owner, legal description, and recorded deed of trust. Additionally, 
outstanding easements or restrictions recorded to the title are uncovered. In order to be sure a property is 
sellable, the City Attorney needs to review the O&E report for each parcel.  

• Determine if the identified parcels can be used for wetland banking; and, if the identified parcels are 
hindered by wetlands or storm water drainage.  

• Determine City maintenance costs for each of the identified parcels.  
• Determine disposition process for each of the identified parcels.  

NOTE: Attached to this case is a detailed profile of each identified parcel (which includes responses to each 
individual City Council request). 
 
FINDINGS: 
Many of the properties thought to have low restriction, or thought to be non-dedicated, are in fact dedicated or have 
restrictions attached to their title. In other words, less properties than previously anticipated are ready to sell today. 
Please see the attached "breakdown of city owned lands" for more detail. 
 
In summary, of the 37 City owned properties reviewed, 26 are dedicated or restricted, two (2) are owned by the State 
of Minnesota, and eight (8) are sellable today. 
 
IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIONS—Beyond the requests made at the July 17 meeting, staff would like to note 
several important items regarding the sale of City Owned Land: 
 
PROCESS/COST OF REMOVING RESTRICTIONS (I.E. PARK DEDICATION) FROM A PROPERTY TITLE: 
Dedicated park land does not belong to the City, but rather is “The property of the dedicator or his successor in 
interest, in which the City, as trustee for the benefit of the public and not in its own right as such has such an interest 
as is necessary to enjoy the use thereof as a public [park]” Headley v. City of Northfield 35 N.W.2d 605 (1949). 
 
To remove the “park use” designation will require a district court action with notification to the person/entity who 
dedicated the property, adjacent property owners and the Attorney General’s Office. The Attorney General acts 
somewhat as the caretaker of the public’s interest in property held in trust. The court will then decide if the park 
purpose restriction may be removed, and if so, who is entitled to receive title to the property. Meaning, even if the 
"park use" designation is removed the courts may still require the parcel to be given back to the original owner. 



 
The City Attorney estimates the time for a district court action to remove the park restrictions is six months to one 
year, the variable depending on who needs to be given notice of the action, the difficulty of notification, plus how 
much opposition by interested parties may be brought opposing City action. Interested parties include neighbors 
who may not want to lose the park amenity. 
 
A search for heirs or successors could be a very difficult, lengthy and expensive process for little gain since the City 
will most likely not end up with title to the property unless the City can convince the determined fee owner or entity 
in title to convey fee title for the property to the City. The City attorney does not recommend the City undertaking 
this process unless there is an obvious benefit. The estimated cost to go through this process is from $2,000-$5,000 
per parcel. 
 
PROCESS/COST OF RETURNING A PROPERTY TO ITS ORIGINAL OWNER (I.E. THE DEVELOPER): 
Attorney will review at work session. 
 
PROCESS/COST USING LAND FOR WETLAND BANKING: 
In order to use city owned land for wetland banking, delineation must take place. That is, the City would need to 
hire a certified consultant to determine the extent of existing wetlands (vegetation, soils, and hydrology) per parcel. 
After delineation, the City can then entertain the option of banking. Delineation is estimated to cost $1,000-$1,500 
per site. Therefore, there should be a significant desire to use a subject property for wetland banking before any 
further action is taken.  
 
Staff is recommending that most of the identified properties not be used for wetland banking for multiple reasons. 
(1) many parcels are too high in elevation; costs to the City would be significant (2) many parcels are already 
wetland (3) many parcels are surrounded by developed land and there is no value in banking. NOTE: Properties 06 
and 11 are candidates for banking--depending on how the properties are developed. 
 
PROCESS FOR THE CITY TO SELL LAND (CONSIDERING IT IS SELLABLE): 
In order to sell City owned land a "land sale ordinance" must be passed. This requires two meetings. First a public 
hearing and introduction to the City Council. Second, a meeting to adopt the "land sale ordinance." Following the 
second meeting is a 30 day grace period in which the public can petition the adopted ordinance. 
 
