
           

City of Ramsey
Agenda

Regular City Council
Tuesday December 11, 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 - November 20, 2012
2.  City Council Work Session - November 27, 2012
3.  City Council Regular - November 27, 2012

 

2. Review Proposed Amendments to SAC Credit Policy and Consider Policy for Credit Distribution
 

3. Review Requested Action on Tax Forfeit Land Lying Within the City of Ramsey
 

4. Consider Request for Extension to Site Plan Approval of Legacy Christian Academy
 

5. Adopt Resolution #12-12-XXX Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing Payment of
Accounts Payable Invoicing Received During the Period of November 21, 2012 through December 5, 2012

 

6. Adopt Resolution #12-12-XXX Accepting Cash Donation of Earnings from J. Todd Embury, Election
Worker, to be Applied to the Park Improvement Trust Fund as Prescribed by Donor

 

7. Adopt Resolution Granting Request for Extension to Site Plan Approval of Stoney River
 

8. Report from Public Works Committee meeting dated November 20, 2012.
 

9. Report from the Personnel Committee - Meeting Date 11-27-12
 

5. Approve Agenda
 

6. Public Hearing
 

1. Public Hearing on 2013 Tax  Levy and General Fund Budget & Adoption of Final levies and budget 
 

7. Council Business
 

1. Request by TK Entertainment (DBA Ramsey Raceway) to Amend Lease Agreement
 

2. Consider Authorization for Staff to Prepare Applications for Community Development Block Grants
 

  

  



3. Consider Approval of Resolution for Agreement to State Transportation Fund Local Road Improvement
Program, Account 262, SAP 199-104-010 Grant Terms and Conditions

 

4. Consider Approval of Resolution Ordering Plans and Specifications for Riverdale Drive Reconstruction and
Extension

 

5.  Attorney-Client Privileged Discussion regarding the pending Isanti County District Court lawsuit titled
"County of  Isanti, Plaintiff, vs. Keith Kiefer, Defendant, vs. City of Ramsey and City Administrator, Kurtis
Ulrich, in his official capacity and individually, Third Party Defendants."

 

6. Consider entering into a purchase agreement for the property located at 8019 - 146th Avenue NW,
Minnesota owened by USCO Corp. - PORTIONS OF THIS DISCUSSION 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, November 20, 
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 (arrived at 6:50 p.m.) 

Councilmember Jeffrey Wise 
 

Also Present:  City Administrator Kurtis Ulrich 
   Parks and Assistant Public Works Superintendent Mark Riverblood 
   Public Works Superintendent Grant Riemer 

Development Services Manager Timothy Gladhill 
   Development Manager Darren Lazan 

Interim Engineer Ron Wagner 
   Interim Engineer Shane Nelson 

Councilmember-Elect Mark Kuzma 
Councilmember-Elect Chris Riley 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mayor Ramsey called the City Council Work Session to order at 6:37 p.m. 
 
2. TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
2.01: Review Request for Alternative Mechanical Screening at 7333 Drive NW; Case of 

NAU Country Insurance Company 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill reviewed the staff report and recommendation for a 
combination of fencing and architectural wall as a solution to the mechanical equipment needs of 
NAU Country Insurance and the screening requirements of City Code.  
 
Councilmember McGlone stated he preferred the second rendering that provides a screening wall 
and better screening. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill explained the Code talks about using material that 
matches the building but it was intended for the framework to be flexible.  He indicated that 
NAU Country Insurance is willing to include fabric mesh in the fencing and plant landscaping to 
address the concern with screening. 
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Councilmember McGlone noted the cost for a chain link fence with mesh and a few trees is 
cheaper than installing a footing and brick wall.  He stated since this location is downtown and a 
data center, it needs to be something more appropriate that is similar in building material, such as 
the brick. 
 
Mayor Ramsey stated he preferred the brick wall in the front but could support metal screening 
in the back.  He indicated he likes the treatment Allina used to include a bench or a planter. 
 
Councilmember Strommen agreed that softened the aesthetic. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill stated staff did point out the Allina and Midwest 
Medical Examiner buildings as examples.  He asked if the wall height could be reduced from the 
diagram showing a wall that is close to six feet tall. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated the appearance and need to abate noise are his concerns.  He noted 
there is no residential programmed near this location but if the use runs a generator ten hours 
every week as a test run, he would prefer it exhausts up to the roof so it does not blow diesel 
exhaust into that area. 
 
Mayor Ramsey stated he did not support a full chain link fence. 
 
Councilmember Wise stated he finds the flat wall is not attractive and agrees that a chain link 
fence is definitely not acceptable in this location. 
 
Councilmember Elvig noted a chain link fence also does not address sound mitigation. 
 
City Administrator Ulrich offered the alternative of using wrought iron fence, which is more 
decorative than chain link and not that much more expensive.   
 
Mayor Ramsey stated he would not support chain link on the street side and felt some 
landscaping was also needed. 
 
Councilmember Strommen pointed out that when driving down Sunwood, the first side you will 
see is the chain link.  She stated architectural standards are in place, the building looks great, and 
chain link is not the aesthetic desired. 
 
Councilmember McGlone noted the Code says “like building materials” and since this is a data 
center, there is a security element as well.  He asked why they would not want a wall with a door 
that locks.  Councilmember McGlone asked which angle is to be screened according to the Code. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill answered screening is about the view from the street 
and sidewalk with the intent to screen it from public view.  He stated staff did suggest the 
screening wall turn the corner.   
 
Councilmember Strommen pointed out that the proposed one-sided wall would not comply. 
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Councilmember Elvig suggested the City Council consider whether to require rooftop screening.  
He indicated the data center in Anoka added to its building and constructed a 20-foot screening 
wall to address sound control and security.  Councilmember Elvig stated he is not suggesting that 
in this location but agrees that a six-foot wall is not asking too much. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill stated there was some analysis about use of the rooftop, 
but the business wanted to keep it operational with existing equipment.   
 
Councilmember Tossey arrived at 6:50 p.m. 
 
The consensus of the Council was to support the use of a brick or block (matching the building) 
and to construct a screening wall on the building front and side with vegetative screening along 
Sunwood Drive. 
 
3. FUTURE TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
3.01: Review Future Work Session Topics / Calendar 
 
City Administrator Ulrich asked if the Council would like to schedule a Legislative Meet and 
Greet event on December 11, 2012.   
 
The Council indicated it would be interested since a Work Session, Regular Meeting and HRA 
are scheduled for that same night. 
 
4. MAYOR / COUNCIL / STAFF INPUT 
 
None 
 
5. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion by Councilmember Wise, seconded by Councilmember Backous, to adjourn the Work 
Session meeting. 
 
The Work Session of the City Council was adjourned at 6:52 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Kurtis G. Ulrich 
City Administrator 
 
 
ATTEST: 
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__________________________________ 
Jo Ann M. Thieling 
City Clerk 
 
Drafted by Carla Wirth 
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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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, November 27, 
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 

Finance Director Diana Lund 
Fire Chief Dean Kapler 

   Police Chief James Way  
   Human Resources Manager Colleen Lasher 
   Public Works Superintendent Grant Riemer 

Development Services Manager Timothy Gladhill 
Councilmember-Elect Mark Kuzma 
Councilmember-Elect Chris Riley 

   Interim Engineer Shane Nelson 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mayor Ramsey called the City Council Work Session to order at 5:53 p.m. 
 
2. TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
2.01: 2013 Levy & General Fund Budget 
 
Finance Director Lund reviewed the staff report and presented the 2013 Levy and General Fund 
budget that will be presented again at the December 11, 2012, public hearing.  She requested 
Council input on funding for 2013 capital purchases. 
 
Mayor Ramsey noted that one of the slides shows Champlin is lower than Ramsey in taxes; 
however, Champlin has a franchise fee that is not factored in.  He suggested the slide show the 
net dollars residents pay instead or that Finance Director Lund mention the cities that use 
franchise fees to cover some costs. 
 
Councilmember Elvig noted there are also services (police, fire) that some cities contract for but 
Ramsey provides to its citizens.   
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Finance Director Lund continued presentation of the 2013 Levy and General Fund budget by 
reviewing the 2013 notable budget items.   
 
Mayor Ramsey noted the preliminary budget had included 16 police officers.  
 
Finance Director Lund indicated that information had been updated in the budget book. 
 
Councilmember Backous asked about the Engineering Department budget for personnel, noting 
it is shown as a reduction. 
 
Finance Director Lund explained that the consulting engineering contract is supposed to go away 
and one engineering position is to be filled.  She stated if the Council would like to issue capital 
equipment certificates to fund capital items, it would be at a 1.7% interest rate and increase the 
levy starting in 2014 by about $255,000.  If levying, it allows the City to take advantage of the 
all time lowest interest rates and leaves the fund to use when interest rates go higher.  She asked 
for direction if the Council supported issuing capital certificates in 2013 for those items and 
possibly becoming a levy in 2014 or the City could use the Capital Equipment Fund to pay the 
levy portion. 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated when the Council discussed this previously, he had raised the 
option of leasing. 
 
Finance Director Lund stated the Council had previously discussed the mower.  The lease would 
be $20,000 a year for four years, which equaled the total cost of the mower.  The option of 
capital equipment certificates would spread the cost over ten years. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated the lease would be for five years with a one-year 
warranty and a one-year extended warranty.  The cost for the equipment is divided into four 
years and the fifth year is $1.  The interest rate would be 2.5%. 
 
Councilmember McGlone noted this results in paying off the machine in four years instead of ten 
and the City would have an asset at that point that may be worth 50-60%. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer estimated the City will get $10,500 on the mower it has 
had for eight years so it may be able to get between $12-15,000 after five years. 
 
Councilmember Elvig asked if it is a lease to own or straight lease. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer answered it is a lease to own. 
 
Finance Director Lund asked the Council if it was comfortable with using equipment certificates. 
 
Councilmember Strommen stated she is comfortable with it, noting the worse-case scenario is to 
make the payments from this fund if the Council does not want to use the levy.  She felt 
equipment certificates would provide flexibility and take advantage of low interest rates. 
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Councilmember Wise agreed it is cheap money. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated he would like to build back the fund balances and use someone 
else’s money at a low interest rate. 
 
Councilmember Backous concurred and stated he has concerns with matching the useful life of 
the equipment to the use of the money. 
 
Councilmember McGlone asked whether the City can rebuild the fund at a faster rate than the 
1.7% interest that would be paid.  He felt that nothing beats cash at the dealership.   
 
Finance Director Lund explained how the interest earnings are pooled and last year it equaled 
$77,000 based on $3 million in the account. 
 
Mayor Ramsey stated he will not be on the Council in 2014 so the decision is with the other 
members. 
 
Councilmember Wise noted the life of the equipment could be matched to the loan term by 
making a down payment. 
 
Councilmember Backous stated he supports having the flexibility and agreed the City can 
exercise that option, if needed. 
 
Councilmember Strommen stated she also would rather preserve flexibility with the low interest 
rates because the City may need it in the future. 
 
Finance Director Lund indicated it is listed as another funding source, and is not part of the levy. 
 
Mayor Ramsey stated residents will notice the City spent $9 million last year and $10 million 
this year.  He asked if using equipment certificates will drop the $10 million figure. 
 
Finance Director Lund stated it will not because the total expenditures are at $10 million.  She 
concluded presentation of the 2013 Levy and General Fund and asked whether the Council 
supported taking out Riverdale East project, which reduces road projects $1.350 million to 
balance the budget. 
 
The Council expressed no objection. 
 
2.02: Review Proposed Amendments to SAC Credit Policy and Consider Policy for Credit 

Distribution  
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill reviewed the staff report and asked whether the Council 
supported a policy to allow net SAC credits to be applied Citywide and to create a SAC Small 
Business Loan/Deferred Payment Program.  He indicated that Finance staff is comfortable with 
moving forward.  Development Services Manager Gladhill recommended the City monitor the 
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success and administrative overhead required to implement these two programs before 
considering a Minor Transfer Program.  He indicated the EDA also supported staff’s 
recommendation. 
 
Mayor Ramsey stated this makes sense except for when a tenant moves out and it is re-leased 
because then an additional SAC/WAC would have to be paid, placing a burden on the property 
owner to have up front cash. 
 
Councilmember Elvig agreed, noting the City can then get off the RALF program. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill indicated staff had submitted an official comment about 
the RALF program that it does not allow a look back after 2013.  He stated another community 
had submitted a similar comment that it had taken properties for public purposes and there is still 
reduced demand that will not come back.  Development Services Manager Gladhill stated staff 
has not yet heard if that comment had been considered but the unofficial comment to staff was 
that whether the property was brought down last year or next year, it has taken down the 
property.  The concern is how far back cities will be allowed to look. 
 
Councilmember Elvig agreed that most times when looking at leased space (i.e., Subway) it is 
the landlord who covers the majority of the up front costs and this option would “steal” some of 
that equity from the owner.  He noted if giving an EDA loan, the City does extensive background 
and financial checks but this seems to be a quick “rubber stamp loan” that the City would be 
responsible to collect.   He asked who would be responsible for the payment should the tenant 
skip. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill suggested a better title would be “deferred payment” 
instead of “loan.”  He explained if the tenant paid for four SAC and then a new user needs six 
SAC, the new user would be responsible for the additional two, not the City.  The City could 
stop paying on those two SAC units and the new user would pay them.  He clarified with the 
Small Business Program it is only deferring payments, not providing a loan.   
 
Councilmember Strommen noted it is not being paid by the City, it is a “pay as you go.” 
 
Councilmember Backous asked whether a deferred payment mechanism can work in this 
scenario. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill stated there is a minor transfer aspect with it and could 
be a combination but the main concern is that sometimes the landlord pays the SAC and 
sometimes the tenant pays the SAC.   
 
Councilmember McGlone asked if Ramsey enters into a deal with the Metropolitan Council to 
afford a restaurant ten SACs on a deferred payment of ten years, is Ramsey then bound should 
the business (i.e., restaurant) go out of business in three years. 
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Development Services Manager Gladhill explained that the next tenant would be responsible for 
the gap, not the City.  If the old use got to four SACs and the new use needed six SACs, then the 
new use would be responsible for the additional SACs.  The City would not be obligated. 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated his concern is the legal aspect in the City not giving a permit or 
occupancy because of the SACs. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill explained there would have to be a loan agreement 
between the City, Metropolitan Council, and the building owner.  That agreement could be 
recorded against the property so it becomes part of the title.  Then, if whole payment is not made, 
the building owner would be responsible. 
 
Mayor Ramsey asked what happens if the property owner says “no” or the tenant says “no.” 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill stated the property owner would have to be in 
agreement and staff would have to look into the scenario should the tenant not be in agreement. 
 
Councilmember Wise pointed out this is no different than a utility where the customer is 
assigned a number. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill noted the difference is that tenant spaces can move 
around and be reconfigured. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated it seems to be a loan from the Metropolitan Council to a Ramsey 
business and the City is the conduit. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill explained that SAC involves a contract between the 
City and Metropolitan Council and many pass onto the end user.  He indicated if there is Council 
support, this will be on the next City Council Consent Agenda. 
 
The consensus of the Council was to support adoption of a policy to allow Net SAC Credits to be 
applied Citywide and to create a SAC Small Business Loan/Deferred Payment Program with 
staff to monitor the success and administrative overhead required to implement these two 
programs before considering a Minor Transfer Program. 
 
2.03: Review Participation in North Suburban Home Show  
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill reviewed the staff report and asked whether there was 
appetite to participate in the 2013 North Suburban Home Show and reevaluate after the event.   
 
Councilmember McGlone advocated for the City to remove itself from the North Suburban 
Home Show since it has become involved in the Game Fair event, which is hosted in Ramsey 
and draws more people from Ramsey’s market area.  He noted the North Suburban Home Show 
is hosted in Andover.   
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Councilmember Wise agreed that the Game Fair is a better use of the City’s time and money and 
asked if there had been formal feedback from past North Suburban Home Shows.  
 
City Administrator Ulrich stated staff talked about feedback and know that people from Ramsey 
do stop by the booths and have building construction questions. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill stated the Committee was asked to gauge how many 
Ramsey residents participate but that can only be determined by the number of returned surveys.  
He estimated 300-400 out of the 1,300 to 1,500 attending the event, but attendance depends on 
the weather so it fluctuates from year to year.   
 
Councilmember McGlone stated City Hall now has the Department of Motor Vehicles so anyone 
who needs to talk to a building inspector can do so without attending an event outside the 
borders of Ramsey.  He noted the North Suburban Home Show only attracts several hundred 
Ramsey residents and he preferred an event held in Ramsey such as the Game Fair, Business 
Expo, and/or Happy Days. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated he thinks there is benefit to Home Shows but maybe not a direct 
benefit to Ramsey.  He stated he would like an event where Ramsey could boast  about its 
SAC/WAC programs and EDA programs. 
 
Councilmember McGlone noted that recently Sam Leon, Acapulco Mexican Restaurants, hosted 
a restaurant mixer and maybe Mr. Leon would put on another event where all restaurateurs can 
be told about Ramsey’s new SAC/WAC program. 
 
Councilmember Strommen stated she has not attended the North Suburban Home Show but if the 
Council wants more opportunities to market the City, perhaps the Council should step back and 
discuss what to market and how to do it most effectively.  She indicated she has no strong 
feelings about it but would like discussion on the focus of the message and how to communicate 
more generally, not which show is better than the other.   
 
Councilmember McGlone stated he was talking about this type of marketing and advocated to do 
it at an event within Ramsey where more of its own residents attend. 
 
Councilmember Strommen suggested the Council consider if there is another or better way to do 
that and to take the conversation a step further in how to market the SAC/WAC program as 
mentioned by Councilmember Elvig. 
 
City Administrator Ulrich agreed there is need for a policy decision on how many events 
Ramsey can afford and commit staff resources.  He stated it currently participates in six to eight 
events and should determine how to best manage those events, and what the City is trying to 
accomplish as mentioned by Councilmember Strommen.  The North Suburban Home Show 
attracts 1,500 people but the audience reaches residential people to educate in how to go about 
the building process.  It is not an audience of restaurateurs, business people, or CEOs.  City 
Administrator Ulrich agreed with the need to look at getting the best value for the dollar and staff 
effort. 
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Mayor Ramsey noted it seems like a lot of staff time for this event considering the number of 
residents reached. 
 
The consensus of the Council was to authorize staff to withdraw from participation in the 2013 
North Suburban Home Show. 
 
Councilmember McGlone left the meeting at 6:35 p.m. 
 
3. FUTURE TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
3:01 Review Future Work Session Topics / Calendar 
 
City Administrator Ulrich reported that Representatives Abeler and Scott will attend on 
December 11, 2012. 
 
Councilmember Tossey stated during Council Reports, he will be raising his conversation with 
Anoka Councilmember Weaver about holding a joint meeting specific to Highway 10, at which 
Representative Jim Abeler and Senator Branden Petersen will also to attend.  He reported that 
last night there had been another tragic loss of life on Highway 10 and he has found all are now 
willing to help.  Councilmember Tossey advocated for directing City Administrator Ulrich to 
coordinate that meeting. 
 
The Council supported that suggestion. 
 
Mayor Ramsey reported that Anoka Commissioner Look has indicated that Highway 10 is now 
the number one priority for Anoka County. 
 
Councilmember Elvig reported on his attendance at a meeting of the Metropolitan Council’s 
Land Use Advisory Committee that included updates on transportation and RALF. 
 
Councilmember Tossey stated he learned that Anoka has similar issues with the RALF program 
and its purchase of The Vineyard property.   
 
Councilmember Elvig stated it would be good for the Council to determine the best strategy for 
Ramsey and then pitch it to Anoka. 
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill reported on activity with the North Commons plat that 
will start grading this fall and remove a tree line. 
 
4. MAYOR / COUNCIL / STAFF INPUT 
 
None 
 
5. ADJOURNMENT 
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Motion by Councilmember Tossey, seconded by Councilmember Wise, to adjourn the Work 
Session meeting. 
 
The Work Session of the City Council was adjourned at 6:47 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, November 27, 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 

Finance Director Diana Lund 
Fire Chief Dean Kapler 

   Police Chief James Way  
   Human Resources Manager Colleen Lasher 
   City Clerk Jo Ann Thieling 

Development Services Manager Timothy Gladhill 
   City Attorney William Goodrich 
   Interim Engineer Shane Nelson 

Councilmember-Elect Mark Kuzma 
Councilmember-Elect Chris Riley 

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 

2.01: Presentation and Swearing in of New Police Officer 
 
Police Chief Nelson introduced Officer Shannon Schlender and described her ten years of law 
enforcement experience. 
 
City Attorney Goodrich swore in Officer Shannon Schlender to the position of Ramsey Police 
Officer. 
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3. CITIZEN INPUT 
 
None. 

4. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Motion by Councilmember Tossey, seconded by Councilmember Elvig, to approve the following 
items on the Consent Agenda: 
 
4.01: Receive October 2012 Financial Reports – General Fund and Enterprise Funds  
4.02: Note the following Board Meeting Minutes: 

1) Environmental Policy Board Meeting Minutes Dated September 10, 2012 
2) Economic Development Authority Meeting Minutes Dated October 11, 2012 

4.03: Approve License Applications: 
Transient Merchant 

Abundant Life Ministries, Box 1061, Anoka, MN  55303 
Temporary Intoxicating 

St. Katharine Drexel, 7101 – 143rd Avenue NW, Ramsey, MN  55303 
4.04: Approve the Following Meeting Minutes: 
 1)  Special City Council – October 16, 2012 
 2)  City Council Work Session – October 23, 2012 
 3)  City Council Regular – October 23, 2012 
 4)  Canvassing Board – November 13, 2012 
 5)  City Council Work Session – November 13, 2012 
 6)  City Council Regular – November 13, 2012 
4.05: Approval for Exemption for a Gambling License for Simply Outdoor Experiences to 

Conduct a Raffle at 8019 Armstrong Boulevard – Holte Contracting Office 
4.06:  Approve Highway 10 Access Easement to benefit property located at 6781 Highway 10 

NW 
4.07: Approve Joint Powers Agreement between the City of Ramsey and County of Anoka for 

Assessment of Property 
4.08: Authorize Entering into a Joint Powers Agreement for Conduct of Elections between 

Anoka County and the Municipalities, Townships and School Districts in Anoka County 
to Allocate Costs for Election Expenses 

4.09: Adopt Resolution #12-11-176 Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing 
Payment of Accounts Payable Invoicing Received During the Period of November 8, 
2012, through November 20, 2012 

4.10: Adopt Resolution #12-11-177 Authorizing Partial Payment to North Pine Aggregate for 
IP 12-20 Armstrong / Sunwood Drive 

4.11: Adopt Resolution #12-11-178 Authorizing Partial Payment to North Valley, Inc. for IP 
12-23 Alpine Drive Resolution 

 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Tossey, Elvig, Backous, 
McGlone, Strommen, and Wise.  Voting No: None. 
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5. APPROVE AGENDA 
 
Motion by Councilmember Backous, seconded by Mayor Ramsey, to approve the agenda as 
revised to consider Case 7:06 prior to Case 7.05. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Backous, Elvig, McGlone, 
Strommen, Tossey, and Wise.  Voting No: None. 

6. PUBLIC HEARING 
 
- None. 
 
Councilmember Wise left the Council Chambers at 7:03 p.m. 

7. COUNCIL BUSINESS 

7.01: Adopt Ordinance #12-XX Adopting 2013 Schedule of Rates, Fees, and Charges 
 
Finance Director Lund reviewed the staff report. 
 
Motion by Councilmember Tossey, seconded by Mayor Ramsey, to waive the requirement of the 
City Charter to read the Ordinance aloud and adopt Ordinance #12-18 Adopting the 2013 
Schedule of Rates, Fees, and Charges. 
 
A roll call vote was performed by the Recording Secretary: 
 
Councilmember Backous aye 
Councilmember Elvig  aye 
Councilmember McGlone aye 
Councilmember Strommen aye 
Councilmember Tossey aye 
Councilmember Wise  absent 
Mayor Ramsey  aye 
 
Motion carried. 
 
Councilmember Wise returned to the Council Chambers at 7:05 p.m. 

7.02: Adopt Ordinance #12-XX to Amend City Code Section 117 – 118 (The COR) 
Approving Amendment to The COR Design Framework Related to Off-Street 
Parking, Signs, Parks and Trails, and Sub-District Boundaries  

 
Development Services Manager Gladhill reviewed the staff report. 
 
Motion by Mayor Ramsey, seconded by Councilmember Elvig, to waive the requirement of the 
City Charter to read the Ordinance aloud and adopt Ordinance #12-19 Amending Section 117-
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118 “The COR Districts” of Chapter 117 of the City Code of Ramsey, Minnesota, to Amend 
Sub-District Boundaries, Parking Regulations, Parks Section, and Master Sign Plan. 
 
Further discussion: Development Services Manager Gladhill answered the Council’s questions 
related to the Planning Commission’s discussion about the sizing of signs, illumination, and cost 
of construction.  With regard to the brightly lit car dealership signs along Highway 10, 
Development Services Manager Gladhill advised the Code allows only enough brightness 
(lumens) to read the message, which provides flexibility. 
 
A roll call vote was performed by the Recording Secretary: 
 
Councilmember McGlone aye 
Councilmember Tossey aye 
Councilmember Elvig  aye 
Councilmember Strommen aye 
Councilmember Wise  aye 
Councilmember Backous aye 
Mayor Ramsey  aye 
 
Motion carried. 

7.03: Adopt Ordinance #12-XX to Amend City Code Chapter 117, Article II, Division 8 
(Signs) Related to Temporary, Construction Real Estate, and Off-Premise Signs 

 
Development Services Manager Gladhill reviewed the staff report and answered questions of the 
Council related to exemptions for real estate signs that identify location and size of leasable 
space.  He indicated this type of signage is considered temporary in nature and would be 
removed upon leasing the space.  It was noted that dynamic display signs are regulated by 
frequency of display and level of lumens. 
 
The Council acknowledged the need for the City to follow Code requirements when placing 
temporary signage for The Draw events.   
 
With regard to the Northfork sign being located within the right-of-way and intersecting the path, 
Development Services Manager Gladhill advised that it had been approved and the City obtains a 
Mn/DOT permit each year.  It was suggested that Northfork be encouraged to better maintain its 
sign and possibly shift its location.  Development Services Manager Gladhill indicated staff 
would further explore this issue. 
 
The Council asked about the temporary trailer with a “Now Hiring” sign that had been placed 
alongside the intersection of Highway 10 and Alpine Drive for several weeks.  Development 
Services Manager Gladhill indicated he was not aware of the trailer. 
 
Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember Wise, to waive the requirement 
of the City Charter to read the Ordinance aloud and adopt Ordinance #12-20 Amending Article 
II, Division 8 (“Signs”) of Chapter 117 of the City Code of Ramsey, Minnesota. 



 

City Council / November 27, 2012 
Page 6 of 8 

 
A roll call vote was performed by the Recording Secretary: 
 
Councilmember Wise  aye 
Councilmember Backous aye 
Councilmember Elvig  aye 
Councilmember McGlone aye 
Councilmember Tossey aye 
Councilmember Strommen aye 
Mayor Ramsey  aye 
 
Motion carried. 

7.04: Adopt Ordinance #12-XX Vacating Portions of Drainage and Utility Easement at 
6012 146th Avenue NW; Case of Jesse and Dana VerBeek  

 
Development Services Manager Gladhill reviewed the staff report. 
 
Motion by Mayor Ramsey, seconded by Councilmember Wise, to waive the requirement of the 
City Charter to read the Ordinance aloud and adopt Ordinance #12-21 Vacating a Portion of an 
Easement for Drainage and Utility Purposes in the City of Ramsey, Anoka County, Minnesota. 
 
A roll call vote was performed by the Recording Secretary: 
 
Councilmember Strommen aye 
Councilmember Tossey aye 
Councilmember McGlone aye 
Councilmember Elvig  aye 
Councilmember Backous aye 
Councilmember Wise  aye 
Mayor Ramsey  aye 
 
Motion carried. 

7.06: Attorney – Client Privileged Discussion Regarding the Pending Isanti County 
District Court Lawsuit Titled “County of Isanti, Plaintiff, vs. Keith Kiefer, 
Defendant, vs.  City of Ramsey and City Administrator, Kurtis Ulrich, in his official 
capacity and individually, Third Party Defendants” 

 
City Attorney Goodrich advised that under Minnesota Statutes, Section 13D.015, Subd.3(b), the 
meeting can move into closed session to discuss litigation strategy regarding this pending lawsuit 
entitled “County of Isanti, Plaintiff, vs. Keith Kiefer, Defendant, vs.  City of Ramsey and City 
Administrator, Kurtis Ulrich, in his official capacity and individually, Third Party Defendants.”  
The litigation deals with cleanup of property at 6203 Rivlyn Avenue NW.  He indicated that 
Kennedy & Graven Attorney Mary Tietjen, Minnesota Legal Trust, is representing the City in 
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this litigation and is in attendance.  The closed session will be tape recorded and that tape will be 
maintained for a period of eight years. 
 
Motion by Councilmember Wise, seconded by Councilmember Backous, to move to closed 
session to discuss acquisition negotiations.   
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Wise, Backous, Elvig, McGlone, 
Strommen, and Tossey.  Voting No: None. 
 
The City Council meeting moved into a closed session at 7:24 p.m.   
 
The City Council reconvened in open session at 7:52 p.m. 
 
City Attorney Goodrich stated the Council held discussion on the described litigation.  No 
specific conclusion was reached and it is expected that in the future the Council will be holding 
additional closed meetings on this matter. 

