
           

City of Ramsey
Agenda

Regular Planning Commission
Thursday November 7, 2013

7:00 pm
Council Chambers, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW

             

1. Call to Order
 

2. Citizen Input
 

3. Approve Agenda
 

4. Approve Minutes
 

1.   Approve the Following Planning Commission Meeting Minutes:

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated October 3, 2013
 

5. Public Hearing/Commission Business
 

1.   PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Request for Interim Use Permit to Allow Periodic Temporary Lodging
Accommodations at the Property Located 14501 Nowthen Blvd NW: Case of Family Promise in Anoka
County

 

2.   PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Request for Sketch Plan Review of Diehl Acres and Variance to Allow
Private Well and Septic in the R-1 Residential (MUSA) District

 

3.   Consider Request for Sketch Plan Review of Alpine Woods Third Addition; Case of Oakwood Land
Development

 

4.   Discuss ‘Statement of Goals’ for the Area near the 167th Avenue and Saint Francis Boulevard (TH 47)
 

5.   Review Preliminary Metropolitan Council 2040 Forecasts
 

6.   Adopt Resolution of Comprehensive Plan Compliance for Tax Increment Finance District No. 2
Modification

 

7.   FOR UPDATE ONLY: Staff Update 

Receive Development Update
Acknowledge Public Process Schedule for Armstrong West (Future Business Park)

 

8.   Zoning Bulletins
 

6. Commission/Staff Input
 

7. Adjournment
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Information
Title:
Approve the Following Planning Commission Meeting Minutes:

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated October 3, 2013
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

 CITY OF RAMSEY 

 ANOKA COUNTY 

 STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting on Thursday, October 3, 2013, 

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

 

Members Present:  Chairperson Gary Levine 

    Commissioner Randy Bauer 

    Commissioner Ralph Brauer 

    Commissioner Joseph Field 

    Commissioner Matthew Maul 

    Commissioner Cindy Nosan 

    Commissioner Gary VanScoy 

 

Members Absent:  None 

 

Also Present:   Development Services Manager Timothy Gladhill 

    Associate Planner/Environmental Coordinator Chris Anderson 

    Planning Consultant Tina Goodroad 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairperson Levine called the regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

2. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

Sam Diehl, Brooklyn Park resident, commented he was submitting a development application 

that would be discussed by the Planning Commission in November.  He encouraged the Planning 

Commission to contact him with questions prior to that time and explained he was looking 

forward to moving to the City of Ramsey. 

 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

Motion by Commissioner Field, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to approve the agenda as 

presented. 

 

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

Brauer, Maul, and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

4. APPROVE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

 

4.01: Approve the Following Planning Commission Minutes: 
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 4.01.1: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated September 5, 2013 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Maul, to approve the following 

minutes as presented:  Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated September 5, 2013. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners VanScoy, Maul, Bauer, 

Brauer, Field, and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS/COMMISSION BUSINESS 

 

5.01: Consider Request for Site Plan approval for a Building Expansion on the Property 

Located at 6820 143rd Avenue NW; Case of Molin Concrete Products Company 

 

Presentation 

 

Planning Consultant Goodroad presented the staff report noting Molin Concrete Products 

Company was requesting Site Plan approval to begin concrete product production on site with a 

10,000 square foot addition to the existing 60,092 square foot facility located at 6820 143rd 

Avenue NW.  Staff discussed the plans in further detail and recommended the Commission 

approve the Site Plan contingent upon compliance with the City Staff Review File dated 

September 27, 2013.  

 

Commission Business 

 

Matt Westgard, Molin Concrete Products Company, thanked the Commission for considering his 

request this evening and for the thorough report from staff.  He explained the intent of the 

building expansion would be to match the exterior of the current building.    

 

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

Council approve the Site Plan submittal contingent upon compliance with the City Staff Review 

File dated September 27, 2013. 

 

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

Nosan, and VanScoy.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

5.02: Public Hearing: Request for Sketch Plan Review and Preliminary Plat Approval for 

Brookfield 4th Addition; Case of Capstone Homes 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Levine called the public hearing to order at 7:15 p.m. 

 

Presentation 
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Development Services Manager Gladhill introduced the staff report stating the applicant is 

requesting Preliminary Plat approval for Brookfield 4th Addition.   

 

Planning Consultant Goodroad explained this plat is a continuation of the Brookfield Addition 

west of Nowthen Boulevard and generally north of 167th Avenue and will encompass a majority 

of the remaining lots from the original Preliminary Plat.  The current Preliminary Plat includes 

seventy-seven (77) lots.   