There are a four (4) parcels Staff would like to discuss in more detail with the City Council. Parcels #22 & #34 are 
potential properties for quiet title action. Parcel #11 is eligible for sale, but will require right-of-way dedication and 
platting. Platting of the property could be accomplished by a future developer as part of the development process. 
Alternatively, the City could choose to plat the developable portion as outlot, reserving the necessary right-of-way, 
and make available to convey the outlot to a future developer. Finally, Staff would like to discuss the potential sale 
of a parcel known as Peltzer Park. 

Recommendation: 
Based on the attachment, Breakdown of City Owned Lands, there are two recommendations:  

• Direct staff to begin the process of rezoning and listing all sellable properties (that are not already listed)  
• Direct staff to begin the process of quiet title action for properties #22 and #34  

Staff recommends that the City Council decides whether or not they would like staff to go through the process of 
returning dedicated parks, and other restricted parcels, to original property owners (there are 20 properties that fit 
this category). 
 
Staff recommends that Council gives direction on how they would like to move forward with property #11 
(specifically regarding the ROW and platting issues).  
 
Finally, staff recommends that Council supply staff with direction regarding Peltzer Park (the City has free and clear 
title). 

 





   

CC Regular Session   7. 3.           
Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

By: Bill Goodrich, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Adopt Ordinance for Imposing Lodging Tax and Allowing for Membership in Convention & Visitors Bureau (CVB)

Background:
Scott Davy, the new General Manager for the Ramsey Comfort Suites, has requested the City facilitate the City
joining the local convention and visitors bureau or CVB. The Twin Cities Gateway is a CVB that markets nine
communities and 22 hotel properties in the northern portion of the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area. Twin
Cities Gateway CVB's website is www.tcgateway.com. Its legal name is Minnesota Metro North Tourism Board
and its d/b/a is Twin Cities Gateway. 

Today the Twin Cities Gateway CVB represents the communities of Anoka, Blaine, Coon Rapids, Fridley, Ham
Lake, Lino Lakes, Mounds View, New Brighton, and Shoreview. Its $650,000 budget is funded by a 3 percent
sales tax collected by the 22 lodging properties. Those funds are forwarded on to the member cities and then
transmitted (less a 5% administrative fee for the city) on to Twin Cities Gateway. Another financial benefit for the
member cities is a yearly amount (currently $2,000, plus a proportionate amount based on lodging tax revenue)
provided for a local festival selected by the City Council. This would provide an ongoing revenue source for
Ramsey's Happy Days.

Twin Cities Gateway CVB focuses more on tourism and sports destination and less on the meeting & convention
segment. It operates on a much leaner budget than other local CVBs. Whereas other CVBs may spend 50 to 70% of
their resources on administrative overhead, TCG allocates only 25% on overhead. The majority of Twin Cities
Gateway's resources is used for marketing activities, such as Internet ads, online social media apps, regional
destination marketing, etc. Fewer resources are allocated for hard-copy visitors' guides since 70+% of visitors get
their information online.

Being a member of the CVB would allow the City to expand its promotion of various events (e.g. Game Fair;
Business Expo), venues (e.g. Fountains of Ramsey, The Links at North Fork Golf Course, Rum River Hills Golf
Course), unique resources (e.g. Rum River Central Regional Park and Mississippi West Regional Park), and to do
so in a cost effective way. By being a member of Twin Cities Gateway, Comfort Suites would not have to pay
rebates or commissions to the NSC (non-member hotel properties have to pay a 10% commission). Since the NSC
is the world's largest amateur athletic complex and receives millions of visitors a year, Comfort Suites sees an
opportunity to pick up sports-related overnight stays. In summary, Twin Cities Gateway membership appears to be
a benefit for the hotel, the Happy Days, and overall marketing efforts for the City.

The draft Ordinance regarding the Lodging Tax and membership in the Twin Cities Gateway CVB was introduced
by the City Council on March 13, 2012 and is now eligible for adoption.