7.05: Consider Entering into a Purchase Agreement for the Property Located at 8901 – 
146th Avenue NW, Minnesota, owned by USCO Corp. (Portions may be closed to the 
public)  

 
City Attorney Goodrich explained that the City negotiated a purchase price for 8901 – 146th 
Avenue NW and has now received a counter offer.  He advised that under Minnesota Statutes, 
Section 13D.05, Subd.3(c), the meeting can move into closed session to discuss confidential or 
non-public appraisal data and acquisition negotiations.  He indicated closed session discussion 
will relate to property acquisitions of the USCO Corp. site, 8901 – 146th Avenue NW, for the 
Sunwood Drive/Realignment Project.  The closed session will be tape recorded and that tape will 
be maintained for a period of eight years. 
 
Councilmember Wise recused himself due to a potential conflict of interest and left the Council 
Chambers at 7:54 p.m. 
 
Motion by Councilmember Tossey, seconded by Councilmember Backous, to move to closed 
session to discuss acquisition negotiations.   
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Ramsey, Councilmembers Tossey, Backous, Elvig, 
McGlone, and Strommen.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Councilmember Wise. 
 
The City Council meeting moved into a closed session at 7:54 p.m.  The City Council 
reconvened in open session at 8:23 p.m. 
 
City Attorney Goodrich stated the Council held discussion and no final decision was reached 
except to direct staff to negotiate a final offer to purchase the real property located at 8901 – 
146th Avenue NW and lease back terms. 
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7.06: Attorney – Client Privileged Discussion Regarding the Pending Isanti County 
District Court Lawsuit Titled “County of Isanti, Plaintiff, vs. Keith Kiefer, 
Defendant, vs.  City of Ramsey and City Administrator, Kurtis Ulrich, in his official 
capacity and individually, Third Party Defendants” 

 
This item was considered prior to Case 7:05. 

8. MAYOR, COUNCIL AND STAFF INPUT 
 
8.01: There will be no Council Work Session on Tuesday, December 4, 2012 
 
City Administrator Ulrich announced upcoming events and that Ramsey has been designated a 
Transit Improvement Area by the Minnesota Department of Trade and Economic Development 
so it will be able to apply for State and Federal grants.  He also announced that the Anoka 
County Library received a grant to sponsor kiosk libraries in Andover and Ramsey and labor 
negotiations have begun. 
 
Councilmember Tossey reported on the tragic loss of life that occurred yesterday on Highway 10 
in Anoka.   He indicated the Ramsey City Council will be holding joint meetings with the Anoka 
City Council to discuss Highway 10 and the need for improvement. 
 
Mayor Ramsey advised that Highway 10 is also Anoka County’s number one priority 

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 8:27 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. 



   

CC Regular Session   4. 2.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Review Proposed Amendments to SAC Credit Policy and Consider Policy for Credit Distribution

Background:
In the summer of 2012, the Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES) Division began reviewing
potential amendments to the Sewer Availability Charge (SAC). SAC is a fee collected by MCES from the City that
ensures future capacity in the Metropolitan Disposal System. SAC is collected by the City, typically at time of
Building Permit, and paid to MCES.

In October 2012, a working group formed to review the SAC credit and transfer policies completed several
recommendations. Broadly speaking, there are three (3) categories that the City could consider in administering the
SAC program (if adopted by the Metropolitan Council):

Net Credits1.
Minor Transfer2.
Short-Term 'Loan' Program3.

Observations:
As a result of changes to the SAC Program in 2010 by the Metropolitan Council, SAC Credits created by permanent
reduction in demand can only be used on the same site in which the permanent reduction occurred. Currently, SAC
Credits cannot be taken city-wide.

Net Credits

A proposed amendment to the SAC policy is to allow for the provision of Net Credits. Net Credits are created when
a permanent reduction in demand is created by removal of a structure or permanent change in use to a lower
demand. Actual payment will serve as proof of SAC paid. Net Credits are proposed to be allowed to be applied
city-wide. The City can choose to develop a policy that either leaves Net Credits site-specific or allows Net Credits
to be applied city-wide. Net Credits are proposed to be created for future, permanent demand. Net Credits are not
proposed to be retroactive (for structures already removed or use reduced), and the Metropolitan Council's financial
analysis did not include a study of looking retroactively.

The result of Net Credits would be a bank of credits that could be applied. There would be a small amount of
increased administrative time to track the status of the Net Credit Account and coordinate with the Metropolitan
Council. Attached is a draft policy for consideration on the City's goals in distributing Net Credits.

Minor Transfer

A Minor Transfer is similar to Net Credit, except that a permanent reduction in demand is not experienced. A
Minor Transfer would allow a user move SAC units from one site to another upon relocation, and would be limited
to ten (10) SAC Units or less. A potential downside of a Minor Transfer is the fact that a finished space of one site
is now removed of its previous SAC payment.

Staff does have concern with allowing the Minor Transfer as part of the City's SAC Transfer Policy due to the
liability exposed to the City. Since no actual reduction in demand is experienced, it would be the City's
responsibility to ensure that SAC for the existing space was re-paid and made whole. Typically, a Building Permit
is the trigger for SAC review. In the case of a Minor Transfer, there may not be a need for any City review if no



structural alterations are necessary to occupy the existing space. In addition, Staff does not want to put the City in
the position of making a determination of what party actually paid the SAC fee (landlord or tenant). There would be
an increase in the amount of administrative time required to track Minor Transfers. Staff would recommend that if if
is the City's desire to permit Minor Transfers that this only be used upon approval of the Property Owner (not the
tenant) and a lien or recordable document be placed on the Property to ensure proper tracking and survival of sale of
property.

Small Business Loan Program

The Metropolitan Council is also recommending implementation of a Short Term Loan Program that allows the
City and Developer to pay SAC obligations over time, with interest. The program would be limited to smaller users
of ten (10) SAC Units or less. The entire SAC amount would not be required to be paid up front. The City would be
responsible to ensure annual payments and be required to enter into a Loan Agreement with the Metropolitan
Council. Again, some additional administrative time would be required to administer the program.

It is the Metropolitan Council's intent to have the new policies effective 1/1/13. Staff is placing this item for
consideration at this time to attemp to match this date and have any revised policies effective coinciding with the
effective date of the 2013 Rates and Fees.

This case was reviewed at the November 27, 2012 City Council Work Session. At that meeting, Staff was directed
to implement the policy and place on a future consent agenda. At this time, the policy is eligible for adoption.

Recommendation:
The EDA met on Thursday, November 8th and recommended approval of the policy to allow Net SAC Credits to
be applied Citywide and to create a SAC Small Business Loan/Deferred Payment Program and to recommend that
the City Council monitor the success and administrative overhead required to implement these two programs before
considering a Minor Transfer Program.

Funding Source:
Implementation of the program is being handled as part of regular Staff duties.

Council Action:
Motion to adopt the policy to allow Net SAC Credits to be applied Citywide and to create a SAC Small Business
Loan/Deferred Payment Program and to monitor the success and administrative overhead required to implement
these two programs before considering a Minor Transfer Program.

Attachments
Background
Presentation
Proposed Policy
DRAFT EDA Minutes dated November 8, 2012

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 03:41 PM
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Business Item 2012-314: 
Direction to Hold Public 
Meeting on Changes to Sewer 
Availability Charge (SAC) 
Credit Rules 
Jason Willett, Director, MCES Finance & Energy Management 

Environment Committee, October 9, 2012 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Note: The screen settings are set to fit wide screen monitors.
If you need to print your slides be sure to check “scale to fit” in your print settings. 




Background 
• MCES applies credits against SAC for permanent 

reduction in wastewater capacity needs of individual 
properties 

• In 2006, Council approved changes to SAC credit system 
that became effective 1/1/10; most significant changes: 
• SAC credits to cities are limited to amount needed on site for new 

use; “Net Credits” usable by cities off that site were eliminated 
• Credits for site are based on prior demand, in SAC units, over 

previous 7-8 years (Look-Back Period), not based on SAC 
payments or grandparenting 

• Metro Cities requested MCES revisit rules 

 



2012 SAC Work Group 
• Meetings 

– July 16, Aug. 13, Aug. 27, Sept. 17, Oct. 1 
• Members 

• Gary Van Eyll, Met Council Member & Co-chair 
• Patricia Nauman, Metro Cities & Co-chair 
• Wendy Wulff, Met Council Member 
• James Dickinson, Andover 
• Robert Cockriel, Bloomington 
• Amy Baldwin, Brooklyn Park 
• Jon Watson, Brooklyn Park 
• Brent Mareck, Carver (resigned) 
• Gene Abbott, Lakeville 

• Lisa Cerney, Minneapolis 
• Pierre Willette, Minneapolis 
• Patrick Trudgeon, Roseville 
• Brian Hoffman, St. Louis Park 
• Ellen Muller, St. Paul 
• Jim Bloom, St. Paul 
• Lorrie Louder, St. Paul Port Authority 
• Jay Scherer, Savage 
• Bruce Loney, Shakopee 

 
 

 



Net Credit Recommendation 
• SAC paid at any time is sufficient evidence by itself for 

potential credit 
• In redevelopment, where determination requires less 

SAC than prior demand, Net Credits occur 
• Net Credits from actual SAC payment may be taken city-

wide or left site-specific at city’s option 
• Also, if city records show either grandparented or 

continuous demand from site, there is potential non-
conforming use credit 

• In redevelopment, there are no Net Credits 
• Look-Back Period and vacancy rules would no longer 

apply 
 



Net Credit Example: Where SAC Was 
Paid 
• Property built in 1980 paid 10 SAC 
• In 2013, 15-SAC demand replaces existing 

• 15-10 = 5 SAC due 
• Property built in 1980 paid 20 SAC 
• In 2013, 15-SAC demand replaces existing 

• 15 -20 = 5 Net Credits to take city-wide or leave 
site-specific 

 



Net Credit Example: Non-conforming 
Use—Continuous Demand  
• Property built in 1980 did not pay SAC  

• Prior demand was 10-SAC of continuous demand 
through 2012 

• In 2013, 15-SAC demand replaces existing 
• 15-10 = 5 SAC due 

• If prior continuous demand was 20-SAC 
• 15-20 = 0 SAC due, but no Net Credits 



Net Credit Example: Non-conforming 
Use Grandparented  
• Property built in 1960; shown that it was15-

SAC demand around 1973 
• In 2013, 10-SAC demand replaces existing 

• 10-15 = 0 SAC due, but no Net Credits 
• Non-conforming demand reduced to 10 units 

• If in above, in 2015, 2-SAC demand was 
added 
• 12-10 = 2 SAC due 

 



Net Credit Example: Combo of Paid 
and Non-conforming  
• Property built in 1960; shown that it was 2-

SAC demand around 1973 
• Paid 10 SAC for addition in 1985 
• In 2013, 15-SAC demand replaces existing 

• 15-12 = 3 SAC due 
• If in above, 2013 demand was only 8 SAC 

• 8-10 paid SAC = 2 Net Credits (0 from unpaid 
demand) 

 
 



Minor Transfer Recommendation 
• Limited to small businesses (10 SAC or less) 
• Minor transfers upon request by city: 

• Amount of credit to be transferred  
• Address where credit taken from and applied to 
• Signature of city official 

• City may need to deal with different interests 
of business owners vs. property owners  



Small Business Loans 
• SAC charges often not well-known nor included in business loan        
   package for small businesses 
• Loan recommendation: 

• Met Council would enter standing loan agreement with cities that 
wanted to participate (per M.S. 473.517 subd. 6)  

• Case by case, but limited to small businesses of 10 SAC or less 
• Cities would make loan or assessment arrangements with 

businesses or property owners 
• If business defaults, cities not required to make remaining 

payments to MCES (but also would not receive full SAC credit) 
• Finance to bill all loan payments to city in lump 

• Some cities concerned about administrative effort 



Small Business Loans 
• Offer SAC brochure in 4 languages 
• Future training sessions with city staff 

regarding new rules and determinations 
• Limit community reviews to 3 years (currently 

entire 7-8 year Look-Back Period) 



Schedule 
• Public Meeting    October 23 

• Public input period ends   November 2 

• Environment Committee reviews 
public input & recommendation  November 13 

• Potential Council approval  November 28 

• Implementation of new rules  Jan. 1, 2013 

 



Questions? 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

City of Ramsey 
Sewer Availability Charge (SAC) and 

Water Availability Charge (WAC) 
Transfer and Loan Policy 

Net Credit Policy 
Small Business Loan Program 
Approved November 13, 2012 
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Program Background 
 
The Sewer Availability Charge (SAC) is a one-time fee imposed by the Metropolitan Council 
Environmental Services (MCES) Division to local governments for each new connection or increase in 
capacity demanded of the Metropolitan Disposal System. Ramsey passes this fee to the user that creates 
the increased demand at time of Building Permit or at change of use (increase in demand). The SAC 
Transfer and Loan Policy has been developed in order to outline the circumstances in which the City will 
allow Net Credits and previous payments to be transferred from one site to another (transferred city-
wide). The program also provides a deferred payment mechanism for small business (10 SAC or less). 
 
The purpose of the program is to allow flexibility is SAC transfers, promote economic development, and 
assist small business owners with the costs of initial construction by allowing SAC to be paid over a 
period of time as opposed to a one-time, up-front cost. The program applies to all commercial and 
industrial development within the City limits. 
 

1. Net Credits 
 

Net Credits are created when a permanent reduction to the Metropolitan Disposal 
System is created. A permanent reduction in demand is created when a structure is 
physically removed or a space physically altered to create a permanent reduction in 
demand as indicated by a revised SAC Determination. Approved Net Credits will be 
placed in an account and available for use city-wide as available. Eligible Applicants will 
be able to apply for use of Net Credits if available.  
 
Eligible applicants must demonstrate creation of jobs not already located within the City 
limits. Net Credits are available on a first-come, first-serve basis and only available if Net 
Credits exist in the City’s account. In the event of a tie in initial scoring, the 
corresponding applications will be scored using the supplemental scoring sheet. 
 

Net Credit Mandatory Criteria 
 
All projects must comply with the following criteria: 
 

1. But For Test. There is a substantial likelihood that the project would not go 
forward without the use of Net Credits. 

2. Wage Policy. If the project results in the creation of any jobs, the wage for each 
part-time and full-time job created must be, within two years of the date 
assistance is received, at least equal to 70% of the most recent median wage 
figure for the Twin City 7 County Metro Area as published by the Minnesota 
Department of Employment and Economic Development or such greater 
amount as the City may require for a specific project. 



 

 

3. Economic Feasibility. The recipient must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
City that it has adequate financing for the project and that the project will be 
completed in a timely fashion. 

Net Credit Policy 
 

1. The City recognizes that the creation of good paying jobs is a desirable goal 
which benefits the community. Nonetheless, not all projects assisted with 
subsidies drive their public purpose and importance solely by virtue of job 
creation. In addition, the imposition of high job creation and high wage level 
requirements may be unrealistic and counter-productive in the face of larger 
economic forces and influence and the financial and competitive circumstances 
of an individual business. In determining the requirements for a project under 
consideration for a business subsidy, the determination of the number of jobs to 
be created and the wage levels therefore will be guided by the following 
principles and criteria: 

a. The evaluation of projects will take into consideration the project’s 
importance in and benefit to the community from all perspectives, 
including created or retained jobs. 

b. If a particular project does not involve the creation of jobs, but is 
nonetheless found to be worth of support and subsidy, assistance may 
be approved without any specific job or wage goals if permitted by 
applicable law. 

c. In cases where the objective is the retention of existing jobs, the 
recipient of the subsidy will be required to provide evidence which 
demonstrates that the loss of jobs is specific and demonstrable. 

d. The setting of wage and job goals will be informed by (i) prevailing wage 
rates; (ii) local economic conditions, (iii) external economic forces over 
which neither the City nor the recipient of the subsidy has control, (iv) 
the financial resources of the recipient and (v) the competitive 
environment in which the recipient’s business exists. 

2. Because it is not possible to anticipate all the needs and requirements of every 
type of project and the ever-changing needs of the community and in order to 
retail the flexibility necessary to respond to all proposed projects, the City 
retains the right to approve projects and subsidies which may vary from the 
principles and criteria set forth herein. 

 

Net Credit Evaluation Criteria 
 
The project review and evaluation criteria are the following: 
 

1. Jobs and Wages 
a. New Jobs. The minimum net number of direct full time equivalent jobs 

to be created or retained by the proposed project for a period of at 
least two years from the estimated benefit date. 



 

 

b. Payroll. The minimum annual net payroll (including employer 
contributions for health benefits) to be generated at the end of the 
second anniversary date of the estimated benefit date. 

2. Tax Base 
a. Increase in Tax Base. The net increase in property taxes estimated to be 

generated by the project in the second full year of operation. 
3. Land Use 

a. Compliance with Comprehensive or Other Plans. Whether, apart from 
any needed services to the community described in Section 5 below, the 
project is compatible with the comprehensive plan and permitted uses 
for the property. 

b. Marginal Property. Whether the project is located on property which 
needs but is not likely to be developed or redeveloped because of blight 
or other adverse conditions of the property. For example, property may 
be so blighted that the cost of making land ready for development 
exceeds the property’s fair market value. 

c. Design and/or Other Amenities. Whether, as a result of the business 
subsidy, the project will include design and/or amenity features not 
otherwise required by law. For example, the project may, at the request 
of the City, include landscaping, open space, public trails, employee 
work out facilities or day care facilities which serve a public purpose but 
are not required by law. 

4. Impact on Existing and Future Public Investment 
a. Utilization of Existing Infrastructure Investment. Whether and to what 

extent (a) the project will utilize existing public infrastructure capacity 
and (b) the project will require additional publicly funded infrastructure 
investments. 

b. Direct Monetary Return on Public Investment. Arrangements made or 
to be made for the City to receive direct monetary return on its 
investment in the project. For example, the business subsidy may be in 
the form of an interest bearing loan or may involve a project sharing 
arrangement. 

5. Economic Development 
a. Leveraged Funds. For every dollar of business subsidy to be provided to 

the project, the minimum amount of private funds which will be applied 
towards the capital cost of the project. 

b. Spin Off Development. The dollar amount of non-subsidized 
development the project is expected to generate in the surrounding 
area and the need for and likelihood of such spin off development. 

c. Growth Potential. Based on recipient’s market studies on plans for 
expansion, whether and to what extent the project is expected within 
five years of its completion, be expanded to produce a net increase of 
full time equivalent jobs and of payroll, over and above the minimum 
net increase in jobs and payroll described in section 1 above. 

6. Quality of Life 
a. Community Services. Whether the project will provide services in the 

community and the need for such services. For example, the project 



 

 

may provide health services, retail convenience services such as a 
nearby grocery store, or social services needed in the community. 

7. Other 
a. Other Factors. Depending on the nature of the project, such other factors as the City 

may deem relevant in evaluating the project and the business subsidy proposed for it. 

Additional Considerations 
 
The City will give consideration to one or more of the issues listed below in determining 
whether to provide financial or other assistance to a project as a business subsidy: 
 

1. The City may consider the requirements of any other business subsidy received, 
or to be received, from a grantor other than the City. 

2. If the business subsidy is received over time, the City may value the subsidy at 
its present value using a discount rate equal to an interest rate which the City 
determines is fair and reasonable under the circumstances. 

 
As used herein “benefit date” means the date the business subsidy is received. 
 
Adopted by:   Ramsey EDA/City Council 
Date of Adoption:   

Net Credit Eligibility 
Eligible applicants are all commercial and industrial users within the City limits.  
All applicants must be a permitted use in compliance with all laws, zoning ordinances, 
rules and regulations applicable to the business.  All Applicants must be current on all 
City taxes, assessments, and utility bill payments. The Ramsey EDA will review each 
applications for Net Credits on a case-by-case basis and reserves the right to exclude 
activities not consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, or if the concept does not 
benefit the health, safety and welfare of the community. The Ramsey City Council will 
make the final approval/denial of any Net Credit Application. 

2. Small Business Loans 
 

Small Businesses of ten (10) SAC Units or less may request SAC to be paid over a period 
of time with annual payments rather than up front (at time of building permit issuance). 
Eligible Applicants will be required to enter into a Standing Loan Agreement with the 
City and the Metropolitan Council. In the event of default, the remaining balance will be 
assessed to the benefitted Property. 

Small Business Loan Mandatory Criteria 
1. But For Test. There is a substantial likelihood that the project would not go 
forward without the use of Net Credits. 
2. Economic Feasibility. The recipient must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
City that it has adequate financing for the project and that the project will be completed 
in a timely fashion. 



 

 

Small Business Loan Eligibility 
Eligible applicants are all commercial and industrial users with a SAC Determination of 
ten (10) SAC Units or less and within the City limits.  All applicants must be a permitted 
use in compliance with all laws, zoning ordinances, rules and regulations applicable to 
the business.  All Applicants must be current on all City taxes, assessments, and utility 
bill payments. The Ramsey City Council will review each applications for Small Business 
Loans on a case-by-case basis and reserves the right to exclude activities not consistent 
with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, or if the concept does not benefit the health, safety 
and welfare of the community. Applicants do not need to fill out the following 
application, but do need to request the deferred payment plan in writing. 

Application Process 
Applicants for Net Credits must submit a completed SAC Transfer and Loan Application and all required 
attachments to the City’s Community Development Department.  City staff will make every effort to 
review completed applications within a three-week period of time.  The Ramsey Economic Development 
Authority will make a recommendation on the SAC Transfer Application to the Ramsey City Council.  
Applicants will be notified of EDA and City Council meetings and may be asked to attend to present their 
request for assistance.  Any financial assistance to economic development programs as part of this 
program is subject to City Council approval.  Moreover, such financial assistance is limited by the 
availability of Net SAC Credits. 
 
Applicants for the Small Business Loan must submit their request in writing and specify the amount 
being requested as well as the proposed length of repayment. Payments must be made on entire SAC 
Units; payments for partial SAC Units will not be accepted. As the program is administered by the 
Metropolitan Council with the City, the process defers to Metropolitan Council policies and procedures. 

Implementation Procedures 
The program does require the applicant pay upfront permit fees.  To be in good standing with the City, 
applicant and/or landlords must be current on all municipal taxes, special assessments, City utility bills, 
or EDA loans.  Outstanding balances will be assessed against the Property if the applicant and/or 
landlords fail to be current on these obligations.  Outstanding balances will be assessed against the 
Property if the applicant discontinues the business, moves the business, or fails to comply with any and 
all building, fire, health, or zoning codes or regulations.  As SAC is paid at time of Building Permit, 
assistance will be provided to the Project in the form of a reduction on the SAC Fee collected with the 
Building Permit. 

Sunset Date 
There is no sunset date on the SAC Credit, Transfer, and Loan Policy. The Policy will be updated as 
Metropolitan Council Program Guidelines are updated. 



 

 

EXHIBIT A 

 

SEWER AVAILABILITY 
CHARGE NET CREDIT 

APPLICATION 

 

A: Type of SAC Assistance Requested (select one) 
 

 Net Credit  Small Business Loan 

 

B: Applicant Contact Information 
Please note: All official communication will be routed through this contact. 

 

Name of 
Corporation/Business:  

      

Street Address:        

City, State, ZIP:        

Phone:       Fax:       

Name of Primary Contact:       

Address:       

City, State, ZIP       

Phone:       Fax:       

Email       

 

C: Property Owner Information 
(If different than Applicant) 

 

Name:        

Street Address:        

City, State, ZIP:        

Home Phone:       Work Phone:       

Email:       Fax Number:       

 



 

 

D. Mandatory Criteria 
 
Have you ever been, or are you currently, involved in any bankruptcy proceedings or lawsuits related to other 
development projects with which you have been involved? If yes, please provide an explanation on a separate 
sheet. 

 Yes  No 

 
On a separate sheet, please provide the following: 

1. Brief description of the corporation/partnership’s business, including history, principal product or 
service, etc. Attach as Part 1. 

2. List names of officers and shareholders/partners with more than five percent (5%) interest in the 
corporation/partnership. Attach as Part 2. 

3. Brief description of the proposed project. Attach as Part 3. 
4. A ‘but for’ analysis and narrative. Attach as Part 4. 

 

E. Project Information 
 
Project Type 

 Industrial (new)  Industrial (redevelopment)  Industrial (expansion) 

 Office/Research (new)  Office/Research (redevelopment))  Office/Research (expansion) 

 Commercial (new)  Commercial (redevelopment)  Commercial (expansion) 

 Housing (new)  Housing (redevelopment)  Housing (redevelopment) 

 Other (explain): 

 
Ownership Status 

 Owner Occupied  Leased Space 

If leased space, please attach a list of names and addresses of future tenants and indicate the status of 
commitments or lease agreements. Attach as Part 5.  

 
Real Estate Information 

Current Real Estate Taxes on Project Site        

Estimated Real Estate Taxes Upon Completion (Phase I)       

Estimated Real Estate Taxes Upon Completion (Phase II)       

Estimated Real Estate Taxes Upon Completion (Total)       

 
Construction Phasing 

% complete        In       years 

% complete        In       years 

% complete        In       years 

 



 

 

F: Public Purpose Objectives 
 
It is the purpose of the City and EDA of Ramsey that the business assistance should result in a public 
benefit as identified in items 1-10 below. Please indicate how the proposed project will accomplish this 
by checking the appropriate boxes. Attach additional narrative as Part 7. 
 

 1. To encourage redevelopment. 
 2. To retain local jobs and/or increase the number and diversity of jobs that offer stable 

employment and/or attractive wages and benefits. 
 3. To enhance and/or diversify the City’s economic base. 
 4. To encourage additional unsubsidized private (re)development. 
 5. To remove blight and/or encourage (re)development of commercial and industrial 

areas. 
 6. To create housing opportunities. 
 7. To provide a diversity of housing. 
 8. To provide a variety of family housing ownership alternatives and housing choices. 
 9. To promote neighborhood stabilization and revitalization by the removal of blight and 

the upgrading of existing housing stock in residential areas. 
 10. To accomplish other public policies which may be adopted such as the promotion of 

quality urban or architectural design, energy conservation, and decreasing capital 
and/or operating costs of local government such as (i) utilization of architectural and 
landscaping techniques that will enable the components of the project to blend with the 
natural environment and (ii) mitigation of project impact on the natural environment. 

 

G: Sources and Uses 
 
Please attach a Sources and Uses Spreadsheet as Part 8. 
 



 

 

H: Additional Documentation and Checklist 
Applicants will also be required to provide the following documentation. All personal financial 
information will be kept private and confidential. 
 

 1. Written business plan or description of the business, ownership/management, date 
established, products and services, and future plans. 

 2. Financial statements for past two years, including profit and loss statements and 
balance sheets. 

 3. Two year financial projections. 
 4. Personal financial statements of all major shareholders (principals) including the most 

recent two years of tax returns (if requested). 
 5. Letter of commitment from other sources of financing, stating terms and conditions of 

their participation in the project. 
 6. Administration fee. 

 
Required Attachments 

 1. Part 1 – Corporation/Partnership Description. 
 2. Part 2 – List of Shareholders/Parters 
 3. Part 3 – Description of Project 
 4. Part 4 – ‘But For’ Analysis 
 5. Part 5 – List of Prospective Lessees (if requested) 
 6. Part 6 – not required 
 7. Part 7 – Public Purpose Narrative 
 8. Part 8 – Sources and Uses Table 

 



 

 

I: Authorization 
 

The undersigned certifies that all information provided in this application is true and correct to the best of the 
undersigned’s knowledge. The undersigned authorizes the City and EDA of Ramsey to check credit references, 
verify financial and other information, and to share this information with other political subdivisions as needed. 
The undersigned also agrees to provide any additional information as may be requested by the City after filing of 
this application. 

Applicant 
Signature 

 
Co-Applicant 
Signature 

 

Printed Name  Printed Name  

Title  Title  

Date  Date  

 
The undersigned certifies that all information provided in this application is true and correct to the best of the 
undersigned’s knowledge. The undersigned authorizes the City and EDA of Ramsey to check credit references, 
verify financial and other information, and to share this information with other political subdivisions as needed. 
The undersigned also agrees to provide any additional information as may be requested by the City after filing of 
this application. 

Property Owner 
Signature 

 
Property Owner 
Signature 

 

Printed Name  Printed Name  

Title  Title  

Date  Date  



 

 

EXHIBIT B 
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT AND CITY STAFF 

 

SEWER AVAILABILITY 
CHARGE NET CREDIT REVIEW 

WORKSHEET 

 

A: The project meets which of the following as set forth in Section F of 
the Sewer Availability Transfer and Loan Policy: 

 
 1. To encourage redevelopment. 
 2. To retain local jobs and/or increase the number and diversity of jobs that offer stable 

employment and/or attractive wages and benefits. 
 3. To enhance and/or diversify the City’s economic base. 
 4. To encourage additional unsubsidized private (re)development. 
 5. To remove blight and/or encourage (re)development of commercial and industrial 

areas. 
 6. To create housing opportunities. 
 7. To provide a diversity of housing. 
 8. To provide a variety of family housing ownership alternatives and housing choices. 
 9. To promote neighborhood stabilization and revitalization by the removal of blight and 

the upgrading of existing housing stock in residential areas. 
 10. To accomplish other public policies which may be adopted such as the promotion of 

quality urban or architectural design, energy conservation, and decreasing capital 
and/or operating costs of local government such as (i) utilization of architectural and 
landscaping techniques that will enable the components of the project to blend with 
the natural environment and (ii) mitigation of project impact on the natural 
environment. 

 

B: Ratio of Private to Public Investment in Project 
 

Private Investment Public Investment Ratio Private:Public Financing 

   

 
Points 

5:1 4:1 3:1 2:1 < 2:1 

5 4 3 2 1 

 

C: Job Creation 
 
____ = Net new jobs (minimum 40 hours per week) or full time equivalents 
 

50+ 20-49 10-19 5-9 < 2 

5 4 3 2 1 



 

 

D: Wage Level of Jobs Created 
 
_____= Average hourly wage of new jobs 
 

Over $21/hour $18-$21/hour $14-$17/hour $10-$13/hour < $10/hour 

5 4 3 2 1 

 

E: Ratio of Business Assistance to New Jobs Created 
 

Assistance Requested # of net new jobs created $ of assistance per net new job 

   

 
Points 

< $5,000 $5,00-$14,999 $15,000-$24,999 $25,000-$49,000 > $50,000 

5 4 3 2 1 

 

F: Project Size 
 
_____ = Square feet of construction created by the Project. 
 

> $75,000 $50,000-$74,999 $25,000-$49,999 $10,000-$24,999 > $10,000 

5 4 3 2 1 

 

G: Type of Project 
 

100% Owner Occupied Mixed Owner Occupied & 
Investment 

Investment Property 

   

 
Points 

100% Owner Occupied Mixed Owner Occupied & 
Investment 

Investment Property 

5 3 1 

 
Bonus Points? 
 