 

Development Services Manager Gladhill discussed the agreed upon features from the Brookfield 

Homeowners Association (HOA), which included landscaping along Nowthen Boulevard, within 

the cul-de-sac and a fountain within the water feature.  He commented these amenities were not 

required by the City.  It was noted the proposed 77 lots would have the option to participate in 

the HOA.  He reported the City would be willing to assist in the planning of these amenities, but 

the maintenance and expense would be the responsibility of the HOA. 

 

Development Services Manager Gladhill reviewed the request in further detail and recommended 

the Commission approve the Preliminary Plat for Brookfield 4th Addition contingent upon 

compliance with the Staff Review File dated September 27, 2013. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

This evening the attached letters were received from Joseph Newfeld, Tammy Sorens, and 

Christine Coocluck. 

 

Patrick O’Brian, 6915 169th Lane, explained he has lived in the Brookfield development since 

2009.  He discussed the changes that have occurred to the HOA since the developer, John 

Peterson, went bankrupt.  His main concern was that dues were now voluntary and the 

association had no money.  It was his hope that the new developer would assist the current HOA 

to bring the entire development together. 

 

Terry Rain, 6920 170th Avenue NW, commented he was hoping to see this development work.  

He discussed the defects in the current bylaws that needed to be repaired for legal reasons.  He 

stated the Brookfield homeowners were willing to work with the new developer. 

 

Ben Minks, 17024 Barium Street in Andover, explained he was looking forward to building 

homes in Ramsey again.  He indicated he did not understand all of the legalities and costs 

involved in resolving the HOA’s concerns.  However, he was willing to work with the current 

homeowners to find an amicable solution.   

 

Development Services Manager Gladhill commented that the City was willing to facilitate 

conversations between the HOA and the developer.  

 

John Hood, 6920 170th Trail NW, stated he has lived in the Brookfield development for the past 

five years.  He wanted to see his neighborhood flourish and was looking forward to resolving the 

bylaw issues with Mr. Minks.   
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Sasha Albert, 7046 170th Trail, explained she was new to Brookfield and mentioned the HOA has 

been discussed in detail.  She requested the City more closely monitor littering, noise restrictions 

and the speed of traffic in her neighborhood given the high level of construction activity.   

 

Ms. Albert questioned how the outlots near Brookfield would be developed.   

 

Development Services Manager stated there were preliminary indications that 21st Century Bank 

would convey one outlot to the City for a trail connection.  The additional outlot may be 

conveyed to the HOA, when properly licensed with the State, for future park development. 

 

Renee Blue, 16983 Garnett Street, commented her husband mows the cul-de-sac, which keeps 

here portion of the neighborhood looking nice.  She clarified that a covenant was recorded by the 

neighborhood. 

 

Development Services Manager Gladhill indicated this covenant was recorded with Anoka 

County and not with the City of Ramsey.   He explained that the declaration of restrictive 

covenants went hand in hand with the development and served as an agreement among the 

property owners.  This document was to assist the homeowners association in managing the 

properties and amenities within the development.   

 

Ms. Blue stated there has been a breakdown in communication as she was not made aware there 

was a homeowners association in the Brookfield neighborhood. 

 

Development Service Manager Gladhill reported he would assist the homeowners in tracking 

down the documentation on file with Anoka County.   

 

Ms. Albert was told there was no homeowners association or covenants in place when she 

recently purchased her home in Brookfield. 

 

Commissioner Field was appreciative that Capstone Homes was willing to work with the 

homeowners on the homeowner’s association issue.  He indicated the homeowners would have to 

work to validate the association and update their bylaws.   

 

Curt Anderson, 16784 Olivine, stated there was currently no association or park in this 

neighborhood.  He recommended that the park be pursued by the City due to the fact 77 

additional lots were being developed. 

 

Development Services Manager Gladhill indicated park dedication requirements would be 

discussed by the Park Commission at their next meeting.  He stated the Planning Commission 

could discuss this matter and comments would be passed along to the Park Commission. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy asked if staff knew the original intent of the park for this neighborhood. 

 

Development Services Manager Gladhill explained the park was to be developed privately.   
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Mr. Rain stated he has lived in Brookfield for the past six years.  He explained that the 

association had hired an attorney in the past and there were some conflicts between the 

homeowners understanding and that of the bank.  He indicated the association did not have the 

funding to hire another attorney for a second opinion.  He encouraged the developer to work with 

the homeowners to resolve the concerns and requested the water feature remain. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to close the public 

hearing. 