Notification:
 

Observations:
 

Recommendation:
Adopt Ordinance



Funding Source:
In 1983, the Minnesota Legislature passed the Local Option Tax. The law was passed such that 95% of all proceeds
from a local option lodging tax must be used to fund a local convention or visitors bureau for the purpose of
"marketing and promoting the area as a tourism or convention area." The remaining 5% could be retained by the
taxing authority (the City) for its administrative costs.  The State statute section which directs the disposition of
proceeds provides as follows:

Subd. 3. Disposition of proceeds. Ninety-five percent of the gross proceeds from any tax imposed under
subdivision 1 shall be used by the statutory or home rule charter city or town to fund a local convention or
tourism bureau for the purpose of marketing and promoting the city or town as a tourist or convention center.
This subdivision shall not apply to any statutory or home rule charter city or town that has a lodging tax
authorized by special law or enacted prior to 1972 at the time of enactment of this section.
 

 Any community desiring to join Twin Cities Gateway, is required to adopt a lodging tax (up to 3.0%). This is a
statewide requirement for any city wishing to join any CVB organization. This would be added to the current sales
tax paid by customers. Both the Comfort Suites management and the owners are supportive of the City joining the
CVB and implementing this revenue change. It is estimated that this would generate approximately $24,000 based
upon last year's gross revenues. A simple majority of the Twin Cities Gateway Board of Directors must also
approve the admission of the City of Ramsey into the CVB.

Council Action:
Motion to waive the City Charter requirement to read the Ordinance aloud.

Motion to adopt Ordinance # 12 ___ which is an Ordinance Imposing a Lodging Tax and permitted membership in
the Convention and Visitors Bureau (CVB).

Roll call vote:

Councilmember Strommen
Councilmember Tossey
Councilmember Backous
Councilmember Wise
Councilmember McGlone
Councilmember Elvig
Mayor Ramsey
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ORDINANCE # 12 _____

CITY OF RAMSEY
ANOKA COUNTY

STATE OF MINNESOTA

AN ORDINANCE IMPOSING LODGING TAX AND ALLOWING FOR 
MEMBERSHIP IN THE TWIN CITIES GATEWAY CONVENTION & 
VISITORS BUREAU (CVB).

The City of Ramsey ordains:

SECTION 1. Definitions: Unless the language or context clearly indicates that a 
different meaning is intended, the following words, for the purpose of this ordinance, 
shall have the following meanings and inclusions:

a. "City" means the City of Ramsey, Minnesota, acting by or through its duly 
authorized representative.

b. “Twin Cities Gateway” means the Minnesota Metro North Tourism 
Corporation d/b/a Twin Cities Gateway Convention & Visitors Bureau.

c. “Convention & Visitors Bureau (CVB)” means a destination marketing 
organization that promotes a city, cities, or region to increase the number 
of visitors and economic activity.

d. "Lodging" means the furnishing for a consideration of lodging at a hotel, 
motel, rooming house, tourist court, municipal campground, resort or bed 
and breakfast, other than the renting or leasing of it for a continuous 
period of 30 days or more. 

e. "Operator" means any person who has charge, care, or control of a 
building in the City, or part thereof, in which dwelling units or rooming 
units are let.

f. "Person" includes all firms, partnerships, associations, corporations, and 
natural persons.

g. "Rent" means the total consideration valued in money charged for lodging 
whether paid in money or otherwise, but shall not include any charges for 
services rendered in connection with furnishing lodging other than the 
room charge itself.

h. "Lodger" means the person obtaining lodging from an operator.

SECTION 2. Imposition of Tax. Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 469.190, there 
is hereby imposed a tax of three percent (3%) on the rent charged by an operator for 
providing lodging to any person. The tax shall be stated and charged separately and shall 
be collected by the operator from the lodger. The tax collected by the operator shall be a 
debt owed by the operator to the City and shall be extinguished only by payment to the 
City. In no case shall the tax imposed by this section upon an operator exceed the amount 
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of tax which the operator is authorized and required by this ordinance to collect from a 
lodger.