100% pay-as-you-go financing? 
The project is a redevelopment project. 
 
Total Points ____ 
 
35 = High 
25 =  Moderate 
15 = Low 
5 =  Not Eligible 



 

 

Excerpt  
 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
CITY OF RAMSEY 
ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 
The City of Ramsey Economic Development Authority (EDA) conducted a regular meeting on 
Thursday, November 8, 2012, at the Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, 
Ramsey, Minnesota. 
 
Members Present: Chairperson Chris Riley 

Member Wayne Skaff 
   Member Jim Steffen 

Member Kristine Williams  
    
Members Absent: Member John LeTourneau 
   Member Colin McGlone  

Member Jeffrey Wise 
 
Also Present:  Patrick Brama, Management Analyst 
   Tim Gladhill, Development Services Manager 

Kurt Ulrich, City Administrator 
 
Guest:   Councilmember David Elvig 

 
4.08: Review Proposed Sewer Availability Charge (SAC) Credit Policy and Recommend 

Policy for Credit Distribution  
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill explained that the City has an opportunity to create a 
SAC credit bank that can be applied to other parcels under three categories, including net credits, 
minor transfers, or small business loans.  He noted that staff recommends deferring 
implementation of a minor transfer program and moving forward with the net credits and small 
business loans at this time.  He explained how net credits would be applied to a new land use 
based on reduced demand and how net credits can be converted to a new use.  He stated this 
program allows the City to apply net credits anywhere the City chooses adding that a prime 
example is Highway 10 where the City could take those credits and use them elsewhere as an 
economic development tool.  He indicated that credits can only be used if the City has credits 
available and might only represent a portion of a particular parcel's SAC payment.  He stated that 
the minor transfer program will continue to be reviewed by staff and further information 
provided at a later date.  He stated that the short-term loan is a deferred payment and the City 
would work out a loan arrangement with the Met Council adding that the short-term loan 
program does not cost the City anything and a short-term loan has to be ten SAC units or less. 
 
Chairperson Riley stated this seems like a great tool and would be fairer to all users.  
 



 

 

Development Services Manager Gladhill stated that the Finance Department would take care of 
the program and staff feels the program fits within the City's goals. 
 
Member Williams asked if use of the bank of credits would require the consent of an existing 
land owner or building owner.  
 
Development Services Manager Gladhill advised the City would ask for that consent to make the 
process more transparent and the City would want consent from the property owner and the 
tenant of that space. 
 
Motion by Member Skaff, seconded by Member Steffen, to recommend that the City Council 
adopt a policy to allow Net SAC Credits to be applied Citywide and to create a SAC Small 
Business Loan/Deferred Payment Program and to recommend that the City Council monitor the 
success and administrative overhead required to implement these two programs before 
considering a Minor Transfer Program.  
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Riley, Members Skaff, Steffen, and Williams.  Voting 
No:  None.  Absent:  Members LeTourneau, McGlone, and Wise. 



   

CC Regular Session   4. 3.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Review Requested Action on Tax Forfeit Land Lying Within the City of Ramsey

Background:
The City has received notification from Anoka County Property Records and Taxation of four (4) parcels in tax
forfeit. One parcel is a sliver/remnant parcel in the RIVENWICK subdivision and three (3) are single-family lots
within the VILLAGE OF SUNFISH LAKE subdivision. The City could choose to acquire these parcels for public
purpose if desired.

Upon initial Staff review, it appears that these parcels are not needed for public purpose, and therefore it is not
recommended that the City acquire these parcels. In regard to the three (3) parcels in VILLAGE OF SUNFISH
LAKE, these are vacant, developable single-family lots. The City could choose to acquire these for purposes of
development, but as no funding source is currently identified for this purpose, it is not recommended that the City
acquire these parcels for future development purposes.

Staff will complete the additional responses requested by Anoka County administratively as part of the regular
tax-forfeit parcel review process.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the City not acquire the tax-forfeit parcels identified by Anoka County.

Funding Source:
This case is being handled as part of regular staff duties.

Council Action:
Motion to confirm that the City will not submit a request to Anoka County for the City to acquire tax forfeit parcels
listed in the letter prepared by Anoka County dated November 1, 2012, as these parcels are not necessary for a
public purpose at this time.

Attachments
Anoka County Letter
Response to Zoning Questions

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Diana Lund Diana Lund 12/05/2012 12:05 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 03:07 PM

Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 11/28/2012 01:56 PM
Final Approval Date: 12/05/2012 



































PIN# 34-32-25-22-0017 

Please complete the following information by answering all applicable questions. 

1. Is this parcel buildable? NO. 

a. Has your city/township adopted a local ordinance governing minimum area, 
shape, frontage, or access? (If yes, answer 1b; if no, proceed to question 5.). YES. 

b. Does this parcel comply with your local ordinances regarding minimum area, 
shape, frontage or access and, because of this, can be improved? If it does not 
comply, please list reason(s) for non-compliance. NO. 

2. Do you recommend combining this parcel with an abutting forfeit parcel, if there is one? 
N/A. 

3. If your answer to #2 is yes, indicate which parcel on the list. N/A. 

4. Do you recommend selling this parcel to the abutting landowner? YES. 

5. What is the current zoning of the forfeit parcel? R-2 RESIDENTIAL (MEDIUM DENSITY). 

6. Are there any buildings on the parcel? NO. 

7. Does the city/township want an easement over the parcel? NO. 

 

Any other information you feel would be useful: 

 

 

Name of person completing this questionnaire: Tim Gladhill 

Title of person completing this questionnaire: Development Services Manager 

Jonell M. Sawyer 
Land Commissioner 
2100 3rd Ave  
Anoka, MN 55303 

  



PIN# 26-32-25-24-0044 

Please complete the following information by answering all applicable questions. 

1. Is this parcel buildable? YES. 

a. Has your city/township adopted a local ordinance governing minimum area, 
shape, frontage, or access? (If yes, answer 1b; if no, proceed to question 5.). YES. 

b. Does this parcel comply with your local ordinances regarding minimum area, 
shape, frontage or access and, because of this, can be improved? If it does not 
comply, please list reason(s) for non-compliance. YES. 

2. Do you recommend combining this parcel with an abutting forfeit parcel, if there is one? 
N/A. 

3. If your answer to #2 is yes, indicate which parcel on the list. N/A. 

4. Do you recommend selling this parcel to the abutting landowner? NO. 

5. What is the current zoning of the forfeit parcel? PUD-PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

6. Are there any buildings on the parcel? NO. 

7. Does the city/township want an easement over the parcel? NO. 

 

Any other information you feel would be useful: 

 

 

Name of person completing this questionnaire: Tim Gladhill 

Title of person completing this questionnaire: Development Services Manager 

Jonell M. Sawyer 
Land Commissioner 
2100 3rd Ave  
Anoka, MN 55303 

  



PIN# 26-32-25-24-0046 

Please complete the following information by answering all applicable questions. 

1. Is this parcel buildable? YES. 

a. Has your city/township adopted a local ordinance governing minimum area, 
shape, frontage, or access? (If yes, answer 1b; if no, proceed to question 5.). YES. 

b. Does this parcel comply with your local ordinances regarding minimum area, 
shape, frontage or access and, because of this, can be improved? If it does not 
comply, please list reason(s) for non-compliance. YES. 

2. Do you recommend combining this parcel with an abutting forfeit parcel, if there is one? 
N/A. 

3. If your answer to #2 is yes, indicate which parcel on the list. N/A. 

4. Do you recommend selling this parcel to the abutting landowner? NO. 

5. What is the current zoning of the forfeit parcel? PUD-PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

6. Are there any buildings on the parcel? NO. 

7. Does the city/township want an easement over the parcel? NO. 

 

Any other information you feel would be useful: 

 

 

Name of person completing this questionnaire: Tim Gladhill 

Title of person completing this questionnaire: Development Services Manager 

Jonell M. Sawyer 
Land Commissioner 
2100 3rd Ave  
Anoka, MN 55303 

  



PIN# 26-32-25-24-0047 

Please complete the following information by answering all applicable questions. 

1. Is this parcel buildable? YES. 

a. Has your city/township adopted a local ordinance governing minimum area, 
shape, frontage, or access? (If yes, answer 1b; if no, proceed to question 5.). YES. 

b. Does this parcel comply with your local ordinances regarding minimum area, 
shape, frontage or access and, because of this, can be improved? If it does not 
comply, please list reason(s) for non-compliance. YES. 

2. Do you recommend combining this parcel with an abutting forfeit parcel, if there is one? 
N/A. 

3. If your answer to #2 is yes, indicate which parcel on the list. N/A. 

4. Do you recommend selling this parcel to the abutting landowner? NO. 

5. What is the current zoning of the forfeit parcel? PUD-PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

6. Are there any buildings on the parcel? NO. 

7. Does the city/township want an easement over the parcel? NO. 

 

Any other information you feel would be useful: 

 

 

Name of person completing this questionnaire: Tim Gladhill 

Title of person completing this questionnaire: Development Services Manager 

Jonell M. Sawyer 
Land Commissioner 
2100 3rd Ave  
Anoka, MN 55303 

 



   

CC Regular Session   4. 4.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Consider Request for Extension to Site Plan Approval of Legacy Christian Academy

Background:
On November 23, 2010, the City Council approved the Plat entitled ALPHA DEVELOPMENT and the site plan of
Legacy Christian Academy. On May 10, 2011, the City Council approved a revision to the Development Contract
for the previous approvals, which among other items, extended the timeframe to complete Stage I and Stage
II Improvements as required by the Subdivision Code. At that time, it was anticipated that the Stage I Improvement
would be completed in 2011, and that the required improvements as part of the site plan approval of Legacy
Christian Academy would begin parallel or soon after completion of the Stage I Improvements, with completion of
work in the spring/summer of 2012. At that time, it was anticipated that the facility would open in the fall of 2012.
After initial discussions, Legacy Christian Academy then stated they had hoped to complete the project in
anticipation for a fall 2013 opening.

Observations:
To date, although a Building Permit has been submitted for review, a Building Permit has not been issued to
commence work. However, the City did issue a Grading Permit, and the preliminary grading on the site to support
the Legacy Christian Academy has been completed (parallel to the the construction of the extension of Bunker Lake
Boulevard). However, since a Building Permit has not yet been issued and it is evident that the project will not be
completed as originally scheduled for mid-2013, the Developer is requesting an extension to site plan approval
through December 31, 2013. At that time, the City can re-evaluate the status of the project or consider another
extension to site plan approval.

As the City Council may recall, the City Council approved a Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Amendment to guide
this parcel as Public/Quasi-Public. Under this district, Permitted Uses include Government buildings and facilities,
Public recreational facilities, Private recreational facilities (including golf courses), Schools (public and private),
Private utility substations, and Municipal utility substations. Any other use (such as residential or commercial)
would require approval of the City Council.

Staff has reviewed the Account Status for the Property, and it appears that the Owner is current on all taxes and
assessments at this time.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the resolution granting an extension to site plan approval of Legacy
Christian Academy located at 8200 Bunker Lake Boulevard until December 31, 2013.

Funding Source:
The Developer is responsible for all costs associated with review of the Application.

Council Action:
Motion to adopt the resolution granting an extension to site plan approval of Legacy Christian Academy located at
8200 Bunker Lake Boulevard until December 31, 2013.

Attachments
Site Location Map



Site Location Map
Approved Site Plan
Proposed Resolution

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Diana Lund Diana Lund 12/05/2012 10:01 AM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 03:26 PM

Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 12/03/2012 09:55 AM
Final Approval Date: 12/05/2012 
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Councilmember _______ introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 
 

RESOLUTION #12-12-___ 
 
RESOLUTION APPROVING AN EXTENSION TO SITE PLAN APPROVAL FOR 
LEGACY CHRISTIAN ACADEMY 
 
 WHEREAS, Hageman Holdings, LLC, hereinafter referred to as “Developer”, is 
requesting an extension to site plan approval for Legacy Christian Academy on the following 
described property located in the City of Ramsey: 
 

Lot 1, Block 1, ALPHA DEVELOPMENT 

 
 (the “Subject Property”) 
 
 WHEREAS, on November 23, 2010, the Ramsey City Council approved the site plan 
Legacy Christian Academy; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on May 5, 2011 the City Council approved a revision to the Development 
Contract for ALPHA DEVELOPMENT extending the time to complete Stage I and Stage II 
Improvements and anticipated the site plan to be completed in 2012; and 
 

WHEREAS, in June, 2011, the Developer submitted a building permit for review, but at 
the request of the Developer, said building permit was not issued; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Developer has requested an extension to site plan approval of Legacy 
Christian Academy; and 
 
 
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 grants an extension to site plan approval of Legacy 
Christian Academy until December 31, 2013.  

 
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: 
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whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 
this the 9th day of June, 2009. 
 
 
              
       Mayor  
ATTEST: 
 
 
       
City Clerk 



   

CC Regular Session   4. 5.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

By: Jackie Lipski, Finance

Information
Title:
Adopt Resolution #12-12-XXX Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing Payment of Accounts
Payable Invoicing Received During the Period of November 21, 2012 through December 5, 2012

Funding Source:
N/A

Council Action:
Motion to Adopt Resolution #12-12-XXX Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing Payment of
Accounts Payable Invoicing Received During the Period of November 21, 2012 through December 5, 2012.

Attachments
Bills list 12/11/2012
Resolution 12/11/2012

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Diana Lund Diana Lund 12/06/2012 10:11 AM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/06/2012 11:23 AM

Form Started By: Jackie Lipski Started On: 12/06/2012 08:36 AM
Final Approval Date: 12/06/2012 











































































































Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption:

RESOLUTION #12-12-XXX

RESOLUTION APPROVING CASH DISBURSEMENTS MADE AND AUTHORIZING 
PAYMENT OF ACCOUNTS PAYABLE INVOICING RECEIVED DURING THE 
PERIOD OF NOVEMBER 21, 2012 THROUGH DECEMBER 5, 2012.

WHEREAS, the City of Ramsey Finance Department has made cash disbursements and 
received accounts payable invoicing during the period of November 21, 2012, through 
December 5, 2012, in the amount of $4,190,155.13; 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 November 21, 2012, through December 5, 2012, in the amount of 
$4,190,155.13.

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 11th day of December 2012.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk



   

CC Regular Session   4. 6.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

By: Diana Lund, Finance

Information
Title:
Adopt Resolution #12-12-XXX Accepting Cash Donation of Earnings from J. Todd Embury, Election Worker, to
be Applied to the Park Improvement Trust Fund as Prescribed by Donor

Background:
Per State Statute 465.03, if an employee chooses to donate his/her earnings, the following procedures need to be
followed:

1.  Earnings must be paid to respective employee, in this case, Mr. J. Todd Embury, who was an election worker at
the  
      Primary Election.

2.  Earnings donations receipted back into the city's account as a cash donation.

3.  Council adopts, by resolution, authorizing the acceptance of the cash donation and noting where the donor would
      like the funds donated.    

Notification:
Mr. J. Todd Embury as noted, per the attached Earnings Donation Policy and Contribution Form that he would like
his donated earnings of $175.75 deposited to the Park Improvement Trust Fund.

Council Action:
Motion to Adopt Resolution #12-12-XXX Accepting Cash Donation of Earnings from J. Todd Embury, Election
Worker, in the amount of $175.75 to be applied to the Park Improvement Trust Fund as prescribed by Donor.

Attachments
Donation - J. Todd Embury
Resolution Accepting Cash Donation

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 03:24 PM
Form Started By: Diana Lund Started On: 12/03/2012 08:18 AM

Final Approval Date: 12/05/2012 





Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption:

RESOLUTION #12-12-XXX

RESOLUTION ACCEPTING CASH DONATION OF EARNINGS FROM J. TODD EMBURY, ELECTION WORKER,
TO BE APPLIED TO THE PARK IMPROVEMENT FUND AS PRESCRIBED BY DONOR.

WHEREAS, the City of Ramsey has received cash donation(s) from J. Todd Embury in the amount 
of $ 175.75 ; and

WHEREAS, the donor elects to restrict the purpose of the donation to the Park Improvement 
Fund.

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 accepts donation made by J. Todd Embury in the amount 
of $ 175.75.

2) The donation shall be applied to the Park Improvement Fund.

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

and the following voted against the same:

and the following abstained:

and the following were absent:

Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council this the 
______ day of ______ 2012.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk



   

CC Regular Session   4. 7.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Adopt Resolution Granting Request for Extension to Site Plan Approval of Stoney River

Background:
On August 23, 2011, the City Council approved the Plat entitled STONEY RIVER and site plan for Stoney River,
a 72-unit assisted living development. The Agreements were structured to require that the Plat be recorded within
one (1) year of approval, then allowing the site plan to be completed by the end of that calendar year (2012). The
Plat was properly recorded earlier this year and the Developer submitted a Building Permit for review. However,
said Building Permit has not been issued and the Developer has informed Staff that construction will not begin this
year. As such, the Developer is requesting an extension to site plan approval until December 31, 2013.

It appears that the Owner is up to date and current on property taxes and City charges.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the resolution granting an extension to site plan approval of Stoney
River until December 31, 2013.

Funding Source:
The Developer is responsible for all costs associated with reviewing the Application.

Council Action:
Motion to adopt the resolution granting an extension to site plan approval of Stoney River until December 31, 2013.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Site Plan
Proposed Resolution

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Diana Lund Diana Lund 12/05/2012 09:58 AM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 03:25 PM

Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 12/03/2012 09:54 AM
Final Approval Date: 12/05/2012 
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Councilmember _______ introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 
 

RESOLUTION #12-12-___ 
 
RESOLUTION APPROVING AN EXTENSION TO SITE PLAN APPROVAL FOR 
STONEY RIVER 
 
 WHEREAS, First Phoenix Ramsey, LLC, hereinafter referred to as “Developer”, is 
requesting an extension to site plan approval for Stoney River on the following described 
property located in the City of Ramsey: 
 

Lot 2, Block 1, STONEY RIVER 

 
 (the “Subject Property”) 
 
 WHEREAS, on August 23, 2011, the Ramsey City Council approved the site plan 
Stoney River; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in June, 2012, the Developer recorded the Plat entitled STONEY RIVER; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, in June, 2012, the Developer submitted a building permit for review, but at 
the request of the Developer, said building permit was not issued; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Developer has requested an extension to site plan approval of Stoney 
River; and 
 
 
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 grants an extension to site plan approval of Legacy 
Christian Academy until December 31, 2013.  

 
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: 
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whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 
this the 11th day of December, 2012. 
 
 
              
       Mayor  
ATTEST: 
 
 
       
City Clerk 



   

CC Regular Session   4. 8.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

Submitted For: MaryJo Warner By: MaryJo Warner, Engineering/Public Works

Information
Title:
Report from Public Works Committee meeting dated November 20, 2012.

Background:
The Public Works Committee held its regular meeting on November 20, 2012 and discussed the following three
cases. 

5.01: Well #4 Motor and Pump Repair

Utilities Supervisor Nelson reviewed the staff report and explained the need to rebuild the Well #4 pump and motor
and replace the 130-foot drop pipe including the leaking check valve. He presented the quotes received and
indicated funding would be through the #9601 Water Enterprise Fund.

Motion to recommend that the City Council award the written quote of E.H. Renner in the amount of $18,843.00
for all parts and labor necessary to repair the pump bowls, replace all drop pipe, check valve including installation
and start up assistance, and the written quote of Submersible Motor Engineering USA in the amount of $10,983.00
for all parts and labor to make all necessary repairs to the 150 HP Hitachi 12-inch pump motor including testing
and a 12-month warranty.

5.02: Consider Proposal – Highway 47 and CSAH 116 Intersection Study

Interim Engineer Nelson reviewed the staff report and recommendation to accept the proposal of WSB in the
amount of $24,082 for the Highway 47 and CSAH 116 intersection study plus an additional $3,840 for traffic
counts contingent upon the City of Anoka agreeing to pay one-half of the costs.

Motion to recommend that the City Council accept the proposal of WSB in the amount of $24,082 for the Highway
47 and CSAH 116 intersection study plus an additional $3,840 for traffic counts contingent upon the City of Anoka
agreeing to pay one-half of the costs and EDA approval of funding.

5.03: Discuss 2013 Capital Improvement Street Projects

Interim Engineer Nelson reviewed the staff report and stated the Capital Improvement Program identifies several
street projects for 2013. The schedule of 2013 street projects, and funding options are attached to this report.

No action taken, for informational purposes only.

Committee/Staff Input

City Administrator Ulrich reported the City has received news that the Federal Highway Administration approved
the environmental document for the Armstrong Boulevard interchange. It is planned to hold an open house the
second week of January for the public.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends ratifying the recommendation of the Public Works Committee.



Staff recommends ratifying the recommendation of the Public Works Committee.

Council Action:
Motion to ratify the recommendation of the Public Works Committee.

Attachments
Agenda 11.20.12

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Grant Riemer Grant Riemer 12/03/2012 03:12 PM
Hakanson Anderson Engineering Shane Nelson 12/05/2012 08:13 AM

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 03:18 PM
Form Started By: MaryJo Warner Started On: 11/30/2012 03:22 PM

Final Approval Date: 12/05/2012 



           

City of Ramsey
Agenda

Public Works Committee
Tuesday November 20, 2012

5:30 pm
Lake Itasca Room, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW

 

           

1. Call to Order
 

2. Citizen Input
 

3. Approve Agenda
 

4. Approve Minutes
 

1. Approve July 17, 2012 Public Works Committee meeting minutes.
Approve October 16, 2012 Public Works Committee meeting minutes.

 

5. Committee Business
 

1. Well # 4 Motor and Pump Repair
 

2. Consider Proposal - HWY 47 and CSAH 116 Intersection Study
 

3. Discuss 2013 Capital Improvement Street Projects
 

6. Committee/Staff Input
 

7. Adjournment
 

  

  



   

Public Works Committee   4. 1.           
Meeting Date: 11/20/2012  

Submitted For: MaryJo Warner By: MaryJo Warner, Engineering/Public Works

Title:
Approve July 17, 2012 Public Works Committee meeting minutes.
Approve October 16, 2012 Public Works Committee meeting minutes.

Background:
The Public Works Committee held its regular meeting on July 17, 2012.
The Public Works Committee held its regular meeting October 16, 2012.

Notification:

Observations:
At the September 18, 2012 Public Works Committee meeting approval of the July 17, 2012 meeting minutes were
tabled to the next meeting.  The minutes were omitted from the the October agenda thus resulting in bringing
forward for approval at the November meeting. 

Funding Source:
n/a

Staff Recommendation:

Committee Action:
Motion to approve the Public Works Committee meeting minutes dated July 17, 2012.
Motion to approve the Public Works Committee meeting minutes dated October 16, 2012.

Attachments
Minutes 07.17.12
Minutes 10.16.12

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Grant Riemer Grant Riemer 11/13/2012 09:17 AM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 11/15/2012 03:56 PM

Form Started By: MaryJo Warner Started On: 11/06/2012 10:54 AM
Final Approval Date: 11/15/2012 
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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 
CITY OF RAMSEY 
ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 
The Public Works Committee conducted a regular meeting on Tuesday, July 17, 2012 at the 
Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota. 
 
Members Present:  Chairperson Randy Backous  
    Councilmember David Elvig 

Councilmember Colin McGlone 
 
Also Present:   Public Works Superintendent Grant Riemer 
    Police Chief James Way 

 Interim Engineer Ron Wagner 
     Councilmember Jeff Wise 
    City Attorney William Goodrich 
    Development Manager Darren Lazan  
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairperson Backous called the regular meeting of the Public Works Committee to order at 7:14 
p.m. 
 
2. CITIZEN INPUT 
 
There was none. 
 
3. APPROVE AGENDA 
 
Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Chairperson Backous, to approve the agenda, 
as revised to consider Case 5.03 prior to Case 5.01 and reschedule Case 5.04 to a future meeting.   
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Backous, Councilmembers McGlone, and Elvig.  
Voting No: None. 
 
4. APPROVE MINUTES 
 
Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Councilmember Elvig, to approve the 
minutes from the May 15, 2012 Public Works Meeting. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Backous, Councilmembers McGlone, and Elvig.  
Voting No: None. 
 
5. COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
 



Public Works Committee / July 17, 2012 
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5.03: Review Overlay Project 11-05 (157th Lane East of Ramsey Boulevard)  
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer reviewed the staff report.  He agreed the center line is not 
the best but any repair options will create a project that does not look as well.  He advised that 
the core samples taken are all within specifications and he thinks the road is structurally sound, 
noting it shows no signs of stress after being driven on for one year.  He recommended leaving 
the road as is and monitoring it to see if anything happens. 
 
Dale McKusick, 6801 157th Lane NW, stated his concern that the asphalt is inconsistent in depth, 
especially as it approaches the curb, an area that carries water drainage and traffic from plows 
and garbage trucks.  He stated he put in a new driveway for his neighbor and found there was 
only one-half inch of asphalt at that driveway.  He agreed with Public Works Superintendent 
Riemer that grinding down the center would not be an acceptable repair.  Mr. McKusick stated 
the asphalt mat should be a consistent 1.5 to 2 inches thick from edge of curb to edge of curb, but 
it is not and he thinks the road edges will come apart within several years.  He noted the original 
road was surfaced only once in 30 years, held up well, and is providing a great base for the 
sealcoat project.  However, as it deteriorates, there will be no recourse against the contractor and 
everyone will be mad at the City.  Mr. McKusick stated there has to be someone accountable and 
if he is paying taxes, he wants it done right. 
 
Chairperson Backous stated he agrees with Mr. McKusick’s concern, noting the City enforces its 
building codes with strict inspections but he does not know about the inspection process for this 
project. 
 
Councilmember McGlone noted at the time of this project, the City had two engineers and used 
the same engineering inspection team so there was not an issue with manpower to inspect the 
project.   
 
Barb McKusick, 6801 157th Lane NW, stated they were told it would be 1.5 to 2 inches thick 
from curb to curb and that part of the existing bituminous curb would go away.  However, along 
most of the street the bituminous curb remained so people are asking how thin the asphalt is if 
the curb is still showing. 
 
Councilmember Elvig asked what is the depth of the asphalt. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated he can take additional core samples of the edges and 
may find some at one inch and others at two inches. 
 
Ms. McKusick stated the issue is that the asphalt mat is not consistent. 
 
Mr. McKusick agreed that most of the bituminous curb remains after the project so it means the 
matting is not consistent. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated the struggle is that a concrete curb it is definite but with bituminous 
curbs, the spreader floats so the mat undulates.  He asked Mr. McKusick if he thinks an entire 
area is substandard. 
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Mr. McKusick stated he cut part of the asphalt when he installed his driveway and it was 2.5 
inches, and today it is still 2.5 inches and you can see four inches of bituminous curbing all along 
the roadway.  His question is how far the contractor slanted the mat as it approached the curb.  
His concern is that the curb area will deteriorate faster because of the truck traffic. 
 
Councilmember Elvig noted this is an overlay project so it resurfaces the area and the idea is not 
to build thickness.  The old road was stable and not deteriorating and the seal coating project 
added onto it.  He asked if the road is worse now, thinking it can only be better with more and 
newer bituminous.  Councilmember Elvig asked if areas with only one inch of overlay should be 
corrected. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated the City removed sections of alligatored asphalt 
from the old roadway prior to the project.  He agreed that when on the paver, you are at the 
mercy of the road surface because the paver follows the bed underneath.  He also agreed there 
are probably edge areas that are not perfectly correct but he believes the road is sound. 
 
Chairperson Backous asked about the scenario where residents are assessed for a road project, 
the warranty expires, and then the road falls apart. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated if there are problems with the road within the 
warranty, the contractor would be responsible.  If it occurs three years from the project, the 
contractor would not be responsible. 
 
Chairperson Backous asked if residents would be expected to pay again for a new road. 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated when a contractor’s warranty is over, then the City picks up the 
cost and patches, as needed, so residents would not be reassessed.  However, it increases the 
City’s costs and that is covered through taxes. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer pointed out that residents are not assessed for seal coating. 
 
Interim Engineer Wagner advised the general road contract is for a one-year warranty for roads 
and a longer warranty results in higher project costs. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated there is no problem now or in the past with overlay 
projects and staff will continue to monitor this roadway.   
 
Councilmember McGlone stated regardless of the outcome in this case, the City needs to 
consider a road policy for the future in how it is funded, project standards, and contract language.  
He stated he was at the McKusick property three times and watched him pick off a piece of the 
road with his finger so there is no arguing that fact; however, the core samples tell the story in 
the locations they were dug.  He stated his opinion there are road areas that are substandard and 
the City needs to look at how contracts are written, whether thickness or tonnage requirements, 
to assure residents are getting what they paid for.  Councilmember McGlone stated he is not sure 
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he is comfortable with staff’s recommendation because he is sure there are areas that are 
substandard. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated North Valley was the contractor for this project and 
also did the Alpine project and other overlays. 
 
Chairperson Backous asked if North Valley will be used for future projects. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer answered they will be if they bid on projects. 
 
Mr. McKusick explained it came up because he installed two concrete driveways and had 
purposely left the concrete up 1.5 inches so when the overlay was done, the driveway would 
slant up.  However, the concrete is still 1.5 inches above the asphalt.  He again stated he felt the 
asphalt mat should be consistently at 1.5 to 2 inches from curb to curb and asked what the City is 
going to do differently in future projects. 
 