 

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

Field, Maul, and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

Chairperson Levine closed the public hearing closed at 8:09 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner VanScoy asked if the developer had any concerns with the Staff Review letter. 

 

Mr. Minks had no concerns with the letter.   

 

Commissioner Field was pleased that a number of the mature trees would be maintained as a 

buffer for the existing residents.  In addition, a trail connection would be completed with this 

development.   

 

Commissioner Bauer indicated the hearing this evening brought to the surface the issues the 

homeowners have had with their association.  He encouraged all parties to continue to work 

together to resolve this matter.  He thanked the developer for his willingness to assist.   

 

Commissioner Brauer recommended the water feature/pond be the responsibility of the 

homeowners and not the developer.   

 

Development Services Manager Gladhill explained the water feature was a stormwater pond that 

benefited the entire development.  He reported the City has a drainage and utility easement to 

provide access to the stormwater pond.  He commented the homeowners would be responsible 

for maintaining the liner in the pond.   

 

Commissioner Nosan questioned why the homeowners wanted to have an association in place.   

 

Mr. Minks understood that the association would like assistance with the maintenance of the 

main entrance, the water feature and to complete the private park.   

 

Brad Demry, 7224 170th Trail, indicated he was a part of the original association and wanted to 

see it reinstated to ensure the neighborhood was well maintained, while also putting teeth behind 

the original covenants. 
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Motion by Commissioner Field, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to recommend that City 

Council approve the Preliminary Plat for Brookfield 4th Addition contingent upon compliance 

with the Staff Review File dated September 27, 2013. 

 

Further Discussion 

 

Commissioner Brauer recommended truck traffic not run up and down Garnett Street. 

 

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

Brauer, Maul, and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

5.03: Receive Update on Housing Assistance Policy Progress 

 

Presentation 

 

Planning Consultant Goodroad presented the staff report and updated the Commission on the 

progress of the Housing Assistance Policy work completed by the ad-hoc sub-committee.  She 

noted the committee has met three times over the course of the past several months with the 

purpose of establishing a framework in which to review requests for financial assistance for 

housing projects.  It was noted the Council recommended a policy be created in order to ensure 

the City had an equitable and fiscally responsible application to housing assistance.  Staff 

reviewed the policy in detail and requested comment from the Commission. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Chairperson Levine asked how the City’s proposed policy compared to the policy in place by 

Anoka County.  He recommended that the City’s policy be compatible with Anoka County’s. 

 

Planning Consultant Goodroad commented most of her conversations with Anoka County were 

through email.  It was her understanding Anoka County was working to provide assistance for 

the 50-60% threshold, and the City’s policy would track the County’s. 

 

Commissioner Brauer supported the proposed policy. 

 

5.04: Discuss Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Rulemaking for 

Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA/Critical Area)  

 

Presentation 

 

Development Services Manager Gladhill presented the staff report noting the Minnesota 

Legislature authorized the Minnesota DNR to commence rulemaking related to the Mississippi 

River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA).  The intent is to update existing regulations found in 

Minnesota Statute Chapter 116G.  The Critical Area extends from the Ramsey’s western border 

south down to Hastings, stretching nearly 72 miles and encompasses approximately thirty 
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governmental subdivisions across the metro area.  He explained that DNR staff met with City 

staff on September 25, 2013.  The intent of this meeting was to: 

 

 Meet the staff who develop plans and administer the MRCCA ordinance 

 Provide an overview of and answer questions about the rulemaking process 

 Review the district map(s) for the community 

 Go over the draft rules and identify opportunities to improve them 

 Review the MRCCA ordinances 

 Review the bluff maps that have been developed – these are for informational purposes 

only and are not part of the rulemaking 

 

Development Services Manager Gladhill explained the Council, EDA and staff would be 

meeting jointly with the DNR again on October 29th.   

 

Commission Business 

 

Chairperson Levine was pleased that the DNR was willing to hear the City’s concerns. 

 

Commissioner Bauer agreed stating a great deal of community feedback was gained during the 

Open House and local control over land use decisions was a key issue. 

 

Chairperson Levine looked forward to receiving an update from staff on this issue at the 

November Planning Commission meeting. 

 

5.05: Staff Update 

 

The Staff Update was noted. 

 

5.06: Zoning Bulletins 

 

Zoning Bulletins were noted. 

 

6. COMMISSION / STAFF INPUT 

 

None. 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Bauer, to adjourn the meeting. 