SECTION 3. Collections. Each operator shall collect the tax imposed by this section at 
the time the rent is paid. The tax collection shall be deemed to be held in trust by the 
operator for the City. The amount of tax shall be separately stated from the rent charged 
for the lodging and those persons paying the tax shall receive a receipt of payment from 
the operator.

SECTION 4. Exemptions. An exemption shall be granted to any person as to whom or 
whose occupancy it is beyond the power of the City to tax. No exemption shall be 
granted except upon a claim therefore made at the time the rent is collected and such a 
claim shall be made in writing and under penalty of perjury on forms provided by the 
City. All such claims shall be forwarded to the City when the returns and collections are 
submitted as required by this Chapter.

SECTION 5. Advertising No Tax. It shall be unlawful for any operator to advertise or 
hold out or state to the public or any customer, directly or indirectly, that the tax or any 
part thereof will be assumed or absorbed by the operator, or that it will not be added to 
the rent or that, if added, it or any part thereof will be refunded. In computing the tax to 
be collected, amounts of tax less than one cent shall be considered an additional cent.

SECTION 6. Payments and Returns. The taxes imposed by this ordinance shall be paid 
by the operator to the City monthly not later than fifteen (15) days after the end of the 
month in which the taxes were collected. At the time of payment, the operator shall 
submit a return upon such forms and continuing such information as the City may 
require. The return shall contain the following minimum information:

a. The total amount of rent collected for lodging during the period covered 
by the return.

b. The amount of tax required to be collected and due for the period.
c. The signature of the person filing the return or that of his agent duly 

authorized in writing.
d. The period covered by the return.
e. The amount of uncollectible rental charges subject to the lodging tax.

The operator may offset against the taxes payable with respect to any reporting period, 
the amount of taxes imposed by this ordinance previously paid as a result of any 
transaction the consideration for which became uncollectible.

SECTION 7. Examination of Return, Adjustments, Notices, and Demands. The City 
shall, after a return is filed, examine the same and make any investigation or examination 
of the records and accounts of the person making the return deemed necessary for 
determining its correctness. The tax computed on the basis of such examination shall be 
the tax to be paid. If the tax due is found to be greater than that paid, such excess shall be 
paid to the City within ten days after receipt of a notice thereof given either personally or 
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sent by registered mail to the address shown on the return. If the tax paid is greater than 
the tax found to be due, the excess shall be refunded to the person who paid the tax to the 
City within ten (10) days after determination of such refund.

SECTION 8. Refunds. Any person may apply to the City for a refund of taxes paid for a 
prescribed period in excess of the amount legally due for that period, provided that no 
application for refund shall be considered unless filed within one (1) year after such tax 
was paid, or within one (1) year from the filing of the return, whichever period is the 
longer. The City shall examine the claim and make and file written findings whereon 
denying or allowing the claim in whole or in part and shall mail a notice thereof by 
registered mail to such person at the address stated upon the return. If such claim is 
allowed in whole or in part, the City shall credit the amount of the allowance against any 
taxes due under this ordinance from the claimant and the balance of said allowance, if 
any, shall be paid by the City to the claimant.

SECTION 9. Failure to File a Return.

Subd. 1. If any operator required by this ordinance to file a return shall fail to do 
so within the time prescribed or shall make, willfully or otherwise, an incorrect, 
false, or fraudulent return, the operator shall, upon written notice and demand, file 
such return or corrected return within ten (10) days of receipt of such written 
notice and shall at the same time pay any tax due on the basis thereof. If such 
person shall fail to file such return or corrected return, the City shall make a return 
or corrected return for such person based upon such knowledge and information 
as the City can obtain, and assess a tax on the basis thereof, which tax (less any 
payments theretofore made on account of the tax for the taxable period covered 
by such return) shall be paid within ten (10) days of the receipt of written notice 
and demand for such payment. Any such return or assessment made by the City 
shall be prima facie correct and valid, and the burden of proving to the contrary 
rests with any person in any action or proceeding in respect thereto.