Chairperson Backous asked if the variance of depth resulted in requiring tonnage instead of mat 
depth. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated this project required tonnage and was two tons over. 
 
Interim Engineer Wagner advised the specification for this project is standard and used Mn/DOT 
references, which allow a one-quarter inch tolerance and is measured behind the machine to 
assure it is laying an adequate mat.  Interim Engineer Wagner explained how the road and curb 
edge is tacked but sometimes the asphalt does not adhere to the curb area because it is rough or 
dirty.  Should that occur, the asphalt could be picked off. 
 
Mr. McKusick noted the paver cannot get directly to the curbing so someone needs to manually 
spread asphalt to the curbing.  If that is not done correctly, the roller compresses it flat to the 
surface.   
 
Ms. McKusick stated Levi Dargis, 6741 157th Lane NW, who works for Mn/DOT, had explained 
that the paver should have unhooked and readjusted.  This did not occur and that is why there are 
two different road levels. 
 
Councilmember Elvig asked what is the repercussion with the contractor at this point. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated there is not much because the specifications say a 
1.5-inch mat and the project met tonnage.   
 
Interim Engineer Wagner explained if none of the core samples are found one-quarter inch below 
specifications, then it meets the requirements. 
 
Councilmember Elvig noted if a series of cores are taken at the curb, it may find the majority are 
too thin. 
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Mr. McKusick stated the cores were not taken where the driveways were milled. 
 
Councilmember McGlone noted the location where Mr. McKusick picked off asphalt was not in 
a driveway area. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated if the contention is that all the bituminous is in the middle of the 
road, he would suggest taking borings from the edge of the road to see if it is an issue. 
 
Mr. McKusick noted the specifications do not say “curb to curb” so he believed it was a “gray 
area.”  He restated he is only bringing this up so specifications for future road projects require 
consistent matting from curb to curb.  He assured the Public Works Committee that if there is 
cracking, he will come back to the City and say “I told you so.” 
 
Chairperson Backous thanked the McKusicks for bringing this issue forward and noted staff has 
recommended the City continue to monitor the road.  In addition, the Public Works Committee 
will discuss the contract language.   
 
Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Chairperson Backous, to recommend that the 
City Council accept Overlay Project 11-05, 157th Lane east of Ramsey Boulevard and let the 
warranty period expire, and direct staff to review the policy and propose alternate language. 
 
Future discussion:  Councilmember McGlone stated he thinks the road is substandard; however, 
the core samples tell another story.  He stated he has a construction background and if being 
assessed, would also be upset.  Councilmember Elvig stated he had suggested additional cores 
along the curb but Mr. McKusick stated his intention was to offer suggestions for future road 
contracts.  Councilmember McGlone stated he will use this project as an example in the road 
standard policy that is to be created.  He asked about milling the edge and installing a 1.5-foot 
wide strip of tar, noting if more core samples are taken the City could go to the contractor about 
covering the cost.  Mr. McKusick stated Public Works Superintendent Riemer is standing behind 
the road, which is not an attractive road but better than what they had before.  Mr. McKusick 
stated he does not want more holes drilled or strips of asphalt laid unless it is then entirely 
sealcoated to create a consistent surface.  He stated he is concerned for future road projects, that 
is why he brought forward this issue.  Councilmember McGlone stated he was advocating for the 
resident’s position and if they support accepting the project, he will then support the motion on 
the floor. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Backous, Councilmembers Elvig, and McGlone.  
Voting No: None. 
 
5.01: Consider Traffic Control Change for Sunwood Drive / Sapphire Street Intersection 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer reviewed the staff report and recommended Option 2, 
restrict on-street parking on Sunwood Drive. 
 
Police Chief Way advised that a fair amount of speeding tickets are written in the 45-50 mph 
range.  In addition, parking of larger vehicles in the first few spots restricts visibility.  He noted 
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constructing a kick-out like on Dysprosium Street, would require vehicles to pull out farther to 
see past parked vehicles; however, it creates issues with plowing.  He stated he understands the 
concern with removing parking spaces so he does not have a good answer but wanted to raise the 
issue. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated the City set the speed limit to keep it safe and the idea is to move 
buildings up to the face of the street, which is different for Ramsey and blocks some visibility.  
He suggested looking at a greater building setback to address driver visibility.  Councilmember 
Elvig stated he is reluctant to remove the parking spaces on Sunwood Drive because it provides 
quick and convenient parking and access to the Engineering Department through non-carpeted 
areas.  He suggested the key is speed control. 
 
Councilmember McGlone advocated for Option #1, leave intersection as it is presently, noting a 
worse sight angle is the PSD building and that has been solved.  He agreed that reducing parking 
impacts zoning and parking requirements and that bump outs are a plowing nightmare, offering 
no protection.  Councilmember McGlone indicated when traffic warrants exist, something else 
can be considered at that time.  
 
Chairperson Backous agreed that removing parking spaces will not calm traffic and he does not 
support adding costs or installing stop signs.  He raised the option of a flashing yield or speed 
sign, which would be effective. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated they are expensive and require electric wiring but he 
would check on the cost.  He agreed it may help with speed but not address visibility. 
 
Chairperson Backous suggested using the Police speed trailer in that location more often. 
 
Police Chief Way stated it has been used in that area frequently and been found to be effective to 
make the driver aware and slow the speed of traffic. 
 
Interim Engineer Wagner suggested a sign that only flashes speed and operates from a solar 
panel. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated he would support looking at that option. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated he will get prices for that type of sign. 
 
Police Chief Way stated he thinks the issue of speed will resolve itself as the area develops. 
 
Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Chairperson Backous, to recommend that the 
City Council approve Option # 1, leave intersection as it is presently. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Backous, Councilmembers McGlone, and Elvig.  
Voting No: None. 
 
Councilmember Elvig left the meeting at 8:04 p.m. 
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5.02: Tree Removal at 16490 Uranium Street  
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer reviewed the staff report.   
 
Chairperson Backous stated he looked at the tree and agrees the size justifies the cost. 
 
Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Chairperson Backous, to recommend that the 
City Council approve the use of Council Contingency Fund to contract with Olson Tree Service 
for tree removal and clean up at 16490 Uranium Street in an amount not to exceed $3,300.00. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Backous and Councilmember McGlone.  Voting No: 
None.  Absent:  Councilmember Elvig. 
 
5.03: Review Overlay Project 11-05 (157th Lane East of Ramsey Boulevard)  
 
This item was considered prior to Case 5.01. 
 
5.04: Review Resident’s Concerns with the Sunfish Lake Boulevard / CR116 Project  
 
This item was removed upon adoption of the agenda and will be rescheduled to a future meeting. 
 
Councilmember Elvig returned at 8:06 p.m. 
 
5.05: Consider Purchase of AVL System for Public Works Fleet 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer reviewed the staff report and advised the GPS can be 
added for $1,300, which would eliminate the data plan (average $11/truck/month) for the cellular 
telephones. 
 
Chairperson Backous noted the costs would be about a “wash.” 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated he does not see the value in this system or that the few 
complaints with snow plowing justifies the cost. 
 
Chairperson Backous noted the Public Works Committee was in favor of this system at an earlier 
meeting and asked what has changed since then. 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated he was willing to look at the information but now that he sees 
the cost, he does not see the value. 
  
The Public Works Committee discussed the features offered and considered whether it would 
result in staff efficiencies.  It was noted that staff should already be filling out a daily log and 
informing Public Works Superintendent Riemer of maintenance issues.   
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Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated he had brought forward this information at the 
Public Works Committee’s request and another option is to test the equipment for a period of 30 
days at a cost of $30/month.   
 
Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Councilmember Elvig, to test the AVL 
system from Precise MRM for 30 days on the sweeper, starting in October.  Staff will then 
provide a report on what did and did not work, and whether its use resulted in staff efficiencies. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Backous, Councilmembers McGlone, and Elvig.  
Voting No: None. 
 
6. COMMITTEE / STAFF INPUT 
 
Chairperson Backous advised of complaints he received from the neighborhood on 149th Avenue 
about a deep murky retaining pond next to a front yard and concern with safety. 
 
Interim Engineer Wagner described the reverse grade outlet pipe that provides some skimming. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated this retention pond takes drainage from the road and 
provides settling prior to discharge. 
 
Chairperson Backous asked staff to conduct additional research and schedule the topic for a 
future meeting so those residents can be heard. 
 
Councilmember McGlone read an e-mail complaint from a resident on Tonto Street relating to 
the “horrible job the City did when cutting ditches along the road” and damage to trees. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated he received a call about this matter but the caller did 
not leave a telephone number.  He advised this area has been cleaned up and problem resolved 
but he will contact the resident. 
 
Chairperson Backous asked about the broken the concrete in front of City Hall. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer explained it is due to the hot weather and that area will be 
ground down and repaired prior to winter. 
 
Development Manager Lazan suggested cutting expansion joints to avoid this type of damage 
during hot weather.   
 
The Public Works Committee agreed with the suggestion of Councilmember Elvig to direct staff 
look into that option and draft specifications/policy to assure it is handled correctly. 
 
7. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember McGlone, to adjourn the Public 
Works meeting.  
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Motion carried.   
 
The regular meeting of the Public Works Committee adjourned at 8:23 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
______________________________ 
Grant Riemer 
Public Works Superintendent 
 
Drafted by Carla Wirth 
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 
CITY OF RAMSEY 
ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 
The Public Works Committee conducted a regular meeting on Tuesday, October 16, 2012 at the 
Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota. 
 
Members Present: Chairperson Randy Backous  
   Councilmember David Elvig 

Councilmember Colin McGlone 
 
Also Present:  City Administrator Kurtis Ulrich 
   Public Works Superintendent Grant Riemer 
   Human Resources Manager Colleen Lasher 
   City Clerk Jo Ann Thieling 
   Interim Engineer Shane Nelson 

Mayor Bob Ramsey 
Councilmember Jeff Wise 
Development Manager Darren Lazan 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairperson Backous called the regular meeting of the Public Works Committee to order at 5:30 
p.m. 
 
2. CITIZEN INPUT 
 
There was none.   
 
3. APPROVE AGENDA 
 
Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember McGlone, to approve the 
agenda, as presented.   
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Backous, Councilmembers Elvig, and McGlone.  
Voting No: None. 
 
4. APPROVE MINUTES 
 
Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember McGlone, to approve the 
minutes from the September 18, 2012 Public Works Meeting. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Backous, Councilmembers Elvig, and McGlone.  
Voting No: None. 
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5. COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
 
5.01: Review Bids for Snow Removal at Parking Ramp and Municipal Center 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer reviewed the staff report.  He reported that in September 
2012, staff sent out a request for quotes for contracted snow removal services for the parking 
ramp and the municipal campus.  Staff contacted 33 contractors on our bidder list to make them 
aware of the bid.  Of those 33 contractors, seven picked up bid information; however, only two 
actually submitted quotes.  The successful bidder would be responsible for all snow removal for 
the ramp, the municipal campus surface lots, and all sidewalks in the adjacent areas.  The 
sidewalks included the segments leading into the rail station as well.  The contractor would be 
responsible for application of de-icing materials for those areas.  Mr. Riemer continued that the 
contract required a yearly lump sum for these services, with separate bids for the ramp and 
municipal center. The contract would run from November 2 through April 15, with a one-half 
inch snowfall to be the trigger point for service.  He noted that if the snow event happened 
during business hours, staff would provide minimal service until the close of business.  Mr. 
Riemer informed the Committee that the quotes received were as follows:  On Call Sweeping 
Inc. bid $29,000 for the parking ramp and $20,000 for the Municipal Center for a total of 
$49,000.  Complete Grounds Maintenance bid $32,700 for the parking ramp plus $16,850 for the 
Municipal Center for a total of $49,500.  He presented some statistics regarding snowfall/snow 
removal beginning with 1998.  From 1998 through the 2011-2012 seasons, there were 93 full-
scale plowing events.  The lowest snowfall was the 2002 – 2003 season with three events.  The 
highest snowfall was 2010 – 2011 – with 16 events.  Using 1998 to present, the yearly average 
was eight events.  Mr. Riemer also presented statistics related to minor plowing events (sanding, 
minor snow falls, etc.).  The lowest was six events in 2011-2012 and the highest was 29 for the 
2001 – 2002 season.  The average was 17 minor plowing events.  Mr. Riemer estimated that the 
staff costs for snow removal at $3,696.07 per event.  The case cover sheet and attachments 
detailed how Mr. Riemer arrived at that amount.  He suggested that with the building of the 
apartment complex, snow drifting into the parking structure should be minimal.  He expressed 
concern that with the contract quotes coming in at $49,000 and $49,500, that’s more than the 
City’s snow removal budget would allow.  However, if the two could be split - we could use the 
most help for the Municipal Campus versus the ramp.   
 
City Administrator Ulrich stated he would like to “throw in a pitch” for taking the low bid.  It 
would help significantly to have staff relieved of that snow removal duty and he was in support 
of what Mr. Riemer is saying. 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated he has always been most critical of any snow removal that City 
staff does.  He feels it is never up to standard and added he feels he is an expert on snow removal 
as he has done it every year since he was 17 years old.  He recommended trying out a contractor, 
at least for the municipal piece.  He continued that some issues came up last week about 
perception – and he feels that Ramsey has perception issues.  This case “screams” it to us.  We 
contact 33 contractors ourselves and put it in the newspaper twice and we only have two 
contractors bid on it.  He reported that his contractors tell him they do not like bidding a project 
in Ramsey because it seems only certain contractors get the bid or staff really doesn’t have any 
intention of awarding the bid anyway.  Councilmember McGlone stated that he contacted the 



Public Works Committee / October 16, 2012 
Page 3 of 10 

low bidder for this case and talked with him about how he came up with his numbers.  He 
(McGlone) suggested that with the numbers received from the contractor, it would appear that 
we could have snow removal done for about half the cost of staff.  He added that when we bid 
these things out, we need to make it easier for the bidder to understand exactly what we are 
looking for. 
 
Jeff Miller, On Call Sweeping, talked about the snow removal at the Municipal Center being 
mostly sidewalks.  He stated that he was told to include the apartment sidewalks as well which 
may explain why his bid for that portion was a little higher than the other bid.  He suggested that 
one of the reasons the City may not have received many bids is because the first thing it stated in 
the request for quote was the need for an articulated loader.  He suggested that was an 
unnecessary piece of equipment and he felt that would discourage a lot of bidders.   
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer explained that was put in there because if a contractor 
wanted to use it in the bid – they could.  It was not stated that it was mandatory for the bid. 
 
Chairperson Backous asked for clarification on the bid for ½ inch of snowfall and the 2-inch 
snowfall on the road, which Public Works Superintendent Riemer provided.  The ½ inch is for 
sidewalks – to keep ice clear and safe for walking.  The policy for snow removal on the roads has 
been when there is two-inch accumulation.   
 
Mr. Miller agreed you are always trying to get ice off the sidewalks. 
 
Chairperson Backous stated he would remove the parking ramp contract because it is not an 
issue and thinks the decision would be based on the municipal center bids.  He noted the parking 
ramp will be heavily used by Flaherty & Collins and asked what is its fair share of the cost. 
 
Development Manager Lazan explained the snowplowing costs are allocated through the Parking 
Use Maintenance Agreement (PUMA) so Flaherty & Collins will absorb 3/8ths of that cost 
beginning this year even if they are not open.  He indicated staff will follow up on that issue. 
 
Councilmember McGlone asked if the other contract bid 500 feet of sidewalk. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer answered in the affirmative. 
 
Chairperson Backous agreed the bid process can be flawed but without a solid argument why it is 
not accurate, he would have to support the low bid of $16,850 from Complete Grounds 
Maintenance versus the $20,000 bid from On Call Sweeping, Inc. 
 
Councilmember Elvig asked if the City has history with either bidder. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated On Call Maintenance has done abatement work 
(mowing) for the City. 
 
Councilmember Elvig asked whether Complete Grounds Maintenance had provided an insurance 
bond. 



Public Works Committee / October 16, 2012 
Page 4 of 10 

 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer answered in the affirmative. 
 
Councilmember Elvig noted the staff recommendation had been changed to contract plowing for 
the Municipal Center and in-house plowing for the parking ramp. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated that is correct and indicated staff could use help 
around the Municipal Center since staffing was down one-half of a position.  He stated he did not 
think the parking ramp would be a big issue, noting the first floor will have the most snow and 
last year they did not plow the top floor. 
 
Councilmember Elvig agreed and pointed out the City does not know what to ask for with the 
parking ramp because there is not much history.   He stated some contractors may not bid 
because it is for a city and a low-bid situation.  In addition, an articulated loader is in the bid and 
that may have been an issue. 
 
Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Chairperson Backous, to recommend that the 
City Council approve the $16,850 bid for snow removal service with Complete Grounds 
Maintenance for the Municipal Center and use City staff and equipment for snow removal 
service at the parking ramp for the 2012-2013 snow season. 
 
Further discussion:  Councilmember McGlone asked for an estimate for one full-time equivalent 
(FTE).  City Administrator Ulrich estimated $65-70,000.  Councilmember McGlone noted the 
subcontractor would provide labor, materials, vehicles, fuel, and insurance for $16,850, which is 
far less than the City’s cost for one employee.  He felt in this particular case, it is clear that an 
employee is not cheaper than going with a subcontractor.  Chairperson Backous concurred. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Backous, Councilmembers Elvig, and McGlone.  
Voting No: None. 
 
5.02: Resident Concern – 167th Avenue (IP 08-27)  
 
Interim Engineer Nelson reviewed the staff report and resident complaint that the top soil 
brought in by the City contained rocks, glass, and other debris.  He stated the edge between the 
resident’s lawn and the City’s project was noticeable and while walking the site he did see a 
piece of glass and broken pieces of asphalt.  Interim Engineer Nelson noted the City has 
previously attempted to resolve this issue but the residents feel they have not received what had 
been promised with this project.  Interim Engineer Nelson stated he does not have all of the 
history on this issue and it is a policy decision of the Council to make.  He presented the quotes 
submitted by Mack and Shayle Domiguez, noting the low quote for removal of top soil and 
installing black dirt totaled $10,540. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated his road project had similar problems this past year so he “feels the 
pain” of the Dominquez family.  He explained the City had poor policy and has taken action to 
remedy these issues.  He asked about the private contractor that had been sent out to correct the 
issues. 
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Interim Engineer Nelson stated that was done after the fact. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated the City supplied the dirt the first time and brought it 
on site but did not grade the dirt to restore the properties. 
 
Councilmember Elvig asked if another contractor was hired to do landscape work, indicating he 
does not remember approving that work to be done. 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated he is also not aware of giving that direction. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated he is not in favor of hiring an outside contractor and wants the 
City’s staff or the project  contractor to remedy the issue. 
 
Chairperson Backous stated the problem was the dirt supplied to the project, not the contractor. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated that is correct. 
 
Chairperson Backous asked if the quotes appear to be high. 
 
Interim Engineer Nelson stated the quotes are higher unit prices than the City pays on a road 
project.  He presented the costs and indicated that given the small size of the project, he found 
the quotes are probably not too far off. 
 
Shayle Dominquez, 7046 – 166th Avenue, stated this has been a four-year-long process.  She 
explained the first dirt they put down contained a mesh, that gets stuck in their tractor, and 
planted clover.  Ms. Dominquez stated they had purchased a lot of black dirt that the contractor 
dug up and brought back poor fill.  She stated she had been in contact with former City Engineer 
Himmer during the entire process and Mr. Himmer had sent someone out who found a bucket 
full of glass.  There are also large slates of rock, pieces of wood and asphalt, and green mesh.  
Ms. Dominquez stated when the new soil was brought in, it created a yard full of sand burrs.  
They had watered the grass and trees but the City was supposed to be watering the front yard 
once or twice a week.  That did not occur.   
 
Chairperson Backous asked how often the City watered the front yard. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated he has no knowledge of the watering schedule. 
 
Councilmember Elvig asked who handles this issue. 
 
Interim Engineer Nelson stated it is under Engineering since it is related to a project. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated Public Works brought the dirt to the site. 
 
Councilmember Elvig noted there is no recourse with the contractor and advocated for the City 
to clean up its mess since it had not properly managed the project or supervised the contractor.  
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He suggested the Public Works Department clean the soil and develop a watering schedule for 
next spring.   
 
City Administrator Ulrich asked about the extent of this issue in this neighborhood. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated it is confined to this property because most people 
used sod.  He noted sod was also offered to Dominquez. 
 
Ms. Dominquez stated they opted for seed because they do not have an irrigation system and 
have the biggest yard in the neighborhood.  They also wanted the new yard area to better blend 
into their existing yard.   
 
Mack Dominquez, 7046 – 166th Avenue, stated the area is 300 feet in width and 65 feet in depth 
so it is a large yard to water if sodded.  He stated his neighbors had received $400 watering bills 
for their City-sized lots to maintain the sod.  Mr. Dominquez indicated they have been told by 
the two contractors that the soil was bad so the sod would not root well and rain would wash 
away the sand and expose the underlying Class V. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer asked when watering the grass would be considered no 
longer a City responsibility. 
 
Mr. Dominquez clarified they did water the grass and had asked for grass seed because it is 
easier to establish and takes less watering than to establish sod. 
 
Chairperson Backous noted the City’s policy is sod to avoid this same situation.  
 
Mr. Dominquez stated they are offering a compromise to get it cleaned up and better than the 
current situation. 
 
Councilmember McGlone noted the area disturbed, 300 feet by 80 feet, seems like a large area. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated it used to be the road area. 
 
Councilmember McGlone raised the option of leaving the soil and putting down a base of better 
soil, noting it will keep costs down.  He stated if a depth of new base is put down, it should 
prevent the debris items from coming to the top and would also not disturb tree roots. 
 
Ms. Dominquez stated the trees were planted on the boulevard to appease them and make it look 
better. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer pointed out that six inches of top soil could not be placed 
at an even depth and would have to be tapered toward the curb. 
 
Chairperson Backous suggested the City install sod because it is now a cooler season and if well 
watered it will not dry out. 
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Public Works Superintendent Riemer agreed that it would be faster to establish with sod but 
asked at that point would the residents take over responsibility. 
 
Ms. Dominquez stated they had planned to put in an irrigation system after the project. 
 
Councilmember Elvig suggested an agreement be drafted to outline when the City starts and 
stops watering so all know the expectations.  He stated if more top soil is put down, it would 
have to be cut down (tapered) back to the curb. 
 
Chairperson Backous asked if it should be tilled prior to laying sod. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer answered in the affirmative. 
 
Chairperson Backous stated if using sod it could be done in several weeks and would eventually 
blend with the rest of their lawn. 
 
Mr. Dominquez stated with the last soil, the rain revealed large-sized boulders and when the City 
tried to till it, the green fiber got entangled in the tiller after one pass and they had to quit. 
 
Chairperson Backous stated he could not support an expenditure of $12,000 on this item. 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated that is why he was suggesting to place additional top soil, taper 
the edges at the curb, and install sod on top.  He stated it will look great from day one and the 
issue will be over.   
 
Councilmember Elvig stated the term “easiest and cheapest” sounds like a poor use of words, 
noting the cost of sod will not be the cheapest but would bind the soils and be the best 
alternative. 
 
Councilmember McGlone concurred and noted this is the best time of year to lay sod.  He 
pointed out the City has expended money over and over on this issue and he thinks his 
suggestion will remedy the situation. 
 
Mr. Dominquez stated he would like the City to remove an inch or two of existing soil to get out 
the weeds and then come in with new top soil and sod. 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated a bucket can be used on the skid to pick up rocks and top soil in 
the same pass.  He stated he would support taking that extra step in the procedure to remove the 
weeds and some of the rocks. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated it is already mid-October and needs to go before the 
City Council for approval. 
 
City Administrator Ulrich stated this case can be placed on the Council agenda for next Tuesday. 
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Councilmember McGlone stated some planning will be needed and suggested approval 
contingent upon Council approval. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer agreed that staff will need time to order locates. 
 
Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember McGlone, to recommend that the 
City Council direct Public Works to develop a plan to remove some rock and top coat, add 
sufficient top soil, and supply and install sod this fall, and to draft an agreement for a watering 
plan into the frost with the property owner then taking over responsibility. 
 
Further discussion:  Chairperson Backous asked if staff is available to complete this work during 
the fall season.  Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated staff time will be tight because of 
tree planting that is already underway.  City Administrator Ulrich stated the City does not have 
adequate staff available and suggested two quotes be obtained for this work.  Mr. Dominquez 
stated that was tried twice with the original contractor but they ended the contract.  With the 
second contractor, they were given the option of sod or seed and indicated if the seed did not 
take the contractor would remove the seed and put down sod, which was part of their $6,000 
contingency.  Councilmember McGlone stated that is a problem the City will have to resolve on 
a different tract.  He stated the City can “police” the contractor to assure it is done right.  
Chairperson Backous agreed and noted the City does not have enough staff to complete the work 
this fall.  He asked Mr. or Ms. Dominquez to call if they don’t think the project is going right.  
Mr. Dominquez asked if the project can be cleaned this fall and the sod laid in the spring.  
Councilmember McGlone stated he would then recommend nothing be done until the spring 
because that will be more cost effective.  He stated he worked on another project where Sauter & 
Sons provided the dirt and that city tested the soil and demanded Sauter & Sons remove it.  City 
Administrator Ulrich noted one of the quotes is $10,540 and suggested staff obtain quotes to 
Harley-rig out the rocks and put down several inches of top soil with the cost not to exceed 
$10,540.  Interim Engineer Nelson clarified that $10,540 bid is only for earth work and does not 
include sod or seed.  He felt it may cost closer to $15,000.   
 
Councilmember Elvig withdrew his motion and Councilmember McGlone withdrew his second 
to the motion. 
 
Councilmember McGlone noted if bid this fall for spring work it may result in a better price. 
 
The consensus of the Public Works Committee was to direct staff to explore options and obtain 
two bids for raking out soil, adding top soil, and installing sod with the work to be completed by 
May 1, 2013. 
 
Mr. Dominquez stated that would be acceptable. 
 
Ms. Dominquez explained that people on work release were used to clean their yard, which was 
of concern to them because they both work in the law enforcement field. 
 
Chairperson Backous stated the City Administrator will review the appropriateness of that 
procedure for residential yards. 
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5.03: Sunwood Drive Project – Completion of Signal System, Irrigation System and 

Sidewalks 
 
Interim Engineer Nelson reviewed the staff report. 
 
Councilmember McGlone asked why it was not known there is a 12 week lead on mast arms for 
the signal system. 
 
City Administrator Ulrich stated he does not know about this particular situation, but there was a 
similar situation with the rail station.  In that case, they were in the design process of the 
electronic components and did not have all the specifications needed for the cabinet. 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated he walked the sidewalk today and it seems reasonable to get 
them installed. 
 
Chairperson Backous noted there is not much choice with regard to the mast arms for the signal 
system. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated there are many checkpoints and certifications with this type of 
project.  He stated he wants the project to keep moving forward and suggested negotiating a date 
by which it has to be completed. 
 
Interim Engineer Nelson stated North Pine Aggregate is asking for an extension of time and staff 
is recommending a firm date so it is reasonable and the project does not drag on. 
 
Councilmember Elvig recommended staff also get the contractor’s signature on the completion 
date. 
 
Councilmember McGlone asked if the sod will be installed on the boulevard this fall and if so, 
who will be watering it.  
 
Interim Engineer Nelson stated the sod will be installed this fall and a maintenance period will be 
specified during which the contractor will be responsible for watering.  He stated he will verify 
the timing of that maintenance. 
 
Motion by Councilmember McGlone, seconded by Chairperson Backous, to recommend that the 
City Council approve the requested extension of time to December 31, 2012, or 10 days after 
delivery of mast arm, for completion of the signal system with the understanding that the work 
will be completed as soon as possible after receiving the components and an extension of time to 
May 15, 2013, for completion of the irrigation system and the sidewalk, if necessary, for City 
Project 12-20, Sunwood Drive Project, with the contractor signing the written agreement. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Backous, Councilmembers McGlone, and Elvig.  
Voting No: None. 
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6. COMMITTEE / STAFF INPUT 
 
6.01: Consider Boulevard Maintenance Options on Dysprosium Street 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer reviewed the staff report. 
 
Chairperson Backous suggested staff ask property owners to remove garbage cans from the 
street, noting that has been asked previously. 
 
Councilmember McGlone suggested also asking Ace Solid Waste. 
 
Councilmember Elvig asked if the trees are guaranteed. 
 
Public Works Supervisor Riemer stated the contractor watered the trees for 30 days and there is a 
maintenance agreement for one year. 
 
Councilmember McGlone stated he talked with Allen Young, Mid-America, who thanked the 
City for everything it has done with the project and reported his tenants were happy with the 
access maintained during the project.  Mr. Young had also indicated they were satisfied with the 
sight lines but had received tenant calls about vibrations from the project. 
 
Interim Engineer Nelson stated he had communicated with Mr. Young via e-mail and telephone. 
 
Councilmember Elvig stated vibration from tamping equipment with another project had 
damaged his building.  He suggested that issue be addressed during a project. 
 
7. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion by Councilmember Elvig, seconded by Councilmember McGlone, to adjourn the Public 
Works meeting.  
 
Motion carried.   
 