 

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

Field, Maul, and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 8:48 p.m. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Tim Gladhill 

Development Services Manager 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

JoAnn Shaw 

Planning Division Secretary 

 

Drafted by Heidi Guenther 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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Meeting Date: 11/07/2013  
By: Chris Anderson, Community

Development

Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Request for Interim Use Permit to Allow Periodic Temporary Lodging
Accommodations at the Property Located 14501 Nowthen Blvd NW: Case of Family Promise in Anoka County

Purpose/Background:
The City has received an application for an Interim Use Permit from Family Promise in Anoka County (FPAC) to
allow periodic, temporary lodging accommodations at their day center, which is located on the Lord of Life
Luthteran Church campus. The day center operates out of a secondary building on the property, which is addressed
separately and is generally known as 14515 Nowthen Blvd NW. FPAC provides temporary shelter for children and
their families through a network of partner chuches, which typically provide meals and lodging accommodations.
Through FPAC's day center, program participants are able to shower, do laundry and conduct internet searches for
both employment and housing.

Notification:
Staff attempted to notify all Property Owners within 350 feet of the Public Hearing. A Public Notice was also
advertised in the Anoka Union.

Observations/Alternatives:
FPAC, through the Lord of Life Lutheran Church, initially approached the City in October/November of 2012 about
utilizing a secondary building on the Lord of Life campus for their day center operation. FPAC stated that there
would be no overnight stays at the day center. After researching the past use of the building, it was determined that
counseling/support services had been offered there by Lord of Life Church. Those services had been moved into
the principal building (the church) on the property to provide FPAC space for their operation. Based on the past use
of the building, and typical accessory uses of churches, the City considered FPAC's day center operation to be
substantially similar to the past use of the building, deeming it to be a lawful, non-conforming use.

The church campus has multiple zonings including R-1 (MUSA) Residential, R-2 Residential and R-3 Residential.
There are multiple buildings on the property including the church and this secondary building where FPAC
currently operates. The FPAC building is located in the R-1 (MUSA) district while the church is in the R-2
Residential district. The property adjacent to the FPAC building to the south is the site of the Stoney River
development, which is zoned R-3 Residential, and the properties across Nowthen Blvd from the FPAC building are
zoned R-2 Residential. The overall size of the property is approximately thirty-five (35) acres. 

In March of 2013, FPAC had a 'gap' in their hosting schedule and thus, contacted the City requesting permission to
provide overnight accommodations for a two (2) week period (last week of March and first week of April). This
request was reviewed by City Staff and the City Attorney and it was approved on the condition that any future
requests would not be considered without a more formal review process, such as applying for and obtaining an
interim use permit.

In September of 2013, FPAC had another 'gap' in their hosting schedule and again contacted the City seeking
permission to provide overnight accommodations for four (4) families plus one (1) staff person for one week in
early October. Based on past communications, that request was deferred by City Staff for further review and
consideration. It should be noted that in both instances, FPAC was able to find alternative accommodations for their
program participants.



After reviewing their hosting schedule for 2014, which currently has commitments from partner churches for
forty-seven (47) of the fifty-two (52) weeks, FPAC submitted an application for an interim use permit. FPAC is
seeking permission to provide temporary emergency lodging accommodations for up to fourteen (14) 'guests' plus
one (1) staff person. The Family Promise national model does not include overnight accommodations and this is
not their preference; however, FPAC is making this request for the sole purpose of having a back-up plan in place if
they are unable to find alternative accommodations (rather than potentially putting these families out on the street).

As noted previously, FPAC works with partner churches throughout Anoka County that provide meals and lodging
accommodations for their program participants. FPAC does not cook any meals on site; in fact, their facility does
not even have a stove. Through FPAC, families can do laundry and shower at the day center in addition to
searching for employment and housing. Based on the activities currently occurring on site (showering, laundry, and
dishwasher), there would not be much increase in water usage, which is important as this building is still serviced
by a septic system. The septic system is new (installed in 2012) and was sized based on water usage data from
FPAC's former place of operation in Coon Rapids. The design, however, did state that FPAC must also install a
water meter inside the structure to monitor only water used for domestic activities (i.e. would not include irrigation).
This was a precaution to ensure that the capacity of the septic system was not exceeded. It does not appear that a
meter was ever installed.