Subd. 2. If any portion of a tax imposed by this ordinance, including penalties 
thereon, is not paid within thirty (30) days after it is required to be paid, the City 
may institute such legal action as may be necessary to cover the amount due plus 
interest, penalties, the costs and disbursements of any action.

Subd. 3. Upon a showing of good cause, the City may grant an operator one thirty 
(30) day extension of time within which to file a return and make payment of 
taxes as required by this ordinance provided that interest during such period of 
extension shall be added to the taxes due at the rate of eight (8) percent per 
annum.
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SECTION 10. Penalties.

Subd. 1. If any tax imposed by this ordinance is not paid within the time herein 
specified for the payment, or an extension thereof, there shall be added thereto a 
specific penalty equal to ten (10) percent of the amount remaining unpaid.

Subd. 2. In case of any failure to make and file a return within the time prescribed 
by this ordinance, unless it is shown that such failure is not due to willful neglect, 
there shall be added to the tax in addition the penalty provided in Subdivision 1 
above, a penalty of five (5) percent for each thirty (30) day period or fraction 
thereof during which such failure continues, not exceeding twenty-five (25) 
percent in the aggregate. There shall be a minimum penalty assessed of ten (10) 
dollars if penalties in the aggregate do not exceed that amount. The amount so 
added to any tax shall be collected at the same time and in the same manner and 
as part of the tax unless the tax has been paid before the discovery of the 
negligence, in which case the amount so added shall be collected in the same 
manner as the tax.

Subd. 3. If any person willfully fails to file any return or makes any payment 
required by this ordinance, or willfully files a false or fraudulent return or 
willfully attempts in any manner to evade or defeat any such tax or payment 
thereof, there shall also be imposed as a penalty an amount equal to fifty (50) 
percent of any tax (less any amounts paid on the basis of such false or fraudulent 
return) found due for the period to which such return related. The penalty imposed 
by this section shall be collected as part of the tax, and shall be in addition to any 
other penalties provided by this ordinance.

Subd. 4. All payments received shall be credited first to penalties, next to interest, 
and then to the tax due.

Subd. 5. The amount of tax not timely paid, together with any penalty provided 
by this section, shall bear interest at the rate of eight (8) percent per annum from 
the time such tax should have been paid until payment is made. Any interest and 
penalty shall be added to the tax and be collected as part thereof.

SECTION 11. Administration of Tax. The City shall administer and enforce the 
assessment and collection of the taxes imposed by this ordinance. The City shall cause to 
be prepared blank forms for the returns and other documents required by this ordinance 
and shall distribute the same throughout the City. Failure to receive or secure such forms 
and documents shall not relieve any person from any obligation required of him under 
this ordinance.

SECTION 12. Examine Records. Persons acting on behalf of the City and authorized in 
writing by the City may examine the books, papers, and records of any operator in order 
to verify the accuracy of any return made, or if no return was made, to ascertain the tax as 
provided in this ordinance. Every such operator is directed and required to give to the 
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City the means, facilities, and opportunity for such examinations and investigations as are 
hereby authorized.

SECTION 13. Violations. Any person who shall willfully fail to make a return by this 
ordinance, or who shall fail to pay the tax after written demand for payment, or who shall 
fail to remit the taxes collected or any penalty or interest imposed by this ordinance after 
written demand for such payment, or who shall refuse to permit the City's authorized 
agents to examine the books, records, and papers under his control, or who shall willfully 
make any incomplete, false, or fraudulent return shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.

SECTION 14. Use of Proceeds. Ninety-five (95) percent of the proceeds obtained from 
the collection of taxes pursuant to this ordinance shall be used in accordance with 
Minnesota Statutes Section 469.190 as the same may be amended from time to time to 
fund a Convention & Visitors Bureau for the purpose of marketing and promoting the
City as a tourist and/or convention center. The City may use up to five (5) percent of the 
proceeds obtained hereunder to defray the costs and expenses of collection and 
administration of such tax. 

SECTION 15. Convention & Visitors Bureau (CVB).