The regular meeting of the Public Works Committee adjourned at 6:55 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
______________________________ 
Grant Riemer 
Public Works Superintendent 
 
Drafted by Carla Wirth, TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 



   

Public Works Committee   5. 1.           
Meeting Date: 11/20/2012  

Submitted For: John Nelson By: Grant Riemer, Engineering/Public Works

Title:
Well # 4 Motor and Pump Repair

Background:

Construction for municipal well #4 began October 15th 1997 and was completed April 29th 1998. Well #4
produces 850 gallons a minute and has pumped a total of 1.6 billion gallons of water since coming on line in 1998.
Well #4 was drilled to a depth of 325 feet and draws water from the Ironton Galesville Aquifer. In construction of
the well, approximately 817 pounds of explosives were detonated at a depth of 290 to 320 feet to create the
underground void needed to supply the pumping capacity of the well.
Project cost was $225,086.00
Pump and drive:
A 460 volt, 150 horse power Hitachi submersible motor was installed with a pump designed to pump 1,400 gallons
per minute. Shortly after well #4 was put into service, it was found to pump sand when anything over 850 gallons a
minute was produced. With no way to decrease the pump speed, because the pump drive is a soft start, the decision
was made to partially close a downstream valve to limit the well pumping capacity to 850 gallons. This presents a
couple of issues, increased electrical demand and a high pressure condition of 120 psi, between the pump and the
partially closed valve. These concerns will be addressed in a future case in 2013.

Well maintenance program:
The City of Ramsey has taken a proactive approach on maintaining our eight municipal wells, since this is currently
our only source of fresh water. In 2010 we added well rehabilitation to the Capital Improvement Program. Well use
is highly variable throughout the year. Regular maintenance is scheduled during low demand periods to reduce the
possibility that a well will be out of service when peak demand is required.

Notification:

Observations:
On October 9th E.H. Renner & Sons pulled the 10” 130’ drop pipe and the submersible pump and motor for well
#4. The pump bowls were inspected and excessive wear was found on bearing surfaces and impellers. The 130’
drop pipe was also inspected and severe pitting was found on the entire length of pipe. The pump motor was
shipped to Submersible Motor Engineering in Phoenix AZ., where testing could be performed. Tests came back
showing that the electrical windings are weak and the insulation is leaking too much to risk putting it back into
service. The good news is that both the pump and the motor can be rebuilt. The drop pipe though must be replaced,
including the check valve, which was also found to be leaking.

Funding Source:
This repair would be funded through the #9601 Water Enterprise Fund

Staff Recommendation:
Contract with:
• EH Renner has provided a written quote of $18,843.00. This quote includes all parts and labor necessary to repair
the pump bowls, replacement of all drop pipe, check valve, installation and start up assistance.
• Submersible Motor Engineering USA has provided a written quote of $10,983.00. Quote includes parts and labor
to make all necessary repairs to the 150 Hp. Hitachi 12” pump motor. Their quote also includes testing and a 12
month warranty.

Committee Action:



Committee Action:
Motion to accept/reject Staff’s recommendation and forward to City Council for approval

Attachments
EH Renner Quote
SME USA Quote

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 11/15/2012 04:02 PM
Form Started By: Grant Riemer Started On: 11/13/2012 02:01 PM

Final Approval Date: 11/15/2012 







   

Public Works Committee   5. 2.           
Meeting Date: 11/20/2012  

By: Shane Nelson, Engineering/Public
Works

Title:
Consider Proposal - HWY 47 and CSAH 116 Intersection Study

Background:
The Strategic Plan identifies this highway / intersection as a goal in the Transportation category.  Specifically, the
Strategic Plan lists the following goals:

11. Look for ways to increase capacity and improve traffic flow on 47
17. Review private street west of Hwy 47/Bunker - behind SA

Completion of this study would assist the City in the above goals by comprehensively identifying the issues related
to access and capacity.  As stated in the "Purpose of Study" section of the attached proposal, the study will include
the following:

1. Provision for a northbound left-turn lane from TH 47 into the southwest quadrant
2. Provision for a median break and left-turns from westbound and eastbound CSAH 116, west of TH 47
3. Provision for a second southbound left-turn lane on TH 47 at CSAH 116
4. Provision of a 3/4 access intersection to local businesses on TH 47 north of CSAH 116
5. Provision of an additional through lane on TH 47 within the limits of the study area
6. Review of median widths and the ability to accommodate U-turns on TH 47 and CSAH 116

The City of Anoka also has similar goals at this intersection and would participate in the study.

Notification:
N/A

Observations:
Anoka County recently received a safety grant when re-constructing the intersection of CSAH 116 and Thurston
Avenue.  Any proposed revisions to the medians on CSAH 116, west of HWY 47 may require that the Thurston
intersection project be re-scored, which has the potential to jeopardize the funding that was received.  Anoka County
staff has stated that they would not support a project that would have a negative effect on the scoring. 

The initial proposal did not include collecting traffic counts, as both cities were requesting that Anoka County
provide these as their contribution.  However, Anoka County staff has since indicated that they will not provide the
traffic counts.

The estimated cost for the study is $24,082 plus an additional $3,840 for the traffic counts.  The cities of Anoka
and Ramsey propose to split the costs equally, therefore, the total estimated cost to the City of Ramsey is $13,961. 
The costs provided are estimates and final costs could vary. 

Funding Source:
EDA and general admin professional services account.



EDA and general admin professional services account.

Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends accepting the proposal contingent upon the City of Anoka agreeing to pay half of the costs.

Committee Action:
Recommend that the City Council accept the proposal as per staff's recommendation

Attachments
WSB Proposal
Aerial 

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Diana Lund Diana Lund 11/15/2012 10:26 AM
Grant Riemer Grant Riemer 11/15/2012 11:20 AM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 11/15/2012 03:56 PM

Form Started By: Shane Nelson Started On: 11/01/2012 02:56 PM
Final Approval Date: 11/15/2012 
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October 16, 2012 
 
 
Mr. Shane Nelson 
Ramsey Interim City Engineer 
City of Ramsey 
7550 Sunwood Drive NW 
Ramsey, MN 55303 
 
RE:  Evaluation of Potential Access and Capacity Improvements in the vicinity of the TH 47 and CSAH 116 
 
Dear Mr. Nelson: 
 
This letter presents WSB & Associates’ proposal to provide engineering services for the evaluation of 
access and capacity improvements in the vicinity of the TH 47 and CSAH 116 intersection. The proposed 
study area would include TH 47 from just north of Coolidge Street NW to County Road 5 and TH 47 and 
CSAH 116 from east of Tower Pond Drive to the Rum River with the primary focus on the CSAH 116 and 
TH 47 intersection and the access points to the businesses in each of the quadrants of the intersection. 
 
Project Background 

The cities of Anoka and Ramsey have identified two major concerns with the current design of the 
intersection of TH 47 and CSAH 116. First, the access to businesses located in the different quadrants of 
the intersection, especially the southwest quadrant of CSAH 116 and TH 47, is a problem for the 
businesses in this area. When the intersection was reconstructed several years ago medians were 
constructed that restricted access to existing development in the area. Local businesses feel that it has 
hurt their business. 
 
Second, the intersection of TH 47 and CSAH 116 experiences congestion and back‐ups in both the am 
and pm peak hours. The congestion in the area is a combination of through traffic and traffic destined to 
the school and local businesses. This intersection was studied in MnDOT’s Congestion Management 
Safety Plan and potential improvements were identified that would improve traffic flow and safety. 
Although no specific funding has been identified the project may be a candidate for Cooperative 
Agreement Funding or Highway Safety Improvement Funds. 
 
CSAH 116 is under Anoka County’s jurisdiction and TH 47 is under MnDOT’s jurisdiction. Previous work 
has been completed in the area including some preliminary drawings developed by RLK, which were 
reviewed by MnDOT. MnDOT previously indicated that a northbound left turn from TH 47 into the 
southwest quadrant of the intersection may be acceptable as long as the left‐out was prohibited. The 
RLK work also showed concepts for a left‐in off of CSAH 116 west of TH 47. In addition, the MnDOT 
Congestion Management Safety Plan developed a concept for an additional northbound through lane on 
TH 47 from just south of the CSAH 116 to County Road 5. 
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Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study is to identify improvements to TH 47 and CSAH 116 in the area of the 
intersection that will improve access to local businesses and reduce congestion in the area of the 
intersection. The improvements may include median breaks on CSAH 116 and TH 47, as well as the 
potential addition of turn lanes.  The study will analyze previously identified alternatives, as well as 
other possible alternatives in order to identify a plan that all affected agencies can support. The agencies 
involved include MnDOT (TH 47), Anoka County (CSAH 116), and the cities of Anoka and Ramsey. 
Alternatives that will be considered include: 
 
1.  Provision for a northbound left‐turn from TH 47 into the southwest quadrant of the TH 47 and 

CSAH 116 intersection with no left‐turn out (3/4 intersection) 

2.  Provision for a median break and left‐turns from westbound and eastbound CSAH 116 west of TH 47 
with no left‐turn out 

3.  Provision for a second southbound left‐turn lane on TH 47 at CSAH 116 

4.  Provision of a 3/4 access intersection to local businesses on TH 47 north of CSAH 116 

5.  Provision of an additional through lane on TH 47 within the limits of the study area 

6.  Review of median widths and the ability to accommodate U‐turns on TH 47 and CSAH 116 
 
The intersection of County Road 5 and TH 47 was also identified as a potential contributor to the 
concerns at CSAH 116 and TH 47 and will be reviewed to determine if modifications to this intersection 
can address the traffic congestion in this area. 
 
Scope of Work 

The following tasks will be completed as part of this study. 
 
1.  Data Collection – WSB will collect existing base mapping, previous alternatives, and existing and 

forecast traffic data. MnDOT and Anoka County will provide traffic counts they have for the 
CSAH 116 and TH 47 intersection and the County Road 5 and TH 47 Intersection. AM and PM peak 
hour turning movements will be compiled for the two intersections, as well as for the other access 
points into the adjacent businesses. We have identified seven locations (four full‐access 
intersections and three partial‐access intersections) where data is desired. We have assumed in our 
cost estimate that Anoka County is available to collect any additional traffic counts that are 
required. 

2.  Traffic Forecasts – Peak hour turning movement forecasts will be developed for the seven 
intersections identified above. The peak hour turning movement forecasts will be developed by 
factoring existing turning movement counts based on the projected growth in ADT between the 
existing ADT and the forecast 2035 ADT. The projected ADT growth will be based on the forecasting 
completed for the TH 47 study. 

3.  Traffic Operations Analysis – Synchro/Simtraffic will be used to analyze the traffic operations of the 
CSAH 116 and TH 47 Intersection, the 142nd and TH 47 Intersection, the CR 5 and TH 47 
intersection, and the local business access points for the AM and PM peak hour for the existing and  
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  forecast conditions. The analysis will document the level of service at each intersection, including 
the amount of vehicle delay by intersection, approach and turning movement and the length of 
queues.  This information will be used to document any operational concerns with the existing 
conditions. 

4.  Identify Potential Improvements – This task will include developing a concept drawing for each of 
the alternatives to be considered. The alternatives that will be considered include: 

 Provision for a northbound left‐turn from TH 47 into the southwest quadrant of the TH 47 and 
CSAH 116 intersection with no left‐turn out (3/4 intersection). 

 Provision for a median break and left‐turns from westbound and eastbound CSAH 116 west of 
TH 47 with no left‐turn out 

 Provision for a second southbound left‐turn lane on TH 47 at CSAH 116 

 Provision of a 3/4 access intersection to local businesses on TH 47 north of CSAH 116 

 Provision of additional through lanes on TH 47 within the study area 

 Review of median widths and the ability to accommodate U‐turns on TH 47 and CSAH 116 

 Other alternatives identified by the affected agencies 

5.  Analyze Traffic Operations for Potential Alternatives – A traffic operations analysis will be conducted 
for each of the alternatives identified in Task 4 for all of the intersections within the study area.  The 
analysis will include AM and PM peak hour existing and forecast conditions. The analysis will 
determine the impacts on level of service (delay by intersection, approach and turning movement) 
and queue lengths. Special attention will be paid to how queues may impact turning movements 
and adjacent intersections. 

6.  Document Pros and Cons of Each Alternative – Each alternative will be compared with the existing 
conditions and the benefits and drawbacks of each alternative will be documented. 

7.  Prepare Draft and Final Report – A report will be prepared documenting the alternatives and the 
results of the above analysis. A final report and recommendation will be prepared based on the 
analysis and the input from the affected agencies. 

8.  Meeting/Agency Involvement – The cities of Anoka and Ramsey, along with MnDOT and Anoka 
County, will meet up to three times during this study to review the analysis and concepts as they are 
developed and evaluated to provide input on the alternatives and potential improvement options. 

 
Schedule 

WSB will complete the work within three months of the notice to proceed. The final report and 
recommendations will depend on the scheduling of meetings with the affected agencies. It is anticipated 
that the agency meetings will occur on a monthly basis. 
 
Cost 

The attached table provides a detailed estimate of hours and costs to complete the scope of work 
identified in this proposal. Our estimated cost for the work identified in this proposal is $24,082. 
If WSB needs to collect additional traffic data this would be an additional cost. 
 



Mr. Shane Nelson 
City of Ramsey 
Page 4 

 
 

 

Staffing 

Tony Heppelmann will serve as WSB’s Project Manager. WSB can provide additional information on staff 
if desired. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to submit this proposal. Please give me a call if you have any questions 
or comments on the scope of work or costs for this work. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
WSB & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
 
Anthony Heppelmann, PE 
Vice President 
 
Attachment 



 

 

 
 

Evaluation of TH 47 and CSAH 116 Improvements
Cost Estimate

TASKS
Project 

Manager
Project 

Engineer Tech
Admin/ 
Tech Total Hours Task Total

1 Data Collection 2 2 4 8 730$                 

2 Traffic Forecasts 3 16 19 2,114$              

3 Traffic Operations Analysis 3 28 31 3,398$              

4 Potential Improvements 3 16 16 35 3,650$              

5 Analyze Traffic Operations for Alternatives 3 24 27 2,970$              

6 Summary of Evaluation 3 24 4 31 3,218$              

7 Draft and Final Report 8 24 4 36 3,888$              

8 Meetings 9 12 2 23 2,614$              

Total Hours 34 146 16 14 210

Hourly Billing Rate 134.00$          107.00$        96.00$       62.00$       

Estimated Labor 4,556.00$       15,622.00$   1,536.00$   868.00$     22,582$             

Direct Expenses (Mileage) 1,500$              

Total Cost 24,082$              
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Public Works Committee   5. 3.           
Meeting Date: 11/20/2012  

By: Shane Nelson, Engineering/Public
Works

Title:
Discuss 2013 Capital Improvement Street Projects

Background:
The Capital Improvement Program identifies several street projects for 2013.  Staff would like to review the
scheduled projects with the Public Works Committee and receive direction on how to proceed.  The Capital
Improvement Program identifies the following projects:

Riverdale Drive Extension (Armstrong to Traprock) - The City has received a Co-operative Agreement Grant
from Mn/DOT in the amount of $702,000 for this project.  In order to receive the grant dollars, the project must be
bid and awarded by June 30, 2013.  This project will extend sewer from the Riverdale Drive / Armstrong Blvd
interesection to the east into the undeveloped property currently owned by Hope Fellowship.  It will also extend
watermain from the Riverdale Drive / Armstrong Blvd intersection to Ramsey Blvd.  The existing street segment of
Riverdale Drive will be reconstructed and a new segment across the undeveloped property will be constructed to
make a connection with Traprock Street.  The existing accesses to Highway 10 at Alpaca Street and Traprock Street
will be removed and a new access will be provided at the eastern end of the new Riverdale Drive.  Storm water
related improvements and mitigation will also be necessary.  The total estimated project cost as stated in the CIP is
$2,948,000. 

Riverdale Drive East Reconstruct to Tungsten - This project will reconstruct the existing segment of Riverdale
Drive from Highway 10 (Ramsey Blvd) to Tungsten Street.  The roadway section is proposed to be narrower,
which will provide adequate space for an off-street trail (MRT) to be constructed under a separate contract. 
Watermain repairs may also be necessary, as the City has experienced two plugs that have failed.  The total
estimated project cost as stated in the CIP is $1,350,000. 

Garnet Street Reconstruction - This project will replace the failing pavement on Garnet Street, a local residential
street.  We understand that this project has been discussed on several occasions and may present some challenges in
regards to the sewer and water extensions and City policy for reconstruction projects. The total estimated project
cost as stated in the CIP is $300,000, however, based on the extent of soil corrections that may be necessary this
estimate may be understated.

Zeolite Street - This project will construct the permanent section of Zeolite Street in the COR.  The total estimated
cost as stated in the CIP is $400,000. 

Annual Street Reconstruction Program - This project consists of regularly scheduled maintenance of paved
streets (i.e. seal coating, crack filling, patching).  The total estimated cost as stated in the CIP is $530,000. 



Notification:
N/A

Observations:
As shown in the attached spreadsheet, the MSA fund would have a negative balance if the City proceeded with both
Riverdale projects as programmed into the CIP.  Please also note that $422,107 of revenue is shown from Land
Proceeds.  There may not be adequate funding to complete both Riverdale projects unless another funding source is
identified.  

We understand that $1,500,000 is currently budgeted for Long Term Road Reconstruction in 2013, however, all of
the associated projects have not been identified.  Staff is seeking input from the committee on the process for
determining the additional projects that should be considered from this funding source.

The construction of Zeolite Street may not be necessary until further development occurs, based on committee
input. 

Funding Source:
The funding source for each project is summarized as follows:

Riverdale Drive Extension (Armstrong to Traprock)

 
Grants and Aids                  $702,000
MSA $1,466,000
Water Utility $273,000
Sewer Utility $507,000
Total $2,948,000

Riverdale Drive East Reconstruct to Tungsten 

 
MSA $237,938
Public Improvement Revolving $837,602
Tax Increment #4 $275,000
Total $1,350,000

 

Garnet Street
 
General Fund                     $300,000



Zeolite Street

 
Tax Increment Fund #4 $400,000

 
Annual Street Reconstruction Program

 
General Fund $255,000
Tax Increment Fund #4 $275,000
Total $530,000

 
 

Staff Recommendation:
N/A - for discussion purposes at this time.

Committee Action:
Based on discussion.

Attachments
CIP Riverdale Extension
CIP Riverdale East
CIP Garnet
CIP Zeolite
CIP Annual Reconstruction
MSA Cash Flows

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Diana Lund Diana Lund 11/15/2012 10:26 AM
Grant Riemer Grant Riemer 11/15/2012 11:23 AM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 11/15/2012 04:00 PM

Form Started By: Shane Nelson Started On: 11/09/2012 02:21 PM
Final Approval Date: 11/15/2012 













MSA Fund
Actual Actual Actual Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Beginning Balance 825,672            661,593            707,503             389,747             777,818                      (90,698)                 (68,328)                    (1,941,435)              

Revenues
   Current Year Allocation (Held at State) 944,856            957,571            1,015,240          1,070,753          993,280                      933,000                 933,000                   933,000                  
   MSA City Received from  Held Allocation 194,699            824,093            
  F&C Land Proceeds per policy 66,129               
McD & Superamerica Land Proceeds Est 222,107                      
Est LandSale Proceeds  Estimated Totally Unknown 200,000                      200,000                 300,000                   300,000                  
  Interest Earnings 20,420              30,085              15,875               1,000                 (1,465)                         (5,420)                   (5,007)                      (14,372)                   

      Total Revenue 1,985,647         2,473,342       1,738,619        1,527,630        2,191,740                  1,036,882             1,159,665              (722,807)               
Expenditures

   Street Maintenance Projects (94,102)             (168,600)           
  MSA Maintenance (Received from State (140,000)           (140,000)           (140,000)            (140,000)            (140,000)                     (150,000)               (150,000)                  (150,000)                 
      Held Allocation) (194,700)           (845,728)           

CIP Projects
     2012 Street Maint Alpine & alpaca (164,945)            
   Highway 47
   Sunwood Drive & Rhinestone in RTC
  County Road #5/Alpine Drive Realignment (500,000)               
Armstrong/Bunker Bonding (52,498)             (275,070)                     (295,420)               (295,470)                  (295,420)                 
Alpine/Roanoke 10-07 (242,241)           (309,428)            
Alpine Overlay (56,300)             (231,002)            
Sunwood/Armstrong Intersection Impr (Reim with Future TIF 14) -                        
 Bunker Lake Blvd/Sunwood Drive Traffic Signal (500,000)                  
Bunker Lake Blvd Extension (2,000,000)               
 Riverdale Drive Ext Traprock-Armstrong (1,466,000)                  
   167th Avenue Extension - to Variolite
  Sunfish Lake Blvd/Alpine Drive Intersection Impr (71,600)             
   Dysprosium Street Reconstruction (607,988)            
  McKinley Street (see TIF 1)
 Riverdale Drive to Tungsten Street Reconstruction($837,062 PIR funded & $275,000 TIF 4 funded)) (237,938)                     
   Variolite Street Alpine Drive to RTC (1,700,000)              
   167th Avenue Extension - Jaspar to Armstrong Blvd (895,252)           (192,631)           
   Sunwood Drive-Sunny Ponds
  Sunfish Blvd bond payments (176,640)           (163,555)            (161,368)            (163,430)                     (159,790)               (155,630)                  (155,630)                 
     
Total Expenditures (1,324,054)        (1,765,839)        (1,348,871)         (749,812)            (2,282,438)                  (1,105,210)            (3,101,100)               (2,301,050)              

   Remaining Balance 661,593            707,503          389,747           777,818           (90,698)                     (68,328)                (1,941,435)             (3,023,857)            

NOTE:  Revenue Source from Land Sales may not be there.  Estimated only.
MSA Fund
   Sources:
    1.   Annual MSA Allotments
    2.   Interest Earnings

  Expenditure Uses:
    1.    Transfers to General Fund for budgeted general maintenance to state-aid streets
    2.    Costs associated with municipal state-aid improvement projects as detailed in CIP 
             or as approved by City Council.

11/14/2012



   

CC Regular Session   4. 9.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

By: Colleen Lasher, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Report from the Personnel Committee - Meeting Date 11-27-12

Background:
Case 1 of 1: Consider a Resolution to Re-authorize a Leave of Absence.  This discussion was closed to the public as
allowed by Minnesota Statute, section 13D.05, Subd. (a)(3)(4).  See attached Personnel Committee packet.

Recommendation:
Case 1 of 1: To recommend resolution #12-12-XXX, which upon City Council approval, will grant an additional
1-month leave of absence to an employee due to a serious medical condition.

Funding Source:
Case 1 of 1: There is no funding required; there have been no expenses related to this employee since June 1, 2012.

Council Action:
Case 1 of 1: Motion to approve resolution # 12-12-XXX confirming the recommendation of the Personnel
Committee to authorize an additional 1-month leave of absence to an employee due to a serious medical condition.

Attachments
Personnel Committee Packet - 11-27-12

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/06/2012 11:22 AM
Form Started By: Colleen Lasher Started On: 12/03/2012 08:18 AM

Final Approval Date: 12/06/2012 



           

City of Ramsey
Agenda

Personnel Committee
Tuesday November 27, 2012

5:45 pm
Lake Itasca Room, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW

 

           

1. Call to Order
 

2. Citizen Input
 

3. Approve Agenda
 

4. Committee Business
 

1. Consider a Resolution to Re-authorize a Leave of Absence (This discussion will be closed to the public)
 

5. Adjournment
 

  

  



   

Personnel Committee   4. 1.           
Meeting Date: 11/27/2012  

Submitted For: Colleen Lasher By: Jim Way, Police

Information
Title:
Consider a Resolution to Re-authorize a Leave of Absence (This discussion will be closed to the public)

Background:
This meeting will be closed to the public as allowed by Minnesota Statute, section 13D.05, Subd. (a)(3)(4)

Staff has received notification requesting that the City Council, per section 7.7 of the Personnel Policy, consider
granting the employee an additional leave of absence due to a serious medical condition.

Previously, the City Council authorized an initial 3-month leave of absence covering June, July, and August.  In
August, Council authorized an additional 4 months of leave that will expire in December. It should be noted, as
stated in the Personnel Policy, the City Council has the authority to authorize up to 12 months of leave in cases
where the employee is disabled or where extraordinary circumstances exist.  The 12 month period started in June.

7.7 Leave of Absence

The City Council may grant any regular employee a leave of absence without pay for a period not exceeding 90
calendar days except that it may extend such leaves to a maximum period of one year in case the employee is
disabled or where extraordinary circumstances, in its judgment, warrant such extension. No vacation leave, sick
leave, holiday leave or compensatory time off benefits shall be used or accrued during a leave of absence and the
City will not contribute to insurance premiums. All accrued and unused paid leave will be paid to an employee
prior to the employee commencing the leave of absence. In determining entitlement to seniority and seniority-based
rights and benefits, the period of absence from employment due to a leave of absence constitutes a break in service.
The City of Ramsey does not guarantee job restoration after a leave of absence.

Recommendation:
To approve an additional 1-month leave of absence to an employee due to a serious medical condition.

Funding Source:
There is no funding required; there have been no expenses related to this employee since June 1, 2012.

Council Action:
Motion to confirm the recommendation of the Personnel Committee to approve resolution 12-11-XXX authorizing
an additional 1-month leave of absence to an employee due to a serious medical condition.

Attachments
Leave of Absence Resolution

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Jo Thieling Jo Thieling 11/20/2012 02:52 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 11/21/2012 11:39 AM

Form Started By: Jim Way Started On: 11/20/2012 01:53 PM
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Councilmember  introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 
 

RESOLUTION #12-XX-XXX 
 

RESOLUTION TO RE-AUTHORIZE A LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
 
 WHEREAS,  the City council may grant any regular employee a leave of absence 
without pay for a period not exceeding 90 calendar days except that it may extend such leaves to 
a maximum period of one year in case the employee is disabled or where extraordinary 
circumstances, in its judgment, warrant such extension; and 
 
 WHEREAS,  the City Council previously authorized a leave of absence covering June 
through December 2912; and 
 
 WHEREAS,  staff received a third request from the employee asking to be considered 
for an additional leave of absence; and 
 
 WHEREAS,  at this time, the City Administrator recommends a one-month leave of 
absence; and 
 
 WHEREAS,  there is no funding required. 
 
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 approve an additional one-month leave of absence for an employee 
due to a serious medical condition. 

 
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember  
 , and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 
 
and the following voted against the same: 
 
and the following abstained: 
 
and the following were absent: 
 
Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 
this the _____ day of ________, 2012. 
 



   

CC Regular Session   6. 1.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

By: Diana Lund, Finance

Information
Title:
Public Hearing on 2013 Tax  Levy and General Fund Budget & Adoption of Final levies and budget 

Background:
 
A budget/levy slide presentation will be provided that will outline the City's proposed 2013 Levies and General
Fund Budget.

A brief recap of this presentation are as follows:

2013 Final Overall Levy:  $7,998,213 ($8,413,798 - 2012)

             Levy Components:  General Fund Levy:    $7,248,829
                                                 Debt Service Levies:  $   644,918
                                                 EDA Levy:                     $   104,466

2013 Final Tax Capacity Rate:  44.19%  (44.17% - 2012)

2013 General Fund Budget:      $10,293,837  ($9,648,075 - 2012)

    The 2013 General Fund Budget includes $463,000 in capital equipment.  At a worksession on November 27,
2012, council was in agreement that capital equipment certificates would be issued in 2013 to fund these items.

 

Notification:
The City is required to hold a meeting where the City's budget and levy will be discussed and public can give
input.   At its regular meeting of September 11, 2012, city council agreed upon December 11, 2012 at 7:00 and this
date and time was printed on the proposed tax statements that were sent to each taxable property.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends Council approval of the City's payable 2013 final EDA tax levy in the amount of $104,466, the
City's overall 2013 final tax levy in the amount of $7,998,213 (EDA levy is included in this amount) and the 2013
General Fund Budget in the amount of $10,293,837.

Funding Source:
None Required.

Council Action:
Motion to recommend City Council adoption of Resolution #12-12-XXX adopting the 2012, Payable 2013 EDA tax



Motion to recommend City Council adoption of Resolution #12-12-XXX adopting the 2012, Payable 2013 EDA tax
levy in the amount of $104,466.

and

Motion to recommend City Council adoption of Resolution #12-12-XXX Resolution Adopting the 2012, Payable
2012 Municipal Tax Levy.

and

Motion to recommend City Council adoption of Resoluton #12-12-XXX Resolution Adopting the 2013 City of
Ramsey General Fund Budget.

Attachments
2013 EDA Levy
Final 2012/Pay 2013 Muni Tax Levy
2013 General Fund Budget
Budget Presentation

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Diana Lund 12/04/2012 09:29 AM
Diana Lund (Originator) Diana Lund 12/04/2012 12:31 PM

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 03:13 PM
Form Started By: Diana Lund Started On: 11/29/2012 07:57 AM

Final Approval Date: 12/05/2012 



Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption:

RESOLUTION #12-12-XXX

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PROPOSED 2012 PAYABLE 2013, EDA TAX LEVY 

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

1) That the following proposed levy for certified 2012, payable 2013, be levied upon the 
taxable property in said City of Ramsey, Anoka County, State of Minnesota for the 
following purposes:

RECOMMENDED EDA LEVY $   104,466

TOTAL PROPOSED LEVIES $ 104,466

2) That the City Administrator/Clerk be directed to transmit a certified copy of this 
resolution to the Anoka County Auditor's Office on or before Friday, December 28, 2012.

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

and the following voted against the same:

and the following abstained:

and the following were absent:

whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 
this 11th day of December, 2012.

Mayor
ATTEST:

City Clerk



Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption:

RESOLUTION #12-12-XXX

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE 2012, PAYABLE 2013, MUNICIPAL TAX LEVY

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

1) That the following levies for assessed 2012, payable 2013, be levied upon the taxable 
property in said City of Ramsey, Anoka County, State of Minnesota for the following 
purposes:

GENERAL LEVY
Fund 101: General Fund - General Operations

Fiscal Disparity Transfer (as certified) $   1,469,281
Collected as Property Tax – EDA Levy 104,466
Collected as Property Tax – General Levy 5,779,548 $  7,353,295

DEBT SERVICE LEVY
CIP Bond 152,289

Lease Revenue Bonds 492,629 $ 644,918

TOTAL CERTIFIED LEVIES $  7,998,213

2) That this final levy does not exceed the Proposed Levy adopted September 11, 2012.

3) That the City will not be levying the $356,121 related to the $4,225,000 GO Improvement
Bond, Series 2005B, as per Joint Powers Agreement with Anoka County. Anoka County 
is required to pay directly to the City, this debt service amount.  

4) That the City of Ramsey will not be levying the total $1,035,891 related to the GO 
Capital Improvement Plan Refunding Bonds for the Municipal Center.  The City will levy 
$492,629 and fund the remaining debt payment with the funds encumbered from the 
savings of the refinancing of the original 2005 debt issue.

5) That the City Administrator/Clerk be directed to transmit a certified copy of this 
resolution to the Anoka County Auditor’s office on or before Friday, December 28, 2012.

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

and the following voted against the same:
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and the following abstained:

and the following were absent:

whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 
this 11th day of December, 2012.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk



Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption:

RESOLUTION #12-12-XXX

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE 2013 CITY OF RAMSEY GENERAL FUND 
OPERATING BUDGET

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

1) That the annual budget of the City of Ramsey for the fiscal year beginning January 1, 
2013 is hereby adopted for the General Fund as follows:

GENERAL FUND
Revenues:

Property Taxes $  7,233,829
Licenses and Permits 437,700
Intergovernmental Revenues 305,300
Charges for Services 915,750
Fines and Forfeitures 89,000
Other Revenues-

Interest Earnings 80,000
Miscellaneous 10,500
Other Financing Sources 1,221,758

Total Revenues $ 10,293,837

Operating and Capital Expenditures:
General Government $   2,220,181
Public Safety 4,197,773
Public Works 2,708,681
Parks and Recreation 930,066
Contingency 56,313
Other Financing Uses 180,823

Total Operating and Capital Expenditures $10,293,837

2) That the City Administrator/Clerk be directed to transmit a certified copy of this 
resolution to the Anoka County Auditor’s office on or before Friday, December 28, 2012.

3) That all contractual agreements contained within the 2013 General Fund Budget will be 
considered ratified.

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

and the following voted against the same:
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and the following abstained:

and the following were absent:

Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council 
this 11th day of December, 2012.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk



December 11, 2012 

2013 Levy & General Fund 
Budget 

1 



• Discussion on your taxable market value for 
property tax payable in 2013 could have been 
addressed in April 2012. 
– The opportunity to discuss your valuation for taxes payable 

2014 can be addressed in April 2013 at Anoka County. 

• Valuations for 2013 are set values as of 
January 2, 2012.  
– These valuations are based on sales from the previous 18 

month period June 2010-December 2011. 

2 

Taxable Market Value Questions? 



Proposed Tax Levies:                                        2012                  2013                         
General Fund Levy      $6,997,150       $7,248,829 
EDA Levy             169,853            104,466 
Debt Service Levies: 
 CIP Bond (Fire Station #1)                   151,386          152,289 
 2007 Capital EQPT Certificates                185,194            - 
 Lease Revenue Bond (Municipal Ctr)     910,215        492,629*

                        ________        ________ 
 
Total Proposed Levy       $8,413,798       $7,998,213 
 
*Total Muni Center Debt $986,563 (Refinanced Muni Debt in 

2012.  2013 debt levy reduced by 2012 debt savings from 
refinancing) 
 

3 

City of Ramsey 
2013 Preliminary Levy Summary 



2013 GENERAL FUND BUDGET AND LEVY 
 

 
2013 Total levy of $7,998,213 

            Decrease of $415,585 or 4.94% from 2012 
 
   

 
 

 
 2013 General Fund Budget:  $10,293,837 
              Increase of $645,762 or 6.69% from 2012 Adopted 
 
  2013 Proposed Tax Capacity Rate 44.19% 
               2012 Tax Capacity rate of 44.17% 
  
  

 
  
• 2 

4 



2013 GENERAL FUND BUDGET AND LEVY 

 
• Zero aid. No MVHC or LGA – Legislative Change in 2012-Market Value 

Homestead Credit Exclusion  

  

• No Levy Limits 

  

• Average Market Value of Home in Ramsey for 2012 is $175,800. 

            Average Value in 2013 was $167,711.  

 

• The City averaged an 6.6% decrease in taxable market value 2012 to 2013.  

 

• City proposed to receive 37 cents per tax dollar District #11 ($.38 in 2012) 

             and 30 cents per tax dollar in District #728 ($.32 in 2012). 
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GENERAL FUND BUDGET EXPENDITURE COMPARISON 
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Tax Capacity Rate Comparison 
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TOTAL LEVY  
GENERAL FUND, EDA, & DEBT SERVICE 



 
2013 - City of Ramsey 

Proposed Tax Rates 
Anoka School District 
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Taxing District 2012 Tax Rate 
Percent of 
Total Tax 

Rate 
2013 Tax Rate 

Percent of 
Total Tax Rate 

City of Ramsey 44.174 38.439% 44.198 36.664% 

Anoka County 42.265 36.777% 45.453 37.705% 

Anoka Hennepin ISD #11* 23.325 20.297% 26.751 22.191% 

Special Taxing Districts 5.157 4.487% 4.146 3.440% 

Total 114.921 100.00% 120.548 100.00% 



2013 - City of Ramsey 
Proposed Tax Rates 

Elk River School District  
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Taxing 
District 

2012 Tax Rate 
Percent of Total 

Tax Rate 
2013 Tax Rate 

Percent of Total 
Tax Rate 

City of Ramsey 44.174 
 

32.210% 44.198 
 

30.463% 

Anoka County 42.265 
 

30.818% 45.453 
 

31.328% 

Elk River ISD #728 45.548 
 

33.212% 51.290 
 

35.351% 

Special Taxing 
Districts 5.157 

 
 

3.760% 4.146 

 
 

2.858% 

     Total 137.144 100.00% 145.087 100.00% 



TAXES 

2012 Levied Taxes   $8,413,798 

2013 Proposed Tax Levy  $7,998,213 

 

Change from 2012 to 2013         (4.94%) 

        ($415,585) 

11 

City of Ramsey Proposed Levy 
Total Budget and Property Taxes 



Local Tax Rate: 

2012 Tax Rate     44.174% 

 

2013 Proposed Tax Rate   44.198% 

 

Change from 2012 to 2013      0.024% 
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City of Ramsey Final Proposed Levy 
Total Budget and Property Taxes 



Calculation of 2012 Tax Capacity Rate 

   Certified   Fiscal Disparities   Local Levy  

 Taxable Value    

(6.73% Decrease)  Tax Capacity  

General 7,248,829 1,211,739 6,037,090 $14,771,883  40.869% 

EDA 104,466 24,813 79,653 $14,771,883  0.539%  

Bonds 644,918 232,729 412,189 $14,771,883  2.790%  

  7,998,213 1,469,281 6,528,932   44.198% 

13 

2013 PROPOSED LEVY 

2012 ADOPTED LEVY 

   Certified   Fiscal Disparities   Local Levy  

 Taxable Value    

(10.07% Decrease)  Tax Capacity  

General 6,997,150 1,260,167 5,736,983 $15,747,629  36.431%  

EDA 169,853 52,522 117,331 $15,747,629  0.746%  

Bonds 1,246,795 145,077 1,101,718 $15,747,629  6.997%  

  8,413,798 1,457,766 6,956,032   44.174% 

   



City 
Year Anoka Special Share 

Collectable Ramsey County ISD #11 Districts Total as % 

2003 39.353 37.714 26.941 6.071 110.079 35.750% 

2004 37.439 35.221 21.050 6.393 100.103 37.400% 

2005 38.183 33.080 21.492 4.955 97.710 39.078% 

2006 39.352 33.869 20.046 4.382 97.649 40.299% 

2007 39.438 32.369 19.337 4.050 95.194 41.429% 

2008 39.255 33.888 16.983 3.967 94.093 41.719% 

2009 39.257 33.563 18.247 3.803 94.870 41.380% 

2010 37.811 36.855 19.939 4.961 99.566 37.976% 

2011 39.801 41.708 23.999 4.905 110.413 36.047% 

2012 44.174 42.265 23.325 5.157 114.921 38.439% 

2012 44.198 45.453 26.751 4.146 120.548 36.664% 
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Ramsey’s Tax Rate History with Proposed 2012 
includes MVHC Exclusion 



Net Effect of Proposed City Levy on 2013 Taxpayers 
($150,000 Home in 2012) 

Residential Home 2012 2013* – 
Based on 

6.6% 
Decrease 

Net Tax 
Increase 

(Decrease) 

Estimated MV  $         150,000   $         140,713  

     Less:  2013 MVHC Exclusion   
 

 $         (23,740)                $         (24,575) 

Taxable Market Value  $         126,260   $         116,138  

Class Rate                            1% 
 

                         1% 

Net Tax Capacity  $              1,263   $              1,161  

Total Tax Cap. Rate **                 114.921%              120.548% 

   Net Tax***  $              1,451   $              1,400   $        (51) 

 *2013 Market Values are based on County valuations that show an overall decrease in residential  values of 6.6% 

**Anoka ISD #11  
***Net Tax Based on Tax Capacity Levies only 
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     Metro City      2011   2012 Average   
16,000 to 28,000  Population Tax Cap Rate  Rank 
White Bear Lake    23,820      19.94%      1 
Chaska     24,002      25.49%      2 
Chanhassen    23,247      28.52%      3 
Prior Lake     23,010      29.74%                         4 
Willmar       19,600      33.13%      5 
Oakdale     27,538      39.25%      9 
Champlin     23,223      41.23%     12 
Ramsey     23,865      44.17%     16 
Rosemount    22,139      46.99%     18 
Elk River     23,101                           47.59%                                        19 
Anoka     17,331      50.37%     20 
Hastings     22,217      66.08%     33 
Columbia Heights    19,619      66.30%     34 
Hibbing     16,313                   82.44%                    35 
 
Average:                      21,897                            47.29%    
 
NOTE:  These are tax capacity calculations only.  Some cities noted may also charge  
             franchise fees which help to reduce their tax rate. 
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2012 Tax Capacity Comparison of MN Area Cities 
with Populations between 16,000 and 28,000 



2012   2013 Proposed   Change  

Spring Lake Park 62.655%   50.808%   -11.85% 

Andover 42.540% 41.114% -1.43% 

Ramsey 44.174%   44.198%   0.02% 

Oak Grove 33.464% 33.825% 0.36% 

Columbus 43.535% 43.928% 0.39% 

Blaine 33.564% 36.644% 3.08% 

Ham Lake 26.720% 29.817% 3.10% 

Nowthen 23.744% 26.998% 3.25% 

Linwood 33.279% 36.622% 3.34% 

Circle Pines 63.972% 67.412% 3.44% 

Anoka 50.368%   53.887%   3.52% 

Lino Lakes 42.894% 46.728% 3.83% 

Hilltop 97.100% 100.975% 3.88% 

Centerville 66.796% 71.145% 4.35% 

East Bethel 43.807% 49.614% 5.81% 

Coon Rapids 42.824% 48.772% 5.95% 

Bethel 74.378% 80.569% 6.19% 

Lexington 63.999% 71.185% 7.19% 

Fridley 39.615% 47.042% 7.43% 

St. Francis 53.406% 65.270% 11.86% 

17 

Tax Capacity Rate Comparison 
Anoka County Cities 

Average 2013:                53.67%                     3.71% 



Budgeted Expenditures 

2012 Adopted Budget   $  9,648,075 

 

Proposed 2013 Budget  $  10,293,837 

 

Change from 2012 to 2013   6.69% 

            $645,762 
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City of Ramsey Proposed Levy 
Total Budget and Property Taxes 



2013 Notable Budget Items 

Budget Highlights 
 Revenue: 
  *Building Permit Revenue held fairly constant:  $260,000 
   
  *Special Police Services:  Decrease of $25,000 (Anoka  
       County Systems Admin ends) 
   
  *Engineering Revenue:  $577,500 – Based on 
                   construction of Riverdale Drive Ext & Road Reconstr 
   
   *Other Revenue - Decrease of $20,000 Newsletter ad  
        sales based on 4 newsletters and decrease in ad sales 
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2013 Notable Budget Items 

Budget Highlights Continued 
 Expenditures: 
  *Personnel:  
       Additions:   Engineering Tech III  
                ED/HRA Mgr (EDA, HRA & TIF Funded) 
                                    
       Reductions: Deputy City Administrator 
                                         Deputy City Clerk 
                             Director of PW/City Engr 
                                         Fire Secretary 
                                     Part-time Building Maintenance 
                                         Police Officer 
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2013 Notable Budget Items 

Budget Highlights Continued 
 Expenditures Continued: 
  *Personnel: Salary Contingency $46,377 
       Overall: Total General Fund Expense Decrease of  

                     $426,041 ($5,806,331-2013/$6,232,372-2012) 
           Staffing:  56% of General Fund Budget 
                                                      
     *Contracted Services: 
          Building Inspections Increase $48,100 
          Joint Fire Services Consultant $15,000    
 
     *Trail Overlay:  Maintained at $15,000                  
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2013 Notable Budget Items 

Budget Highlights Continued 
 Expenditures Continued 
  *Road Reconstruction:  
       $1,327,500 Budgeted ($494,500-2012) 
             $275,000-Funded from TIF 4 (ends 2014) 
             $219,500-Funded from PIR Fund 
                        $202,500-Included in Budget Revenue for Engr OH 
                                 
     *Capital Equipment: 
            $463,000 Total Requested ($340,252 – 2012) 
                           2nd year of Fire truck, 3 squads, Plow Truck &   
                                 Mega Mower 
            Funding Source:  Capital Equipment Certificates 
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• Final Budget/Levy will be adopted at the regular 
City Council meeting of December 11, 2012 

 

• Draft Budget document available on City website 
under Finance Department 

23 

2013 BUDGET HI-LITES 



General Fund 
Where It  Comes From 

Taxes, 74% 
Licenses/Permi

ts, 5% 

Intergovernme
ntal, 3% 

Charges for 
Services, 9% 

Fines/Interest/
Other, 9% 

2012 - General Fund 
Revenues 

Taxes, 70% 
Licenses/Permit

s, 4% 

Intergovernme
ntal, 3% 

Charges for 
Services, 9% 

Fines/Interest/
Other, 14% 

2013 - General Fund Revenues 
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Supplies, 8% 

Services/Charg
es, 30% 

Capital Outlay, 
4% Other, 2% 

Personnel, 
56% 

2013 Expenditures 

Supplies, 8% 

Services/Char
ges, 22% 

Capital 
Outlay, 3% 

Other, 2% 

Personnel, 
65% 

2012 Expenditures 

2013 Proposed General Fund 
Expenditures - By Type 



General Govt 
22% 

Public Safety 
41% 

Public Works 
26% 

Parks & Rec 
9% 

Other 
2% 

2013 Expenditures 
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General Govt 
26% 

Public Safety 
45% 

Public Works 
18% 

Parks & Rec 
10% 

Other 
1% 

2012 Expenditures 
 

2013 Proposed General Fund 
Expenditures - By Function 
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CITY OF RAMSEY 
General Fund Budget 2012 to 2013 
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CITY OF RAMSEY 
General Fund Budget 2012 to 2013 
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CITY OF RAMSEY 
General Fund Budget 2012 to 2013 
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CITY OF RAMSEY 
General Fund Budget 2012 to 2013 
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CITY OF RAMSEY 
General Fund Budget 2012 to 2013 



2013 EDA/HRA BUDGET AND LEVY 
 

EDA/HRA Budgets & Levies:     
 EDA: 
   *Levy of $104,466 ($169,853-2012) 38.5% Decrease 
           *ED/HRA Mgr Position (EDA, HRA & TIF Funded) 
              *Calculates into city’s net tax capacity rate of 44.198% 
 
     HRA: 
   *Levy of $187,268 ($368,532-2012) 49.2% Decr.  
              *ED/HRA Mgr Position (EDA, HRA & TIF Funded)  
  *Does not calculate into city’s net tax capacity rate 
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• Anoka County Tax Calculator: 

– http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-
property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp 

• Commercial Property Fiscal Disparity Information: 

– http://www.metrocouncil.org/metroarea/FiscalDisparities/
index.htm 

• Video: How are your property taxes calculated?: 

– http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hYPivRGxd-4 

• 2013 Proposed City of Ramsey Budget document: 

– http://www.ci.ramsey.mn.us/departments/finance/annbu
dget.aspx 
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Tax Information Websites 

http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.co.anoka.mn.us/v1_departments/div-property-rec-tax/est-tax-calc/index.asp
http://www.metrocouncil.org/metroarea/FiscalDisparities/index.htm
http://www.metrocouncil.org/metroarea/FiscalDisparities/index.htm
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hYPivRGxd-4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hYPivRGxd-4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hYPivRGxd-4
http://www.ci.ramsey.mn.us/departments/finance/annbudget.aspx
http://www.ci.ramsey.mn.us/departments/finance/annbudget.aspx
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Questions? 



   

CC Regular Session   7. 1.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

Submitted For: Kurt Ulrich By: Jo Thieling, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Request by TK Entertainment (DBA Ramsey Raceway) to Amend Lease Agreement

Background:
Staff has received a request by TK Entertainment (dba Ramsey Raceway) to amend their lease agreement as
proposed in the attached document (drafted by TK Entertainment).

The applicant has requested that the lease agreement term coincide with the interim use permit (IUP) that has been
approved until May 16, 2016.  They also have requested elimination of the early termination provision that allows
the City to terminate the agreement with a six-month notice without penalty.

The City Attorney has reviewed the amendment for any potential issues and/or liabilities for the City.  The primary
issue for the City is preserving the right for early termination.  The City acquired the property for right-of-way for
the Armstrong Interchange.  If it had to terminate a long-term lease (without an early termination clause) the City
would potentially be liable for significant lease buy-out and business relocation expenses. 

On Highway 10 properties the City has purchased in the past, the early termination is generally one year.  Under
almost any circumstance, the City would have a safe window of one year to notify the business that its lease was
being terminated for the construction of the road interchange.  However, the 3+ years requested by the applicant
could potentially create unwarranted liability for the City.

An early termination notice of one year would be consistent with City practice on other properties and would be
acceptable to staff.  It also would allow the business a full year to make other plans if the lease was terminated.

The current lease agreement is also attached to this case for reference.

Observations:
To date, the city has collected $8,110 from the track which has been applied to Happy Days.  The City is allowed to
collect $19,150 for Happy Days before Tax Increment District 4 will need to be reimbursed.  Tax Increment was
used by the City to purchase the property.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the lease agreement be revised to have the term coincide with the interim use permit (IUP)
with an ending date of May 16, 2016.  In addition, staff recommends that the early termination provision be
retained, but that the six-month notice required by the City be extended to allow for a twelve-month notice.

Funding Source:
N/A

Council Action:
Motion to authorize the City Administrator and City Attorney to draft and execute lease agreement revisions with
TK Entertainment  to have a lease term ending date of May 16, 2016, and a twelve-month notice for early
termination.

Attachments



Ramsey Raceway Lease Agreement
Ramsey Raceway Proposed Amended Lease Agreement
Res #11-05-102

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 05:00 PM
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AMENDED LEASE AGREEMENT 
CITY OF RAMSEY/TK ENTERTAINMENT, LLC 

 
 
WHEREAS, the parties City of Ramsey and TK Entertainment, LLC have previously entered 
into a Lease Agreement for the operation of a go-kart track known as Ramsey Raceway.  Said 
Lease Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit 1.   
 
And whereas, the parties feel it would be mutually beneficial for the original Lease Agreement to 
be amended to be in conformity with the Interim Use Permit applicable to this property and 
approved on May 31, 2011.   
 
Now therefore, it is agreed by and between the parties hereto that paragraph 2 of the original 
Lease Agreement will be modified as follows: 
 
 The city will lease subject to the terms and conditions defined below to TK, the property 
for the period June 1, 2011 (the commencement date) through May 31, 2016 (the termination 
date) for the purpose of operating a go-kart track.  The lease term as used herein is the period 
June 1, 2011 through May 31, 2016. 
 
 That paragraph 3 of the original agreement relative to early termination shall be deleted 
in its entirety. 
 
 All other terms and conditions of the original Lease Agreement noted as Exhibit 1 shall 
remain in full force and effect. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have hereunto set their hands 
 
CITY OF RAMSEY, a Minnesota   TK ENTERTAINMENT, LLC 
Municipal Corporation 
 
By ________________________________  By_______________________________ 
     Its:  Mayor           Its:  Owner 
 
ATTEST: 
 
By ________________________________ 
     Its:  City Administrator 
 
Dated:_____________________________  Dated:_____________________________ 
 



Councilmember Wise introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption

RESOLUTION 1105102

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN INTERIM USE PERMIT TO ALLOW FOR
COMMERCIAL OUTDOOR RECREATION FOR THE OPERATION OF A GO CART
TRACK BASED UPON FINDINGS OF FACT 0886 AND DECLARING TERMS OF
SAME

WHEREAS Karl Janzen hereinafter referred to as PERMITTEE has properly
applied for an Interim Use Permit to allow the operation of a go cart track on the subject property
generally known as 14550 Armstrong Blvd NW legally described as

Lots 1 and 3 Block 1 Hauser Addition Anoka County Minnesota

the Subject Property and

WHEREAS the City Council has adopted findings of fact related to the
PERMITTEEsapplication by its Resolution 1105101 which are hereby incorporated as
reference

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

That based on the foregoing findings of fact the City Council concludes that an Interim Use
Permit IUP may be granted to the PERMITTEE conditioned upon the following

1 The PERMITTEE may operate go cart racing track on the Subject Property as indicated
on the site plan prepared by Hakanson Anderson dated April 12 2011 the Site Plan
herein attached as Exhibit A

2 These IUP uses are for a five year term commencing on the date of approval of this
permit or in the event the Subject Property is needed for other public purpose including
but not limited to the construction of Armstrong Boulevard This IUP is defined in
Section 11752 of City Code City Staff will monitor the events for any problems related
to traffic crowd control noise and other issues related to public safety

3 The PERMITTEE may operate no more than twice per week and no race shall
commence after 1000pm

4 The PERMITTEE shall acquire permission from any and all persons organizations or
companies with rights to any and all drainage and utility easements to perform any work
within any drainage and utility easement and shall be subject to approval of the City
Attorney as to legal form

5 The PERMITTEE shall provide the Citys City Engineer with final civil engineering
plans to ensure compliance with Stormwater management and erosion control prior to
commencing any construction



6 The PERMITTEE shall be responsible for any environmental cleanup on the Subject
Property as a result of any hazardous material spill

7 The PERMITTEE shall comply with City Code Section 30 3 Public nuisances
including but not limited to noise levels and dust control

8 The PERMITTEE shall be responsible for obtaining all applicable permits licenses etc
including but not limited to a Zoning Permit for fence construction a permanent sign
permit a grading permit and a license from Anoka County for all food vendors

9 The PERMITTEE shall be allowed to expand the existing parking lot consistent with the
Site Plan The PERMITTEE shall be responsible for securing an additional thirty 30
proof of parking spaces in addition to the twentyone 21 shown on the Site Plan The
PERMITTEE shall secure shared parking easements subject to review and approval of
the City as to form prior to executing such agreement for all proof of parking for spaces
not on the Subject Property

10 The PERMITTEE shall be allowed by utilize tires along the inside of the chainlink
fence stacked no more than two 2 tires high

11 The PERMITTEE shall be allowed to park vehicles on a grass surface for those vehicles
necessary for the operation of the go carts

12 The PERMITTEE shall be allowed to utilize bleacher sections in accordance with

applicable building regulations The PERMITTEE shall notify the City prior to placing
anybleacher on the Subject Property to ensure compliance with applicable regulations

13 The PERMITTEE shall be required to maintain six 6 portable restroom facilities in
clean and sanitary conditions at all times ofoperation

14 The PERMITTEE shall be required to provide a fire extinguisher 2A IOBC to be
located in or near each race trailer and no greater than fifty 50 feet from the starting
line

15 The PERMITTEE shall mow all parking and access areas within no greater than 24
hours prior to the day of the race

16 Any improvements including financial investment the PERMITTEE may make in
reliance on this IUP SHALL NOT be considered as factors by the City in the event the
PERMITTEE applies for an extension of the IUP

17 The PERMITTEE shall be required to provide appropriate safety barriers surrounding
the electrical service to prevent damage and injury to racers and spectators subject to
approval of the CitysPolice Chiefand Fire Chief

18 If any provision of this IUP shall be declared void or unenforceable the other provisions
shall not be affected but shall remain in full force and effect

19 This IUP shall not be considered modified altered changed or amended in any respect
unless in writing and signed by the City and the PERMITTER

RESOLUTION 91105102
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20 The violation of any of the material terms of this IUP is grounds for suspension or
revocation hereof consistent with applicable law Furthermore the City specifically
reserves the right to amend suspend or revoke this IUP consistent with applicable law as
reasonably required to protect the public health safety and welfare and the environment
Specifically but without limiting the foregoing the City may amend suspend or revoke
this IUP consistent with applicable law if the City Council reasonably determines that
continued operation of the oneday events places the public health safety or welfare or
the environment in jeopardy or creates a public nuisance due to noise or other nuisance
factors

21 The City reserves the right to enter the Subject Property for the purposes of conducting
inspections and obtaining necessary information pertaining to the construction and
operational effect of the IUP or any related event

22 All costs incurred by the City in administering and enforcing this permit shall be the
responsibility of the Permittee and shall be paid within thirty 30 days of billing by the
City

23 The PERMITTEE shall be responsible for removal of all outdoor storage and debris
within 48 hours of conclusion of event

24 That the IUP shall abide by all lease terns between the PERMITTEE and the City

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution as duly seconded by Councilmember
Elvig and upon vote being taken thereon the following voted in favor thereof

Mayor Ramsey
Councilmember Wise

Councilmember Elvig
Councilmember Backous

Councilmember Jeffrey
Councilmember McGlone

Councilmember Tossey

and the following voted against the same

None

and the following abstained

None

and the following were absent

RI

whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council
this the 31 day of May 2011

RESOLUTION 911 05102
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TK Entertainment LLC hereby acknowledges receipt of this permit and that its representatives have
reviewed the conditions of this permit and have agreed that the organization will comply with the terms
and conditions of this permit

TK ENTERTAINMENT LLC

STATE OF MINNESOTA

ss

COUNTY OF Rarjkcl
On this day of 2011 before me a Notary Public personally
appeared IQr JQiIZ of TK Entertainment LLC a limited
liability corporation under the laws of the State of Minnesota to me known to be the persons
described in and who executed the foregoing instrumen acknowledged that he executed the
same as his free act and deed

JOANN E SHAW
Notary Public

Minnesota ms tary public

Peter Chalich hereby acknoeceipt of this permit and that its representatives have reviewed the
conditions of this permit and have agreed that the organization will comply with the terms and conditions
ofthis permit

IN og
STATE OF MINNESOTA

ss

COUNTY OF

On this 1414 day of 2011 before me a Notary Public personally
appeared Peter Chalich a gle person to me known to be the person described in and who
executed the foregoing instrument and acknowledged that he executed the same as his free act
and deed

oANNESHAW Notary Public
Notary Public
re1nuary 31 201S Ja

M
ommisawa Exp

RESOLUTION 1105102
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CITY OF RAMSEY

By ZA
Its Mayor

STATE OF MINNESOTA

ss
COUNTY OF

Attest

Its gVAdministrator

On this 1 0day of Ems 2011 before me a Notary Public personally appeared Bob
Ramsey and Kurt G Ulrich to me personally known being each by me duly sworn did say that they are
respectively the Mayor and City Administrator of the City of Ramsey the municipal corporation named
in the foregoing instrument and seal affixed to said instrument is the corporate seal of said municipal
corporation and the said instrument was signed and sealed on behalf of said municipal corporation by
authority of its City Council and said Bob Ramsey and Kurt G Ulrich acknowledge said instrument to be
the free act and deed of said municipal corporation

JOANN E SHAW
Notary Public

Minnesota

My ommission Ez fires January 31 2015 public

The document drafted by This document reviewed by
The City ofRamsey William Goodrich City Attorney
7550 Sunwood Drive 2140 Fourth Avenue

Ramsey MN 55303 Anoka MN 55303

RESOLUTION 1105102
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Exhibit A

Site Plan
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CC Regular Session   7. 2.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Consider Authorization for Staff to Prepare Applications for Community Development Block Grants

Background:
The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) is a program administered by the Anoka County Community
Development Department and funded by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). The intent of the program is to promote community revitalization. The City has been successful in the past
in acquiring CDBG funds to assist in projects for economic development to promote the growth of jobs through
acquisition of blighted industrial properties and funding community programs such as the previous senior center in
the former Municipal Center. According to Anoka County, the program has three (3) national objectives:

Benefit low- and moderate-income persons,
Aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight, and
Meet the community needs that present a serious or immediate threat to the health or welfare of the
community.

The program is intended to promote affordable housing, and therefore will be intended to benefit low- and
moderate-income persons through the creation of quality jobs or affordable housing. For the purposes of the CDBG
program, low- and moderate-income is defined as a family or individual whose income is not more than 80 percent
of the median income of an area (AMI) as defined by HUD. Depending on the program-type under the CDBG
program, certain funding approvals also address households at 50% and 30% AMI. The following table
summarizes the 80% threshold:

Size/AMI 1
person

2
persons

3
persons

4
persons

5
persons

6
persons

7
persons

8
persons

80% $45,500 $52,000 $58,500 $65,000 $70,200 $75,400 $80,600 $85,800

Staff recommends two (2) submittals including Scattered Site Home Revitalization and Private Septic System
Maintenance Assistance.
 

Notification:

Observations:
Recommended projects include the following:

Scattered Site Home Revitalization ($100,000)

This program could be used for acquisition and/or rehabilitation of aging housing stock. This program would help
address the City's Comprehensive Plan goal to maintain a quality housing stock and increase maintenance of
existing housing stock. The program would open opportunities for investment in existing affordable housing, while
still maintaining an affordable level. It would be intended to identify blighted properties to either replace or
rehabilitate existing structures. This program could be used for all types of housing within the community, subject
to the income limits of the CDBG program.