Subd. 1. Appointment of Members. The Mayor, with approval of the City 
Council, shall appoint eight members to serve on the Minnesota Metro North 
Tourism, dba Twin Cities Gateway Convention & Visitors Bureau (CVB).  The 
CVB, a non-profit corporation, is comprised of multiple communities in the 
northern portion of the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area, herein referred to 
as the Member Cities.  The CVB Board of Directors shall be proportionately 
represented, based on the percentage of lodging fee contributions contributed by 
the Member City.  Each Member City shall have at least one Board Member.  For 
each additional 10% or portion thereof, above the initial 10% of the overall 
contribution by Member Cities, the City of Ramsey will be entitled to one 
additional representative.  The first Board Member appointed by the City of 
Ramsey shall be an elected or appointed municipal representative.  The second 
Board Member selected by the City of Ramsey will be from Ramsey’s lodging 
community.  Any additional representatives shall be selected at Ramsey’s 
discretion.  The term of any Board Member appointed or selected by Ramey shall 
immediately cease, without further action, upon the date of termination of 
membership of Ramsey in the CVB.

The Convention & Visitors Bureau shall be responsible for marketing and 
promoting tourism in the City of Ramsey and, in the event, the City associates 
with a township through a joint powers agreement, tourism in that township. 

Subd. 2. Joint Powers Agreements. The City is authorized to enter into joint 
powers agreements pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 471.59 for the collection, 
administration, or disposition of the proceeds of any lodging tax imposed by a 
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resolution of a separate political subdivision provided such collection, 
administration, or disposition does not violate the terms of this ordinance. 

SECTION 16. Appeals.

Subd. 1. Any operator aggrieved by any notice, order, or determination made by 
the City under this ordinance may file a petition for review of such notice, order, 
or determination. The petition shall contain the name of petitioner, the petitioner's 
address, and the location of the lodging subject to the notice, order, or 
determination.

Subd. 2. The petition for review shall be filed with the City within ten (10) days 
after the notice, order, or determination for which review is sought has been 
mailed to or served upon the person requesting review.

Subd. 3. Upon receipt of the petition, the City Administrator/Clerk shall set a date 
for a hearing and give the petitioner at least ten (10) days prior written notice of 
the date, time, and place of the hearing.

Subd. 4. At the hearing, the petitioner shall be given an opportunity to show 
cause why the notice, order, or determination should be modified or withdrawn.

Subd. 5. The hearing shall be conducted by the City Administrator/Clerk or his 
authorized agent, and he shall make written findings of fact and conclusions based 
upon the applicable section of this ordinance and the evidence presented. The 
person conducting the hearing may affirm, reverse, or modify the notice, order or 
determination made by the City.

Subd. 6. Any decision rendered by the City pursuant to this section may be 
appealed to the City Council. A petitioner seeking to appeal a decision must file a 
written notice of appeal with the City within ten (10) days after the decision has 
been mailed to the petitioner. 

The matter will thereupon be placed on the Council agenda as soon as is practical. 
The Council shall then review the findings of fact and conclusions to determine 
whether they were correct. Upon a determination by the Council that the findings 
and conclusions were incorrect, the Council may modify, reverse, or affirm the 
decision of the City Administrator/Clerk or authorized agent under the same 
standards as set forth in Section 6.

SECTION 17. Effective Date

This Ordinance becomes effective upon its passage and thirty (30) days after its 
publication according to law, subject to City Charter Provision, Section 3.9.
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PASSED by the City Council of the City of Ramsey, Minnesota, the _____ day of 
March, 2012.

Mayor
ATTEST:

City Administrator
Introduction date March 13, 2012
Posting dates:
Adoption date:
Publication date: 
Effective date: 



   

CC Regular Session   7. 4.           
Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

Submitted For: Heidi Nelson By: Heidi Nelson, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Consider the Adoption of an Ordinance Authorizing the City of Ramsey to Convey its Interest in a Property (Lot 1,
Block 1, Ramsey Town Center Fifth Addition)

Background:
In May 2011, the City transferred title of the Flaherty & Collins COR property (Lot 1, Block 1 Ramsey Town
Center Fifth Addition) to the Ramsey Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA) by process of Quit Claim
Deed.  The attorneys have now advised the City that the transfer of the property from the City to the HRA needs to
be done by ordinance.  The City Charter, Chapter 12, Section 12.3 (Sales of Real Property) requires the City to
convey property by Ordinance and an Ordinance conveying property is not effective until 30 days after it is
adopted/published.  The title company will not issue title insurance to allow the HRA to close on the property until
this action is taken by the City.  Consequently, the F & C closing will be delayed until this action is taken and the
Ordinance becomes effective the end of April.  The closing was originally scheduled for March 29, 2012.  

Pursuant to the Charter, Section 3, Section 3.1 (Council Meetings), a special meeting was called by the Mayor to
introduce the necessary ordinance on March 23, 2012.  The ordinance was then scheduled for consideration of
adoption at this evening's regular meeting.  Upon adoption, the Ordinance will be published in the March 30, 2012
edition of The Anoka County Union, making April 30, 2012 the effective date.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends adoption of the attached Ordinance for conveyance of Lot 1, Block 1, Ramsey Town Center Fifth
Addition.

Funding Source:
N/A 

Council Action:
Motion toapprove an Ordinance Authorizing the City of Ramsey to Convey its Interest in Lot 1, Block 1, Ramsey
Town Center Fifth Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota to The Housing and Redevelopment Authority in and for
the City of Ramsey, Minnesota.

Attachments
Ordinance 
Exhibit A 
Exhibit B 

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Amy Dietl 03/21/2012 04:53 PM
Form Started By: Heidi Nelson Started On: 03/21/2012 

Final Approval Date: 03/21/2012 



ORDINANCE #12-XX 

 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE CITY OF RAMSEY TO SELL/CONVEY PART 

OF LOT 1, BLOCK 1, RAMSEY TOWN CENTER FIFTH ADDITION, ANOKA 

COUNTY, MINNESOTA TO THE HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

IN AND FOR THE CITY OF RAMSEY, MINNESOTA 

 

The City of Ramsey Ordains: 

 

SECTION 1. PURPOSE 

 

It is the purpose of this Ordinance to authorize the City of Ramsey to convey certain real 

property which property the City Council has determined is no longer necessary for the City’s 

purposes.  This Ordinance is adopted pursuant to and under the authority of Section 12.5 of the 

City Charter. 

 

SECTION 2. SALE/CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZATION 

 

The City Council hereby declares the following legally described real property owned by the 

City, as surplus property and authorizes said property to be conveyed/sold to the City’s Housing 

and Redevelopment Authority.  Said property is legally described as follows: 

See attached Exhibit “A” 

and upon platting said property will be legally described as follows: 

See attached Exhibit “B” 

 

SECTION 3. TERMS OF SALE/CONVEYANCE 

 

The City Council has by a properly enacted action determined the consideration and terms upon 

which the above-described property may be conveyed/sold. 

 

SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Ordinance becomes effective upon its passage and thirty (30) days after its publication 

according to law, subject to City Charter, Section 5.7. 

PASSED by the City Council of the City of Ramsey, Minnesota, the __________ day of 

March, 2012. 

       

Mayor Bob Ramsey 

ATTEST: 

 

       

City Administrator 
Introduction date:  March 20, 2012 

Posting dates:________________ 

Adoption date:_______________ 

Publication date: _____________ 

Effective date: _______________ 











   

CC Regular Session   7. 5.           
Meeting Date: 03/27/2012  

By: Tim Himmer, Engineering/Public
Works

Information
Title:
Update on Property Acquisition Related the Sunwood Drive Realignment Project (IP #12-20) - PORTIONS OF
THIS CASE MAY BE CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC

Background:
The Armstrong Boulevard/Highway 10 interchange project is considered one of the highest transportation priorities
in the City.  In an effort to reduce the overall costs the Council has been discussing ways to preconstruct portions of
this project, such that it can be accomplished in phases.  One phase of this interchange project is the realignment of
Sunwood Drive, which is being considered to improve traffic flow through the area in the short term, create a
consolidated signalized access to the COR along its western boundary, provide for a portion of the City's cost
participation in the interchange project, and create additional development options for the COR property.  The
Sunwood realignment will construct the first intersection north of Highway 10 on Armstrong Boulevard, at a
location that addresses the major concerns expressed by MnDOT and Anoka County.