Private Septic System Maintenance Assistance ($25,000)



Under Minnesota Rules 7030, parcels with private septic systems must pump and/or maintain their septic system
once every three (3) years. The City is responsible for administering this program and tracks the maintenance cycle
of each system. As part of this administration, the City receives a handful of requests for assistance due to income
restrictions. To date, the City does not have a policy to address septic maintenance assistance; although it does have
a policy to assist with septic replacement, assessing the costs of the replacement back to the benefitting property.

At this time, Staff is only seeking authorization to prepare applications based on the two (2) recommended
programs above. Staff will seek authorization to distribute the application once complete. In addition, over the next
year, Staff recommends completing the Housing Assistance Policy previously directed by the City Council and
prioritizing a number of projects that could fit this program in anticipation of the 2014 Program Year funding cycle.

Recommendation:
Staff is requesting action by the City Council to begin preparing the required application materials for the CDBG
opportunity for the projects identified above. Staff will place the fully completed applications on the January 8th
Regular City Council Meeting Agenda prior to submittal.

Funding Source:
Preparation of the CDBG Applications are being handled as part of regular Staff duties.

Council Action:
Motion to authorize Staff to prepare CDBG Applications for a Scattered Site Home Revitalization and Private
Septic System Maintenance Program, subject to final approval of the City Council before distributing the
Application.

Attachments
Project Application Guide
Previous Funding Examples

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 03:10 PM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 11/28/2012 03:11 PM

Final Approval Date: 12/05/2012 



 

 

 

 

 

CDBG Project Application 

Guide 
How to Complete the Application 
for CDBG Project Funds 
Anoka County Community Development Department 
www.AnokaCounty.us/CD  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
About the Guide 
This application guide is designed to assist eligible 
organizations to complete the application for CDBG Projects.  
The guide provides an outline of the application process and 
provides instruction on proper completion of the application.  

 

Community  
Development 
Block 
Grant 
 

 

Program Year 
2013 

http://www.anokacounty.us/CD
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Introduction The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program project funds are 
made available for physical improvements, economic development, and 
housing activities in Anoka County.  Program funds are allocated by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  As an entitlement 
county, Anoka County distributes funds annually to local communities 
through a competitive application process.  This application is for project and 
planning activities only.  This process is managed by the Community 
Development Department of Anoka County.  Project areas include the Anoka 
County area except for the City of Coon Rapids which is its own entitlement.  

 Applications are reviewed by Community Development staff for project and 
applicant eligibility.  The Community Development staff provides a funding 
recommendation to the Anoka County Housing and Redevelopment Authority 
(HRA) Board of Trustees and Anoka County Board of Commissioners for final 
approval. 

 CDBG contracts for projects are 18-months in length and planning contracts 
are 12 –months in length. All reimbursement requests MUST be received no 
later than the end of the contract or funds will be recaptured. 

Submitting an  
Application Applications must be fully completed to be considered.  The certification must 

be signed and the original signature attached.  

 Applications are used to determine program eligibility and, if the project 
receives a CDBG award, it will also be used for HUD reporting, performance 
measurement requirements and monitoring.   

 All applications must be received by the date noted in the timeline below.  
Applicant shall submit by mail or deliver ONE unbound, completed application 
containing an original signature to: 

 Anoka County Community Development Department 
  2100 3rd Ave., Suite 700 
 Anoka, MN 55303 

 For assistance with the application, please call the Community Development 
Department at 763-323-5714. 

General 
Information 
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Applications must be completed, signed and submitted no later than  
 

12:00 noon on January 14, 2013 
 
Submit one completed unbound original application per project. 
 

Application Schedule* 
 
 

Jan.  14   12:00 noon 
 

• Completed and signed applications due in Community Development office  
• Community Development Staff scores applications in preparation for 2/9/12 

work session. 
February 12         Anoka County HRA Work Committee meets to review CDBG and HOME 

recommendations. 
Feb. 19 • ACHRA Board reviews funding recommendations and Anoka County Action 

Plan  
• Public Hearing (opportunity for applicants to comment to ACHRA Board on 

application decisions) 
• Forward final recommendations for proposed CDBG/HOME projects to the 

County Board  
March Dakota County Consortium* holds public hearing 
March - April  30–day public comment period on recommended CDBG/HOME projects – to 

be published in Anoka County Union 
April  Final approval by County Board of CDBG & HOME projects/Action Plan and 

submission of same to Dakota County Community Development Agency 
Mid-April and May Applicants who receive funding, need to submit a copy of their financial audit, 

Management & Compliance Report, current Certificate of Liability Insurance 
and DUNS number to the Community Development department 

June Funding Agreements are circulated to all parties for signing.  (Agreements will 
not be sent until the financial and insurance documents noted above have 
been received by Community Development department) 

July 1 Program Year begins (note:  project expenses cannot be reimbursed until HUD 
has approved Anoka County Action Plan – recipients will be notified of that 
approval and the release of funds) 

 

*dates subject to change; all notices will be emailed to contact listed on received applications

Timeline for Applications and Awards 
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General Information 
Provide basic details of your city/organization and contact person.  The contact person listed 
will be the person to receive notices not only about this application, but future correspondence 
needs and/or monitoring.  Note that the contact person can be different than the authorized 
signatory.   

The DUNS number is a HUD requirement.  For assistance with obtaining a DUNS number, 
contact Dun & Bradstreet, Inc., at http://www.dnb.com/us/, or call toll free at 1-800-234-3867.     

Project Information 
Project Site:  A project address can be different than that of the applicant.  If the work to be 
completed it not located as a specific address, identify the area.  Attach a map to clarify areas 
identified. Projects are qualified based on the location or service area in the federal reporting 
systems. 
 
Federal Wage Laws:  The prevailing wage rates apply to all laborers and mechanics on non-
housing construction and rehabilitation projects. Housing with 8 or more contiguous units will 
also apply. The most current prevailing wage rates are published by the U.S. Department of 
Labor in a “Davis-Bacon wage decision”.  The wage decision lists the prevailing (minimum) base 
wage and fringe benefits for multiple trade classifications.   

Project Activity:  Select ONE activity that describes the program. Funds are awarded to H = High 
and M= Medium and are not awarded to L = Low priority type of activities.  For questions on 
definitions of activities, contact Kate Thunstrom at kate.thunstrom@co.anoka.mn.us.   
 

HUD 
Matrix 
Code COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

PRIORITY 
(High–Medium–Low) 

01 Acquisition of real property H 
02 Disposition of real property H 

 Facilities (acquisition, construction, rehabilitation)  
03A Senior Centers  H 
03B Centers for Disabled/Handicapped M 
03C Homeless Facilities  H 
03D Youth Centers/Facilities (13+ years) M 
03E Neighborhood/Community Facilities M 
03F Parks, Recreational Facilities (intended for primarily recreation use) L 

Application 

Instructions 

http://www.dnb.com/us/
mailto:kate.thunstrom@co.anoka.mn.us
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03G Parking Facilities (includes lots and garages) L 
03H Solid Waste Disposal Facilities/Improvements (ponds and catch basins) L 
03I Flood Drainage Facilities/ Improvements L 
03J Water/Sewer Improvements H 
03K Street Improvements H 
03L Sidewalks L 
03M Child Care Centers/Facilities for Children (0-12 years) M 
03N Tree Planting (streetscape and beautification) L 
03O Fire Stations/Equipment M 
03P Health Facilities (physical or mental health) M 
03Q Facilities for Abused and Neglected Children  M 
03R Asbestos Removal M 
03S Facilities for HIV/AIDS Patients L 
03T Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs L 

 Housing  
12 Construction of Housing H 
13 Direct Homeownership Assistance H 

14A Rehabilitation:  Single-Unit Residential H 
14B Rehabilitation:  Multi-Unit Residential H 
14C Public Housing Modernization M 
14D Rehabilitation:  Other Publicly-Owned Residential Buildings M 
14F Energy Efficient Improvements M 
14G Acquisition for Rehabilitation H 
14H Rehabilitation Administration M 
14I Lead-Based Paint/Lead Hazard Test/Abatement L 
16A Residential Historic Preservation L 

 Commercial/Industrial Improvements by Grantee or Non-Profit  
17A Commercial/Industrial Land Acquisition/Disposition H 
17B Commercial/Industrial Infrastructure Development H 
17C Commercial/Industrial Building Acquisition, Construction, Rehabilitation H 
17D Other Commercial/Industrial Improvements M 

 Direct Economic Development Assistance to Private For-Profits  
14E Rehabilitation:  Publicly or Privately Owned Commercial/Industrial M 
18A ED Direct: Direct Financial Assistance to For-Profit Business H 
18B ED Direct:  Technical Assistance L 
18C Micro-Enterprise Assistance M 

 Other  
04 Clearance and Demolition of buildings and improvements H 

04A Clean-up of Contaminated Sites/Brownfields M 
08 Relocation M 
09 Loss of Rental Income L 
11 Privately Owned Utilities L 
15 Code Enforcement M 

16B Non-Residential Historic Preservation L 
19C CDBG Non-Profit Organization Capacity Building L 
19D CDBG Assistance to Institutions of Higher Education L 
19E CDBG Operation and Repair of Foreclosed Property H 
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Funding Request 
This section provides a summary of the program budget.  Include other sources of funding.  
Note: This section will automatically calculate the Total Program Costs. 

Indicate if the project has the capability of being partially funded.  If it can be partially funded, 
list the top 3 priority areas and the amount of each. 

Budget Narrative 
Use the Budget Narrative page to explain the project budget and what CDBG funding will be 
applied to. What expenses will be covered by the grant/loan.  What is the status of project 
funding from other sources?   

Budget Worksheet 
The budget worksheet can be downloaded from the Web site as an Excel 2007 file.  The form is 
also available as a PDF that is not fillable.  Submit a paper copy of this spreadsheet with your 
application.   

Show your proposed project budget on the budget spreadsheet in Excel.  For funds from other 
sources, be sure to include the name of the source in the space provided.  Please note that if 
you are completing the form electronically, the totals will automatically calculate. 

Project Narrative 
The Project Description should include the community needs the program will meet, describe 
specifically what the project is, how the project will be operated, and who will benefit from the 
project.  All questions under this section must be fully completed. 

Public Infrastructure and Facilities 
If the project application is requesting assistance for infrastructure improvements, complete 
this section and fully answer all questions. 

Slum/Blight Removal (National Objective) 
Verification must be made in order to assure that Slum/blight activities meet the national 
objective within the following categories: 

1. Elimination of Slums and Blight Area Basis (SBA) - an activity  considered to address the 
prevention or elimination of slums or blight under the following (all inclusive) 
conditions: 

a. The delineated area must meet a definition of slum, blighted, deteriorated or 
deteriorating under state or local law.  This can be met if the area is defined as 
“redevelopment” or “renewal” under Minnesota’s tax increment statutes as the 
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use of property condition surveys under current TIF laws will work well for this 
purpose. 

b. Documentation must demonstrate that a substantial number of the area’s 
structures or public improvements are in a general state of deterioration. 

c. Documentation must be maintained by the recipient on the boundaries of the 
area and the condition which qualified the area at the time of its designation. 

d. The CDBG-funded activity must address one or more of the conditions that 
contributed to the deterioration of the area. 
 

2. Elimination of Slums and Blight Spot Basis (SBS) - Acquisition, clearance, relocation, 
historic preservation and building rehabilitation activities, all of which eliminate a 
specific condition of blight or physical decay, can be considered to meet this objective 
under a spot basis.  Rehabilitation is limited to the extent necessary to eliminate specific 
conditions detrimental to public health and safety.  The recipient should undertake the 
following steps to meet this objective: 

a. Determine what specific conditions of a building contribute to a detriment to 
public health and safety.  Typically, this includes a building official’s written 
report identifying a building code violation. 

b. Connect the CDBG funds directly to the work necessary to correct the building 
code violation.  If the total rehabilitation project goes beyond the specific code 
violations, then other funds must be used for that construction work. 

c. It is possible to use CDBG funds for building rehabilitation work that is part of 
historic preservation rather than public health and safety.  The building must 
either be listed on the National Register of Historic Places or located within a 
certified Historic District. 

Benefit to Low and Moderate Income People (National Objective) 
A CDBG-funded activity meeting the Low/Mod National Objective must qualify one of HUD’s 
low/mod populations. L/M income is defined as a family or individual whose income is not 
more than 80 percent of the median income of an area as defined by HUD 

  L/M Income Employment (LME) - An activity that meets the L/M based on employment must 
demonstrate that permanent jobs are created or retained.  At least 51% of those jobs, on 
an FTE basis, must be provided to L/M income persons. 

L/M Income Limited Clientele (LMC) - An activity that meets the L/M income national objective 
on a limited clientele basis must provide benefits to a specific population of whom at least 
51 percent are L/M income persons.  An activity under Limited Clientele must meet one of 
the following 
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L/M Income Area Benefit (LMA) - An activity that meets the L/M area basis must demonstrate 
that it is available to all the residents in a primary residential area.  At least 51 percent of 
the residents in that area must be L/M income persons.  The area served by an activity 
must be clearly defined by survey or by census information that documents compliance 
with the 51 percent test.    Examples of typical Area Benefit activities are street 
improvements, water and sewer lines, and neighborhood facilities. 

L/M Income Housing (LMH) - An activity that meets L/M housing must demonstrate that the 
housing is occupied by L/M income persons.  If more than a single unit structure, at least 
51% of the households must be L/M income persons (the single unit household must be 
L/M income).  Note: CDBG funds cannot be used for new construction.  

Housing Activities 
Complete all questions specific to this section if the project application involves housing-related 
activities.  All projects related to housing will be reviewed to determine if they are a better fit 
with the HOME program funding.  In the event the project may be better suited for HOME 
program funding, Anoka County Community Development will contact the agency before any 
further action is taken. 

Income level of clients:  Indicate the income level of the clients that will benefit from the 
project. 

Income Limits Summary 
HUD Area Median Incomes as of the date of application release.  All income limits are subject to change 
and will prior to the release of program year funds.  The incomes below are for references.  

Household annual income maximum based on household size, and % of AMI, Effective 12/2011 

Size/AMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
30% $17,650 $20,150 $22,650 $25,150 $27, 200 $29,200 $31,200 $33,200 
50% $29,400 $33,600 $37,800 $41,950 $45,350 $48,700 $52,020 $55,400 
80% $45,500 $52,000 $58,500 $65,000 $70,200 $75,400 $80,600 $85,800 

 

Acquisition, Rehabilitation, Demolition, Clearance, and Conversion 
Completely answer all applicable questions and be sure to attach required documentation as 
needed.  This section allows Anoka County and HUD to review Uniform Relocation Act (URA) 
and Section 104(d) requirements.  The applicant is responsible for completing applicable 
General Information Notices.  Samples of the Notice are available by contacting Anoka County 
Community Development. 

Environmental Considerations 
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The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) is the basic national charter for the 
protection of the environment.  HUD applies NEPA policy, goals and agency regulations 
regarding environmental review in 24 Part 50, “Protection and Enhancement of Environmental 
Quality.”  Anoka County is responsible for conducting environmental reviews for any HUD 
programs which may impact the environment. 

All projects are reviewed for environmental impact as required by federal regulations.  The 
environmental review must be conducted and approved before any funds may be committed to 
a project. Check all applicable statements to ensure the project’s environmental review is 
completed in a timely manner.  Do not begin any construction or ground disturbance before the 
review has completed.  The typical process can take up to 60 to 75 days.  

 

Conflict of Interest 
No person may obtain a financial interest or benefit from a CDBG activity that has exercised any 
function or responsibility with respect to that activity.  This includes any person who is in a 
position to participate in a decision-making process or gain inside information with regard to 
such activities, or has an interest in any contract, subcontract, or agreement.  A person who 
obtains proceeds, either for themselves or those with whom they have family or business ties is 
considered a conflict of interest.  HUD’s regulations regarding conflict of interest are found in 
24 CFR Part 570.611 and Part 85.36. 

Each applicant must disclose if there are Anoka County Commissioners, Anoka County Housing 
and Redevelopment Authority (HRA) Trustees, or Anoka County staff on the applicant’s 
decision-making board.  The applicant must also disclose board members that may benefit or 
participate in the services you provide with possible financial gain.  If the applicant answers yes 
to any of the questions in this section, the information needs to be identified and any necessary 
steps will be taken to satisfy federal requirements. 

Project Beneficiaries 
All projects will have a benefit in which will be reported to HUD. Select ONE from the choices 
listed, and enter the number of beneficiaries that you will assist.  

 If this application is for planning, outline the benefit to the community in a brief narrative.   

Use of Contractors, Consultants 
In accordance with federal regulations, all contracts are subject to review against federal 
debarment and suspension lists as well as the HUD Limited Denial of Participation.  Upon 
request, Anoka County can quickly check these lists on behalf of the proposed project.  Provide 
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the name of any contract and its owner so that the requirements can be met as quickly as 
possible.   

 

Section 3 Requirements 
All applicants must read the Anoka County Section 3 Plan, 2010.  The plan is available on the 
Community Development Web site, on the Section 3 page: www.AnokaCounty.us/Section3.  
After carefully reviewing the Plan, the applicant should read and sign the acknowledgement 
page and submit it with their application. 
 
In addition, applicants must also complete a Section 3 Action Plan.  This document is available 
on the Section 3 page, under Section 3 Forms.  Questions on completing this form or questions 
on Section 3 should be directed to Kristina Hayes at Kristina.Hayes@co.anoka.mn.us.   
 

Certification 
All sections of the application must be completed and the certification must be signed and the 
original signature attached.   

http://www.anokacounty.us/Section3
mailto:Kristina.Hayes@co.anoka.mn.us


Examples of Previous CDBG Funding 
Recipients  

 Anoka County Fair Housing Activities - $5,000  
 Anoka County Community Action Program (ACCAP): Manufactured Home Removal 

- Removal of vacant substandard manufactured homes - $125,000  
 Anoka County Community Action Program (ACCAP): Senior Outreach - $20,000  
 Alexandra House, Inc.: Shelter Advocacy Services - $15,000  
 Anoka County Income Maintenance Department: Continuum of Care Committee 

Costs - $10,000  
 Anoka County Mental Health Department: Medication Access Program - $25,000  
 Community Emergency Assistance Program (CEAP): Needs of people financial 

assistance program - $15,000  
 Central Center for Family Resources: Bridgeview Program - $10,000  
 City of Columbia Heights: Sheffield Neighborhood Demo - $170,000  
 City of Coon Rapids (Entitlement funds): Citywide home rehab program - $211,794  
 Family Life Mental Health Center: Front Door Accessibility - $5,000  
 Free to Be, Inc.: Emergency car repair program - $10,000  
 Greater Metropolitan Housing Corporation (GMHC): Countywide Housing Rehab - 

$149,254  
 Meals on Wheels (2 agencies): Delivery of meals to homebound persons - $39,482  
 North Metro Pediatrics: Healthy Beginnings for Children - $25,000  
 North Suburban Counseling Center: Discretionary Co-Payments - $10,000  
 Nucleus Clinic: Operating Expenses - $20,000  
 Rise, Inc.: Bldg. Improvement at 1130 Lund Blvd. site - $31,085  
 Southern Anoka Community Assistance (SACA): Food shelf and other services - 

$15,000  
 Twin Cities Housing Development Corporation: Northgate Woods Apts. Rehab - 

$295,000  
 YMCA of Metro Minneapolis: Youth Initiative in Coon Rapids - $25,000  
 



   

CC Regular Session   7. 3.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

Submitted For: Shane Nelson By: Shane Nelson, Engineering/Public Works

Information
Title:
Consider Approval of Resolution for Agreement to State Transportation Fund Local Road Improvement Program,
Account 262, SAP 199-104-010 Grant Terms and Conditions

Background:
The City of Ramsey has previously been notified that we have received a Local Roads Improvement Projects
(LRIP) grant in the amount of $500,000 for the Sunwood Drive Realignment Project. MNDOT State Aid
Finance Department requires a Resolution from the City agreeing to finance any cost in excess of the grant.  A
resolution to that affect is attached. 

For some additional background information:

Over 158 projects totaling over $282 million were submitted for the $10 million available for the LRIP Funds.
The City of Ramsey's project was one of 28 selected.  The average award was $357,142.90.  The City of Ramsey
received the maximum amount possible.

Notification:
N/A

Observations:
In order to receive the funds, the City must first adopt the attached resolution.  After adoption of the resolution, the
City must certify that is has a fee simple, leasehold and/or easement interest in the property (Exhibit C to the Grant
Agreement) and then enter into the Grant Agreement with the State.  The permanent easement for the re-aligned
Sunwood Drive will be created upon filing of the COR TWO plat, and will allow the City to move forward with the
Grant Agreement. 

Upon entering into the Grant Agreement with the State, the re-aligned portion of Sunwood Drive will be considered
Restricted Property for a period of 37.5 years. 

Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of Resolution #12-12-XXX Resolution for Agreement to State Transportation Fund
Local Road Improvement Program, Account 262, SAP 199-104-010 Grant Terms and Conditions

Funding Source:
N/A - City staff is preparing the Resolution and Grant Agreement

Council Action:
Motion to approve Resolution #12-12-XXX Resolution for Agreement to State Transportation Fund Local Road
Improvement Program, Account 262, SAP 199-104-010 Grant Terms and Conditions and authorizing the Mayor
and staff to enter into the Grant Agreement upon recording of the COR TWO plat. 

Attachments
Resolution
Grant Agreement



Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Diana Lund Diana Lund 12/05/2012 12:08 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 03:37 PM

Form Started By: Shane Nelson Started On: 12/04/2012 08:52 AM
Final Approval Date: 12/05/2012 



Resolution #12-12-XXX 
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Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 
 

RESOLUTION #12-12-XXX 
 

RESOLUTION FOR AGREEMENT TO STATE TRANSPORTATION FUND LOCAL ROAD 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM, ACCOUNT 262, SAP 199-104-010 GRANT TERMS AND 

CONDITIONS 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Ramsey has applied to the Commissioner of Transportation for 
a grant from the Minnesota State Transportation Fund for construction of Local Road 
Improvement Project No. SAP 199-104-010; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Commissioner of Transportation has given notice that funding for this 
local road improvement project is available; and 
 

WHEREAS, the amount of the grant has been determined to be $500,000.00. 
 

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

That the City of Ramsey does hereby agree to the terms and conditions of the grant consistent 
with Minnesota Statues, Section 174.52 and will pay any additional amount by which the cost 
exceeds the estimate, and will return to the Minnesota State Transportation Fund any amount 
appropriated for the road project, but not required. 
 
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 11th day of December 2012. 

              
       Mayor 
ATTEST: 

       
City Clerk 
 



MnDOT Agreement No. 02010 
 

 

LOCAL ROAD IMPROVEMENTPROGRAM (LRIP) 

GRANT AGREEMENT 

 
This Agreement between the Minnesota Department of Transportation (“MnDOT”) and 

the Grantee named below is made pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 174.50 and pursuant to 
Chapter 12 - H.F. 23 (2011 1st Special Session).    The provisions in that section and the Exhibits 
attached hereto and incorporated by reference constitute this Agreement and the persons signing 
below agree to fully comply with all of the requirements of this Agreement. 
 
1. Effective date of this Agreement: ______, 2012 

2. Public Entity (Grantee) name, address and contact person: 
 
 City of Ramsey 
 7550 Sunwood Drive NW 
 Ramsey, MN 55303 
  

Contact:  Shane Nelson, Interim City Engineer 
 
3. Project(s): 
 

Name of Project & 
Project Number 

(See Exhibit C for 
location) 

 
Amount of  
LRIP Funds 

 
Amount of Required 

Matching Funds  
Completion Date 

SAP 199-104-010 $500,000 $800,000 May 15, 2013 
    
    
    

 
4. Total Amount of LRIP Grant for all projects under this Agreement:  $_500,000.00_ 
 
5. The following Exhibits for each project are attached and incorporated by reference as part 

of this Agreement: 
 
   Exhibit A  Completed Sources and Uses of Funds Schedule  
   Exhibit B Project Completion Schedule  
   Exhibit C Bond Financed Property Certification  
   Exhibit D Grant Application 
   Exhibit E Grantee Resolution Approving Grant Agreement 
   Exhibit F General Terms and Conditions 
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 City of Ramsey 
 
By:  
 
Title:  
 
Date:______________________________ 
 
 
By:  
 
Title:  
 
Date:______________________________ 
 
 
 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
 
By:  
 
Title: State Aid Programs Engineer 
 
Date:  
 
OFFICE OF CONTRACT MANAGEMENT

 

By: _________________________________ 
     Contract Administrator 

Date:_________________________________

 
Notary:  



MnDOT Contract No. 02010 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS SCHEDULE 
 
 
 

SOURCES OF FUNDS USES OF FUNDS 
    

Entity Supplying Funds Amount Expenses Amount 
    

State Funds:   Items Paid for with LRIP  
 LRIP Grant $500,000    Grant Funds:  
   Sunwood Drive 

Construction Costs 
$997,800

 Other:  
    
Subtotal $500,000 Subtotal $997,800

   
Public Entity Funds:  Items paid for with Non-  

Matching Funds     LRIP Grant Funds:  
City of Ramsey  $800,000 Street Lighting $112,000
 Eng./Construction 

Admin. and Testing 
$190,200

  
Subtotal $1,300,000  
Other:  

   
   
    Subtotal $1,300,000 Subtotal $1,300,000
TOTAL FUNDS $1,300,000 TOTAL PROJECT 

COSTS
$1,300,000

  
 =  
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EXHIBIT B 

PROJECT COMPLETION SCHEDULE 
(Provide for enough time to final the project through the MnDOT state aid pay request process.)  

 
 

July 13, 2012    Install Silt Fence/ Clearing in Sunwood Drive Area 
 
July 16, 2012    Begin sewer and water connections along Sunwood Drive 
 
July 16, 2012 to August 3, 2012  Stage 1 – Construct Zeolite Street and 147th Ave Widening 
 
August 6, 2012 to Sept. 7, 2012 Stage 2 – Construct Sunwood Drive, Raise Armstrong Blvd 
     Form existing centerline of Sunwood Drive to the north 
 
Sept. 10, 2012 to Oct 5, 2012 Stages 3A &3B – Construct Sunwood Drive connections 

and removal of existing Sunwood Drive 
 
Oct. 8, 2012 to Oct. 31, 2012 Stage 4 – Construct last leg of Armstrong Boulevard 
 
May 15, 2013 Project Closeout 
 
June 2013 Request Final Payment   



MnDOT Contract No. 02010 
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EXHIBIT C 

BOND FINANCED PROPERTY CERTIFICATION 
 

State of Minnesota 
General Obligation Bond Financed Property 

 
 
 The undersigned states that it has a fee simple, leasehold and/or easement interest in the 
real property located in the County of Anoka, State of Minnesota that is generally described or 
illustrated graphically in Attachment 1 attached hereto and all improvements thereon (the 
“Restricted Property”) and acknowledges that the Restricted Property is or may become State 
bond-financed property.  To the extent that the Restricted Property is or becomes State bond-
financed property, the undersigned acknowledges that: 
 

A. The Restricted Property is State bond-financed property under Minn. Stat. 
Sec. 16A.695, is subject to the requirements imposed by that statute, and 
cannot be sold, mortgaged, encumbered or otherwise disposed of without the 
approval of the Commissioner of Minnesota Management and Budget; and 

 
B. The Restricted Property is subject to the provisions of the Local Road 

Improvement Program Grant Agreement between the Minnesota Department 
of Transportation and the undersigned dated ________________, 2012; and 
 

C. The Restricted Property shall continue to be deemed State bond-financed 
property for 37.5 years or until the Restricted Property is sold with the written 
approval of the Commissioner of Minnesota Management and Budget.  

 
Date:  __________________, 2012 
 

_____________________________________ 
City of Ramsey, a political subdivision of the 
State of Minnesota   

Notary: 
 
By:  ________________________________ 
Name: Bob Ramsey 
Title:  Mayor 
 
 
By:  ________________________________ 
Name: Kurt Ulrich 
Title:  City Administrator 
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Attachment 1 to Exhibit C 

 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF RESTRICTED PROPERTY 

 
 
(Insert a narrative or graphic description of the Restricted Property for the project. It need not be 
a legal description if a legal description is unavailable.) 
 
 





















































   

CC Regular Session   7. 4.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

Submitted For: Shane Nelson By: Shane Nelson, Engineering/Public Works

Information
Title:
Consider Approval of Resolution Ordering Plans and Specifications for Riverdale Drive Reconstruction and
Extension

Background:
The City of Ramsey has received a $702,000 grant to help in the funding of the reconstruction and extension of
Riverdale Drive from Armstrong Blvd (CSAH83) to Traprock Street.  The project is another step forward
towards readiness for an Armstrong Blvd (CSAH83) Interchange with TH10.  The project also eliminates access to
TH10 at Alpaca Street and modifies access at Traprock Street.  Those access changes are safety related and are a
large reason the grant was awarded to the City of Ramsey along with promotion of a south frontage road to TH10. 
Water and sanitary sewer will be installed under the extension portion from the east end of Riverdale Drive near
Alpaca Street to Traprock Street.

The $702,000 grant requires award of the contract by June 30th of 2013.  Plans and specifications must be
prepared in order to meet the schedule. It is proposed that the City of Ramsey Engineering Department is the lead
agency with the overall responsibility for the design.  Progress will be monitored to determine if any consultant
help is needed to complete the design portion of the project development within the time constraints.  

Notification:
N/A

Observations:
As shown in the attached Project Management Plan, the design for this project will require a significant amount of
effort from the Engineering Department in the year 2013. 

Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the Resolution 12-12-XXX Ordering Plans and Specifications for Riverdale Drive
Reconstruction and Extension between Armstrong Boulevard and Traprock Street.