The project includes the realignment of Sunwood Drive, between approximately Zeolite Street and Armstrong
Boulevard (see attached preliminary design).  The intent is to work north to south on Armstrong Boulevard and
complete another section of the roadway in its final location; to set the stage for the ultimate interchange over the
railroad tracks and Highway 10.  Draft feasibility studies were presented to the Public Works Committee and HRA
on December 13, 2011, with the only remaining outstanding item being the funding package.  On that date the HRA
authorized the preparation of appraisals for the potential acquisition of 3 parcels along the west side of Armstrong
Boulevard that are necessary for portions of this project, and ultimately the interchange project.

On January 24, 2012 draft feasibility studies were presented to the City Council for consideration.  At that meeting
the City Council authorized the final design contracts with Landform and WSB & Associates, and ordered the
preparation of plans and specifications.  On February 28, 2012 the City Council was updated on this project, and
additional discussions took place with respect to the required property acquisitions south of 147th Avenue NW. 
Appraisals have been completed on these 3 parcels and negotiations are underway with the various property
owners.  On March 13, 2012 the City Council approved the funding package for the Sunwood realignment project,
and authorized staff to begin negotiations with property owners north of 147th Avenue to acquire small portions
from 2 separate parcels.  Attached to this case is an exhibit that shows the temporary and permanent easements that
are required on these properties to maintain existing drainage patterns.

Notification:
 

Observations:
Staff has corresponded with representatives from both properties to discuss the acquisition of these easements.  No
agreement has been reached on either property and staff would like to present additional information to the Council.

Recommendation:
This case is to provide the Council with an update on the negotiations to date, and seek further direction.

Funding Source:
Attached to this case are the funding packages that the City Council approved on March 13, 2012.  Financing was



Attached to this case are the funding packages that the City Council approved on March 13, 2012.  Financing was
prioritized to utilize grant dollars first, if the City is successful in securing them, and were based upon previous
discussions and direction received.

Council Action:
Based upon discussion.

Attachments
Sunwood Drive/Armstrong Interchange Layout
Required Acquisitions
Funding Scenarios

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Brian Olson Brian Olson 03/22/2012 02:17 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 03/22/2012 02:57 PM

Form Started By: Tim Himmer Started On: 03/20/2012 06:45 PM
Final Approval Date: 03/22/2012 
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Sunwood Drive Realignment Financing Options:  Project Cost estimated at $5.1M -$5.6M (use $5.35M for example)

Funding Summary:

Total Project Costs: 5,350,000$      

LRIP Grant (Committed) (500,000)$        

      Anoka County (Committed) (1,700,000)$     

   Net City Funding 3,150,000$      

     City Funding Options:

SCENARIO 1:  With Grant Funding

TOD Met Council Grant 1,250,000$      

TIF 2 306,450$          

Storm Drainage Fund 255,484$          Per Landform & WSB Feasibility Study

Water Utility Fund 238,066$          Per Landform & WSB Feasibility Study

EDA - Not to Exceed 600,000$          Per EDA Meeting of March 8, 2012

Excess Rail Funding 500,000$          

3,150,000$      

SCENARIO 2:  Without TOD Met Council Grant Funding

Equipment Revolving Fund 1,056,450$      (Cap. Equipment Certificates would be issued to offset capital equip purchases/Equip Fund bal of $2.9M)

TIF 2 500,000$          

Storm Drainage Fund 255,484$          Per Landform & WSB Feasibility Study

Water Utility Fund 238,066$          Per Landform & WSB Feasibility Study

EDA - Not to Exceed 600,000$          Per EDA Meeting of March 8, 2012

  If EDA is not $600,000 would use land proceeds of up to $400,000)

Excess Rail Funding 500,000$          

3,150,000$      
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