Funding Source:
The funding sources identified for this project and based on the preliminary estimates are as follows:

   $702,000     Cooperative Agreement Grant
$1,466,000     MSA Fund
   $507,000     Sewer Fund
   $273,000     Water Fund

$2,948,000    Total

Council Action:
Motion to approve Resolution 12-12-XXX Ordering Plans and Specifications for Riverdale Drive Reconstruction
and Extension between Armstrong Boulevard and Traprock Street.

Attachments
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Councilmember ______  introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 
 

RESOLUTION #12-12-XXX 
 

RESOLUTION ORDERING PREPARATION OF PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS  FOR 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT #12-22  RIVERDALE DRIVE RECONSTRUCTION AND 
EXTENSION FROM ARMSTRONG BOULEVARD (CSAH 83) TO TRAPROCK 
STREET 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to a motion of the Ramsey City Council, adopted January 10, 
2012, authorized application for a grant, along with the projects inclusion in the 2013 CIP, with 
reference to Improvement Project 12-22 Riverdale Drive Reconstruction and Extension from 
Armstrong Blvd (CSAH 83) to Traprock Street; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Ramsey has been given notice that funding for this local road 

improvement project is available; and  
 
WHEREAS, the maximum amount of the grant has been determined to be $702,000. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA: 
 
1) The City of Ramsey Engineering Department is hereby designated as the engineer for this 

improvement.  City staff shall prepare plans and specifications for the making of such 
improvement. 

 
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 11th day of December, 2012. 
 
 
             
       Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
      
City Clerk 
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Project Management Plan 
 
 
 

Riverdale Drive Extension 
SP ##### 

City Improvement Project 12-22 
City of Ramsey  

      
 

 
 
 
        

                                          
 

      
 

 
 

A standard document  
 to assure delivery of quality projects that are timely and cost-effective. 

 
 

 
 

Prepared by:  
Name Shane Nelson / Ron Wagner 
Date October 31, 2012 

 
Approved by:  
Name  
Date  



   

2 
 

Project Description  

The Riverdale Drive Extension project is programmed into the City’s CIP for construction 
in 2013.  The project limits are Riverdale Drive (partially new alignment) from Armstrong 
Blvd to Traprock Street.  The existing segment (approx. 1900’ in length) of Riverdale Drive, 
from Armstrong Blvd to the east cul-de-sac, is in poor condition and will be reconstructed.   
The new segment, from the eastern cul-de-sac to Traprock Street is approximately 2,500’ in 
length and will include re-aligning the Traprock access to Highway 10.  Work in Mn/DOT 
ROW will be necessary to construct the new turn lanes, acceleration lanes, and remove the 
center median/crossing at the existing Traprock Street access location.  The new access 
(approximately 100’ west of existing) will be a ¾ access, with the movement from Riverdale 
Drive to westbound Highway 10 prohibited.  The Alpaca Street access to Highway 10 will 
also be eliminated.   
 
Sanitary sewer and watermain will also be extended with the project.  The sanitary sewer will 
be extended from the intersection of Armstrong Blvd and Riverdale Drive to just east of the 
location of the current cul-de-sac (onto Hope Fellowship property).  Due to the depth, it is 
likely that a lift station will be required in the future to serve the surrounding undeveloped 
area.  The likely location of the sanitary sewer lift station will be determined with this project 
for determining the location and alignment for the termination of the gravity sanitary sewer 
constructed with this project.  The watermain will be extended from the Armstrong 
Blvd/Riverdale Drive intersection along the entire alignment of this project, and possibly 
extended to make a connection with existing watermain at Ramsey Blvd.   

This project will impact the existing stormwater pond adjacent to Highway 10.  Stormwater 
ponding and mitigation for this project will be necessary.   

Scope of Work 
For the purposes of this report, we have broken the work into several tasks.  The following 
items detail the work tasks required. 

Project Initiation and Coordination 

Data Compilation – (Background Information) 

The Ramsey Engineering Department will compile and review all known available 
documents of existing features and planned projects in the vicinity of the proposed 
work.  Soil borings and a geotechnical report will be completed by Northern 
Technologies, Inc.   

Gopher State One Call 
The Ramsey Engineering Department will contact Gopher State One Call prior to 
initial field operations to obtain locations of existing utilities.  If possible, the 
locations of the existing facilities will be surveyed.  At a minimum, the locations will 
be drafted into the base map using maps provided.   

Survey Coordination and Controls 
The Ramsey Engineering Department will coordinate and conduct all ground survey 
efforts. A full topographic survey will be completed and control on the project will 
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be set.  The survey team will survey the existing alignment of Riverdale Drive, the 
proposed alignment, a segment of Traprock, and the Mn/DOT ROW in the area. 
 
* Additional traffic control will be necessary for survey efforts on and adjacent to 
Highway 10. 
 
Wetland Investigation 
The Ramsey Engineering Department will complete a wetland investigation to 
determine if any existing or historical wetlands will be impacted.  If necessary, a sub-
consultant will be used to delineate wetland boundaries and complete the necessary 
WCA paperwork.  Wetland impacts are not anticipated with this project. 

Field Review 

The design engineer will perform a field review of base plan information. Verify 
location of existing features, note legends on all warning, regulatory and route 
marker signs. Verify that plans provide sufficient information regarding existing 
wetland, drainage and sewer systems. Take photographs and/or video of existing 
residential driveways, street intersections, and the surrounding environment as 
necessary. 

Preliminary Design (30% Plans) 

Determine Horizontal Alignment 

The horizontal alignment of the new roadway section will be determined.  The 
design team will identify the design speed of the roadway, and prepare the geometric 
design accordingly.   

Traffic Analysis 

The Ramsey Engineering Department will complete a traffic analysis of the area.  As 
part of the investigation, the design team will confer with the Planning Department 
to determine existing and proposed land uses in the adjacent and surrounding areas.  
After the existing and proposed land uses are determined, the design team can 
forecast the traffic in the years 2013 and 2033.  

Determine Roadway Width / Cross Section 
After the traffic analysis has been completed, the roadway width and cross section 
can be determined to ensure that the road has the capacity for the level of traffic 
anticipated.  The need for turn lanes and lengths based on anticipated turning 
movements will be identified.   
 
Vertical Road Alignment (1st or 2nd run) 
The vertical road alignment will be determined with vertical curve lengths for the 
design speed.  The earthwork will be calculated to determine the earthwork balance.  
A significant amount of fill will likely be necessary to construct the road across the 
current location of the stormwater pond.  A retaining wall option should also be 
studied to determine if the addition of a retaining wall will result in less costs and less 
stormwater mitigation.   
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Stormwater Ponding / Mitigation 
Stormwater facilities will need to be designed to mitigate the impacts of the 
improvements as well as mitigate the filled portion of the County pond.  Preliminary 
stormwater calculations will be prepared to determine the locations for the necessary 
ponding and mitigation areas.   
 
Sanitary Sewer Alignment and Profile 
The preliminary sanitary sewer design will be completed.  The design staff will verify 
that the size of the sanitary sewer is adequate to serve the areas intended based on 
the existing and proposed land uses.  The location of the future lift station to be 
constructed by others will be sited. 
 
Watermain Extension Alignment and Profile 
The preliminary watermain design will be completed.  Design staff will evaluate the 
feasibility for providing a connection to the existing watermain on Ramsey Blvd.  
The additional easement needs will be evaluated and the capacity of the water system 
will be verified for the existing and proposed land uses. 
 
Trail(s), Alignment and Width 
The design team will determine if the incorporation of pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities will be incorporated into the design. 
 
Landscaping Plan 
The design team will determine the proposed landscape features.  Consideration will 
be given to boulevard trees, sod vs. seed, mulch type, seed mix, irrigation, etc.   
 
Easements 
Additional Right of Way and easements will be necessary.  The engineering staff will 
prepare the easement exhibits and descriptions necessary.  The City Attorney will 
prepare the easement documents and assist with recording the easements.  It will be 
necessary to use a consultant to set the property corners / iron markers for the new 
right-of-way. 
 
Preliminary Cost Estimate 
Prepare a preliminary estimate of construction costs. 
 

Intermediate Design (50% to 75% plans) 

Removal Plan 

Features that will be removed will be indicated on the removal plans.  Tree clearing 
limits will be defined. 

Pavement Design 

A pavement design using the Granular Equivalence Method will be completed once 
soil testing is complete.  Determination of 20yr ESALs will be necessary. 

Vertical Design (3rd and final runs) 

The vertical profile will be finalized and will be determined to meet the design speed, 
limit grading costs, provide the best adjacent property access and the best ride.   
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Cross Sections 

The typical street section will be ran in order to cut cross sections at 50 foot 
intervals.  The typical street section will label the location of roadway centerline, 
pavement thicknesses and types of material. The cross sections will show the impacts 
to adjustments to the vertical profile in regards to right-of-way and easement 
impacts, touch-down locations, drainage impacts, utility impacts, etc.  
 
Detailed Design for Sanitary Sewer and Watermain 
The detailed design for the sanitary sewer and watermain will be completed.  All 
invert elevations, pipe sizes and pipe slopes will be labeled for the sanitary sewer.  
The profiles will be created for both the sanitary sewer and watermain.  The pipe 
sizes, hydrant locations, DIP fittings, and hydrant elevations will be determined.   
 
Detailed Design for Stormwater Related Improvements 
The hydrologic model will be refined.  A drainage area map will be created and the 
size of the drainage basins will be identified.  The curve numbers and time of 
concentration for the contributing areas will be estimated.  The ponding areas will be 
identified and will be modeled, and the 2-YR, 10-YR, and 100-YR elevations will be 
determined.   
 
The storm sewer will be sized by identifying the sub-watershed areas and a storm 
sewer drainage map will be created.  Storm sewer will be sized for the 10-year return 
frequency.  The need for stubbing storm sewer to adjacent property will be analyzed.  
The inlet spread will be determined and additional catchbasins will be added if 
necessary.   
 
The limits of the construction will be analyzed to determine all areas where runoff 
will enter and leave the site to ensure that no drainage issues are created.  A drainage 
pattern exhibit will be prepared.   
 
Detailed Design for Trail/Sidewalk Facilities 
The detailed design for trail and sidewalk facilities, if any, will be completed. 

Construction Details 

Provide details of all standard features and other required special details to fully 
communicate the construction requirements. 
 
Landscaping Plan 
The landscaping plan will be prepared, which will inform the Contractor of the 
method of restoration expected, plantings, trees, etc. 
 
Detailed Design for Highway 10 Improvements 
The detailed design for the improvements within the Highway 10 right-of-way will 
be prepared.  The turn lane lengths, geometry, pavement sections, etc. will all be 
designed per Mn/DOT standards.   
 
Traffic Control Plan 
Traffic control and staging plans will be prepared.  Detour routes/local access will be 
analyzed. 
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Permanent Signage and Pavement Marking Plans 
Signage and striping plans will be prepared in accordance with MN MUTCD 
standards.   

Utility Coordination  
Impacts to utility owners will be determined and the required utility meeting will be 
held with the affected utility owners. At or prior to this meeting, utility owner’s will 
be notified if they have to relocate their facilities as part of this project.  Any utilities 
that interfere with the work will be relocated, and written notice will be issued.   
 
Value Engineering 
The design team will go through a value engineering process in which design 
alternatives that will add value to the project will be considered.  For example, in the 
area of the existing stormwater pond, a retaining wall option will be studied and 
costs estimated to determine if the addition of a retaining wall will add value to the 
project and reduce overall project costs. 
 
Stakeholder Review 
Draft plans will be distributed to stakeholders for early review.  All major issues 
identified by stakeholder review will be promptly addressed such that critical path 
can be maintained.   
 

Final Construction Plans and Specifications 
 
Final Construction Plan Revision 
The final set of construction plans will be prepared.  All comments received will be 
incorporated if possible.  If not possible, or if impractical, written responses to the 
reviewer will be prepared to explain. 
 
Easements Verified 
The easement limits that have been obtained will be verified against the final design.  
The touch-down points / construction limits will be reviewed and all areas that 
extend past the permanent easements will be flagged.  Easement documents for 
construction easements will be prepared if necessary.   
 
Specifications / Project Manual 
The technical specifications will be prepared.  The contract conditions and front end 
documents will be identified.  All necessary attachments will be incorporated into the 
Appendix of the Project Manual. 
 
Permits 
All applicable permits will be prepared.  Permits will include MDH permit for 
watermain extension, MPCA permit for sanitary sewer extension, MPCA/NPDES 
permit for land disturbing activities, MN/DOT ROW permit.  The state 303d list for 
impaired waters will be reviewed and the necessary Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared.  A LRRWMO watershed permit will be 
prepared.   
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Quality Control (QC) Review 
The City of Ramsey will either adopt a QC/QA policy or utilize HAI’s current 
QC/QA policies and procedures.  Perform an in depth review of the quality and 
accuracy of the documents to ensure that all aspects of the information to be 
presented meets industry and City standards.  Quality Control Review must be 
completed by a Professional Engineer that is skilled in the area of design and was not 
involved in the preparation of the documents.  Since the entire engineering 
department will be involved in the preparation of the plans and specifications, this 
task will require the use of a consultant.   

Construction Cost Estimate 

Prepare an Engineer’s Estimate of Probable Construction Costs. 

Bidding 

Engineering Dept. will obtain proposals from contractors, analyzing said proposals 
and preparing the contract for execution.  Ramsey Eng. Dept. will also field 
questions from the contractor during the bidding process. 

Construction Phase 

 
Construction Observation 
It is anticipated that the City of Ramsey will provide construction observation in-
house. 
 
Construction Administration 
It is anticipated that the City of Ramsey will provide the construction administration 
and project engineering in-house. The engineer will issue additional instruction to the 
contractor as may be necessary to interpret the contract documents and will illustrate 
any changes required to do the work.  Staff will review shop drawings, contractor 
submittals, materials and other data for compliance with the contract documents.  
Ramsey Engineering Dept. will keep a record of quantities and process pay estimates. 

 
Construction Staking 
It is anticipated that the City of Ramsey will provide the construction staking for this 
project in-house. 
 
Materials and Field Testing 
It is anticipated that NTI will be utilized to perform the materials and field testing. 

 
As-Builts/Record Drawings 
 
The design and inspection staff will prepare record drawings which indicate as-built 
elevations, slopes, locations, etc. 
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Budget Summary  

The preliminary construction costs for this project have been previously estimated, as 
follows: 

Estimated Costs – Roadway……………………….…$2,168,000 

Estimated Costs – Sanitary Sewer……………….……$507,000 

Estimated Costs – Watermain………………………..$273,000 

TOTAL PROJECT COST     $2,948,000 

For this project, the following outside costs (included in the total project costs above) are 
expected to be incurred in addition to the construction costs: 

Legal Services for Easement and ROW Acquisition…….$5,000 (est) 

Setting of monuments for ROW acquisition……………$4,000 (est) 

Wetland Determination…………………………………$1,000 (est) 

Soil Borings and Geotechnical Report…………………..$4,000 (est) 

QA/QC review of Plans and Specifications………….….$16,000 (est) 

Materials and Field Testing……………………………...$30,000 (est) 

Permits and Advertising…………………………….…...$3,000 (est) 

Total Outside Costs          $63,000 (est) 

Although it is possible that the City will be granted the right-of-way and easements in 
exchange for providing the road, sanitary sewer extension, and watermain extension, the 
preliminary budget includes right-of-way acquisition costs (included in the total project cost), 
as follows: 

Right-of-way Acquisition………………………………$150,000 

Funding of Project 

The City or Ramsey has received a co-operative agreement grant from the State of MN for a 
maximum amount of $702,000.  The remainder of the project will be funded using City 
funds.  A preliminary funding breakdown is listed below: 

Co-operative Agreement Grant……………………..……$702,000 

MSA Fund……………………………………………...$1,466,000 

Sewer Fund…………………………………………...…..$507,000 
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Water Fund…………………………………………...…..$273,000 

Totals           $2,948,000 

Schedule 

The Project Manager will be responsible for developing, monitoring and maintaining the 
project schedule.   It will be necessary to identify specific milestones that can affect the 
critical path of this project.  The milestones for this project are: 

Milestone  Projected Date of 
Completion 

Significance 

30% set of Plans December 15, 2012 Allows Easement/ROW 
Needs to be Determined 

Easements / ROW Needs 
finalized 

January 1, 2013 Delivered to current and 
future Property Owners  

50% set of Plans for MNDOT 
initial review  

January 31, 2013 MNDOT Concurrence 

75% set of plans February 22, 2013 Stakeholder Review 
Final Plans and Specifications March 29, 2013 Mn/DOT Approval before 

bidding 
Mn/DOT Approval April 19, 2013 Allows Bidding 
Council Approves Plan and 
Authorizes Ad for Bid 

April 23, 2013 Allows Advertising to 
Begin 

Ad for Bid April 29 thru May 20 Statutory Requirement 
Bid Opening June 3, 2013 Critical for award of bid 
Award Bid June 11, 2013 June 30th deadline for Grant 

Funding 
Begin/End Construction July 2013/Oct 2013 Active Construction Period 

 

Deliverables 

Deliverables for this project consist of: 

 Construction Plans 
 Project Manual 
 Stormwater Report 
 Easement Exhibits 
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Project Organization 

This section describes the organization supporting this project. The Ramsey Engineering 
Department is responsible for all design and will self-perform all work during the design 
phase and will subcontract with a geotechnical firm and construction survey firm as 
appropriate during construction of the project. 

  
External Interfaces 

 The Mn/DOT Representative is: 

 
Phillip Bergem, PE 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Metro State Aid – Cooperative Agreements Engineer 
1500 West Co Rd B2 
Roseville, MN 55113 
651-234-7776 
Email: Phillip.Bergem@state.mn.us 
 

All Mn/DOT submittals will be directed to Phil Bergem, and he will distribute within 
Mn/DOT as necessary.  All transmittals from the City of Ramsey to Mr. Bergem shall 
include the statement “we understand that all submittals are routed through your office and you will 
distribute within Mn/DOT for department reviews as necessary”. 

 

Internal Structure 

The Ramsey Engineering Department Project team is identified as follows: 
 
Ramsey Interim Engineer/Project Manager: Shane Nelson 
      
Lead Design Engineer / Cadd Technician: Leonard Linton 
 
CADD Drafter:    TBD 
 
Survey Team / Design Technicians  Mike McDowall 
Construction Observers:   Aaron Madsen 
 
The Project Manager will be responsible for coordinating, scheduling, budgeting, reviewing, 
and document control of the project.  The Project Manager will also provide general 
direction as to format of and content of specific deliverables.  The Lead Design Engineer 
will be responsible for leading the detailed design effort including design, plan production, 
plan review, and maintain design documents and calculations.  The Lead CADD Technician 
is responsible for leading plan production according to CADD Standards and coordinating 
work between engineers and other technicians. A system of defining and tracking the project 
tasks has been established to match Scope of Work.  This Work Breakdown Structure to be 
used for Riverdale Drive can be found in Appendix A. 
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Stakeholder / Agency / Department Review 
 
It will be necessary to distribute work products for stakeholder and agency review 
periodically through the process to ensure that a last minute design change is not required 
late in the process which may affect the critical path of this project.  The following work 
products shall be submitted for review as specified below: 
 
Submitted to      Description     
Hope Fellowship     Easement Exhibits, 30% Plans 
PSD       Easement Exhibits, 30% Plans 
Phillip Bergem, Mn/DOT    50% Plans 
Mark Riverblood, Parks Supervisor   75% Plans  
John Nelson, Utilities Supervisor   75% Plans 
Grant Reimer, Public Works Superintendent  75% Plans   
Hope Fellowship (if still own)    75% Plans 
PSD       75% Plans 
Anoka County      75% Plans with Stormwater Report 
Phillip Bergem, Mn/DOT    100% Plans and Specifications 
Mark Riverblood, Parks Supervisor   100% Plans and Specifications  
John Nelson, Utilities Supervisor   100% Plans and Specifications 
Grant Reimer, Public Works Superintendent  100% Plans and Specifications  
Hope Fellowship (if still own)    100% Plans 
PSD       100% Plans 
LRRWMO Watershed District    100% Plans with Stormwater Report 
Anoka County       100% Plans with Stormwater Report 
 
A transmittal shall accompany all requests for stakeholder and agency review, including 
internal review.  Transmittals shall specifically request the review of the documents and 
written responses by a specific date (including internal reviews).  The Lead Design Engineer 
and the Project Manager will review all comments and incorporate if possible, and if not 
incorporated will provide a written explanation/justification.  All comments and responses 
shall be kept in the project file. 
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Appendix A 



10/31/12 WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE Page 1

CITY OF RAMSEY

PROJECT:

                                                             ESTIMATED PERSON HOURS

TASK NO. WORK TASK DESCRIPTION

CITY 
ENGINEER / 

PROJECT 
MANAGER

LEAD 
DESIGN 

ENGINEER

CAD 
DRAFTER

ENGINEERING 
TECH IV

ENGINEERING 
TECH II ADMINISTRATIVE TOTALS - CITY 

STAFF
CONSULTANT 

COST

1.0     

1.1 Data Compilation 16 24 40 $4,000.00

1.2 Gopher State One Call 2 2

1.3 Survey Control 2 6 6 14

1.4 Survey Topographic 24 60 60 144

1.5 Wetland Investigation 0 $1,000.00

1.6 Field Review 2 6 1 1 10

SUBTOTAL - TASK 1 18 30 26 69 67 0 210 $5,000.00

2.0

2.1 Determine Horizontal Alignment 4 12 12 28

2.2 Traffic Analysis 6 48 54

2.3 Determine Roadway Width/Cross Section 2 8 2 12

2.4 Vertical Alignment (1st or 2nd run) 2 8 8 18

2.5 Stormwater Ponding / Mitigation 16 32 2 50

2.6 Sanitary Sewer Alignment and Profile 2 8 8 18

2.7 Watermain Alignment and Profile 2 4 4 10

2.8 Trails Alignment and Width 2 4 4 10

2.9 Landscaping Plan 4 2 2

2.10 Easements 4 12 12 28 $9,000.00

2.11 Preliminary Cost Estimate 24 4 6 6 40

SUBTOTAL - TASK 2 68 142 54 6 6 0 268 $9,000.00
 

RIVERDALE DRIVE EXTENSION, CITY PROJECT 12-22

Project Initiation and Coordination; Thru Nov 19

Preliminary Design (30% Plans) Nov. 19 - Dec 15; 4 weeks

Riverdale Drive Work Hour Estimate



10/31/12 WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE Page 2

CITY OF RAMSEY

PROJECT:

                                                             ESTIMATED PERSON HOURS

TASK NO. WORK TASK DESCRIPTION

CITY 
ENGINEER / 

PROJECT 
MANAGER

LEAD 
DESIGN 

ENGINEER

CAD 
DRAFTER

ENGINEERING 
TECH IV

ENGINEERING 
TECH II ADMINISTRATIVE TOTALS - CITY 

STAFF
CONSULTANT 

COST

RIVERDALE DRIVE EXTENSION, CITY PROJECT 12-22

3.0

3.1 Removal Plan 4 16 16 4 4 44

3.2 Pavement Design / ESAL Forecasting 4 24 28

3.3 Vertical Design (3rd and final runs) 2 12 8 22

3.4 Cross Sections 4 16 16 36

3.5 Detailed Sanitary Sewer Design 2 16 20 8 8 54

3.6 Detailed Watermain Design 2 16 20 8 8 54

3.7 Stormwater Hydrologic Model 8 40 4 52

3.8 Stormwater Storm Sewer and Inlet Spread 
Calcs 2 12 2 16

3.9 Trail and Sidewalk Design 1 4 4 9

3.10 Construction Details 2 12 12 4 4 34

3.11 Detailed Design for Highway 10 
Improvements 60 120 120 300

3.12 Traffic Control Plan 4 20 4 4 4 36

3.13 Signage and Striping Plan 4 16 8 4 4 36

3.14 Utility Coordination 2 8 10

3.15 Stakeholder Review 2 4 6

SUBTOTAL - TASK 3 103 336 234 32 32 0 737 $0.00

Intermediate Design; Dec 17 - Feb 22; 10 weeks

Riverdale Drive Work Hour Estimate



10/31/12 WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE Page 3

CITY OF RAMSEY

PROJECT:

                                                             ESTIMATED PERSON HOURS

TASK NO. WORK TASK DESCRIPTION

CITY 
ENGINEER / 

PROJECT 
MANAGER

LEAD 
DESIGN 

ENGINEER

CAD 
DRAFTER

ENGINEERING 
TECH IV

ENGINEERING 
TECH II ADMINISTRATIVE TOTALS - CITY 

STAFF
CONSULTANT 

COST

RIVERDALE DRIVE EXTENSION, CITY PROJECT 12-22

4.0

4.1 Revisions to Construction Plans 48 96 140 4 4 292

4.2 Specifications / Project Manual 16 60 8 8 40 132

4.3 Permits 6 24 4 4 4 42 $1,500.00

4.4 QC Plans and Specifications 4 8 $16,000.00

4.5 Construction Cost Estimate 16 16 16 16 64

4.6 Bidding 4 16 8 28 $1,500.00

SUBTOTAL - TASK 4 94 220 140 40 32 44 558 $19,000.00

5.0

5.1 Construction Staking 2 24 80 240 240 586

5.2 Construction Observation 640 200 840

5.3 Construction Administration 160 80 240

5.4 Materials Testing $30,000.00

SUBTOTAL - TASK 5 162 104 80 880 440 0 1666 $30,000.00

Final Construction Plans and Specifications; Feb 25 - June 3; 14 weeks

Construction Phase; July 2013 - Oct 15, 2013; 16 weeks

Riverdale Drive Work Hour Estimate



10/31/12 WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE Page 4

CITY OF RAMSEY

PROJECT:

                                                             ESTIMATED PERSON HOURS

TASK NO. WORK TASK DESCRIPTION

CITY 
ENGINEER / 

PROJECT 
MANAGER

LEAD 
DESIGN 

ENGINEER

CAD 
DRAFTER

ENGINEERING 
TECH IV

ENGINEERING 
TECH II ADMINISTRATIVE TOTALS - CITY 

STAFF
CONSULTANT 

COST

RIVERDALE DRIVE EXTENSION, CITY PROJECT 12-22

6.0

6.1 Construction As-Built Surveys 2 16 16 34

6.2 Draft and Prepare "As-Built" Plans 4 16 16 8 44

6.3 Project Close Out 4 16 8 4 2 34

SUBTOTAL - TASK 6 8 34 16 32 20 2 112

SUBTOTAL OF TASKS 1-6 453 866 550 1059 597 46 3551 $63,000.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED PERSON HOURS 453 866 550 1059 597 46 3551

AVERAGE HOURLY BILLING RATES $110.00 $105.00 $85.00 $88.00 $85.00 $60.00

ESTIMATED VALUE $49,830.00 $90,930.00 $46,750.00 $93,192.00 $50,745.00 $2,760.00 $334,207.00 $63,000.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $397,207.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COST $2,948,000.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED ROW COSTS $150,000.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED ENGINEERING & ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS $397,207.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS $2,400,793.00

ENGINEERING & ADMINISTRATIVE (% OF CONSTRUCTION) 16.54%

Post-Construction Phase; Oct 15 - Nov 25; 6 weeks

Riverdale Drive Work Hour Estimate





   

CC Regular Session   7. 5.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

Submitted For: Kurt Ulrich By: Bill Goodrich, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
 Attorney-Client Privileged Discussion regarding the pending Isanti County District Court lawsuit titled "County of
 Isanti, Plaintiff, vs. Keith Kiefer, Defendant, vs. City of Ramsey and City Administrator, Kurtis Ulrich, in his
official capacity and individually, Third Party Defendants."

Background:
The City Council will meet with its legal council to discuss the pending case.  The City Council last discussed this
matter in a closed meeting on November 27, 2012.  Since that date additional information has been obtained which
the LMCIT attorney would like to present to the Council in a closed meeting session.

This is an Attorney-Client Privileged Discussion and this portion of the meeting will be Closed to the Public as
Allowed by Minnesota Statutes, Section 13D.015, Subd. 3(b) in order to discuss litigation strategy regarding this
pending lawsuit.

Recommendation:
Based on Discussion. 

Funding Source:
 Not Applicable

Council Action:
 Based on Discussion.

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 05:01 PM
Form Started By: Bill Goodrich Started On: 12/05/2012 03:48 PM

Final Approval Date: 12/05/2012 



   

CC Regular Session   7. 6.           
Meeting Date: 12/11/2012  

Submitted For: Kurt Ulrich By: Bill Goodrich, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Consider entering into a purchase agreement for the property located at 8019 - 146th Avenue NW, Minnesota
owened by USCO Corp. - PORTIONS OF THIS DISCUSSION MAY BE CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC. 

Background:
 Earlier this year the Council authorized an appraisal of the USCO site and subsequently authorized the acquisition
of this property for the Sunwood Drive/Realignment Project.  Subsequent to the last Council meeting on November
27, 2012, the City Attorney has held additional negotiations with the land owner and would like to review the status
of these negotiations with the Council.

Observations:
Pursuant to Minn. Stat. §13D.05 Subd. 3(c), the City Council may close portions of the meetings to
consider/develop offers for the purchase of real property.  Staff recommends that portions of the meeting be closed
to discuss the offer to sell details and the status of the pending negotiations.  When a final agreement is reached
between the parties, the actual purchase price will need to be approved at an open meeting of the Council. 

Funding Source:
 Previously approved Sundwood Drive Alignment Funding Package.

Council Action:
Motion to close the meeting to consider/develop a final offer to purchase the real property located at 8019 - 146th
Avenue NW, the closed meeting is authorized pursuant to Minn. Stat. §13D.053(c). 

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date

Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 12/05/2012 05:01 PM
Form Started By: Bill Goodrich Started On: 12/05/2012 03:04 PM

Final Approval Date: 12/05/2012 
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