Staff is researching whether this type of use would be subject to any type of lodging licensing. The Minnesota
Department of Health has delegated licensing of lodging establishments to Anoka County. As of the writing of this
case, Staff has not heard had definitively from Anoka County Environmental Services whether this emergency
temporary type of lodging would be subject to licensing. However, a term of the interim use permit does stipulate
that FPAC would be required to obtain any and all applicable permits and/or licenses prior to commencing this use
or provide documentation to the City that no such licenses or permits are required.

FPAC is requesting the interim use permit for the maximum allowable time of five (5) years. Also, they are seeking
approval to provide emergency lodging accommodations for up to twelve weeks per year at their day center (14515
Nowthen Blvd NW) for a maximum of fourteen (14) 'guests' and one (1) staff member. FPAC was agreeable to
limiting this to no more than one (1) week per month. 

Alternatives

Alternative #1: Recommend that the City Council approve the interim use permit as requested. FPAC follows the
national model of Family Promise, which relies on faith organizations and volunteers to meet the immediate basic
needs of food and shelter of homeless families. FPAC would prefer not to provide emergency temporary lodging
for their 'guests' as that is contrary to the national model and puts additional strain on their staff. Thus, their request
is solely for emergency situations in which they are unable to find a partner church to act as a host. Looking at their
2014 hosting schedule, there are only five (5) weeks that they have yet to secure a host. Furthermore, the water
demands would not be substantially greater during times of overnight stays as the activities that consume the most
water (showering, laundry and running the dishwasher once per day) are already occurring during the day. If a
meter is installed to monitor the water usage, it could provide the data showing either that the current system has
sufficient capacity for the use or that the system needs upsizing for additional capacity.

Alternative #2: Recommend that the City Council approve the interim use permit with modifications. Based on the
discussion, the Planning Commission may identify additional conditions and/or findings that are deemed relevant
and germain to the requested use. If so, Staff could be directed to incorporate those conditions and/or findings prior
to consideration by the City Council.

Alternative #3: Recommend that the City Council deny the interim use permit. The intent of the interim use permit
would be to provide an emergency fall back option for FPAC in the event that there are no other alternatives for
their program participants. FPAC has been operating this their current location for approximately one (1) year now
and, while they have made two (2) requests to the City to allow overnight accommodations at their day center
facility, they ultimately have found a partner to provide the accommodations. As this is truly meant to be a
temporary measure, Staff would not support this alternative.



Funding Source:
All costs associated with this request are the responsibility of the Applicant.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends approving the request for an interim use permit contingent upon installation of a meter, at the
applicant's expense, on the inside of the building to monitor domestic water usage as it relates to the capacity of the
septic system. 

Action:
Motion to recommend that the City Council adopt Resolution #13-11-182 adopting Findings of Fact #0918 relating
to the applicant's request for an interim use permit;

-and-

Motion to recommend that City Council adopt Resolution #13-11-183 approving an interim use permit to provide
periodic temporary lodging accommodations in the building generally known as 14515 Nowthen Blvd NW based
on Findings of Fact #0918.
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Councilmember _____________ introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 

RESOLUTION #13-11-182 

 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT #0918 RELATING TO A REQUEST 

FROM FAMILY PROMISE IN ANOKA COUNTY TO ALLOW FOR PERIODIC 

TEMPORARY LODGING ACCOMMODATIONS AT THEIR DAY CENTER FACILITY  

 

Family Promise in Anoka County, hereinafter referred to as "Applicant", properly applied to the 

City of Ramsey (the "City") for an Interim Use Permit to allow for periodic temporary lodging 

accommodations on the property generally known as 14501 Nowthen Blvd NW and legally 

described as follows: 

 

Lot 1, Block 1, Stoney River Addition, except road subject to easement of record, 

Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

(the "Subject Property") 

 

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

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

 

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

to Section 117-52 (Interim Use Permits) of the Ramsey City Code on November 7, 2013 

and that the public hearing was properly advertised and that the minutes of said public 

hearing are hereby incorporated by reference. 

 

3) That the Subject Property is approximately thirty-five (35) acres in size and includes the 

Lord of Life church and two other secondary buildings, including a single family home and 

a secondary building, generally known as 14515 Nowthen Blvd NW, that houses the 

Applicant’s day center program (the “Building”). 

 

4) That the Subject Property has multiple zonings including R-1 Residential (MUSA), R-2 

Residential (Medium Density), and R-3 Residential (High Density); the Building is within 

the R-1 Residential (MUSA) district.  

 

5) That the surrounding properties are zoned R-3 Residential (High Density), R-2 Residential 

(Medium Density), and R-1 Residential (MUSA). 

 

6) That the Building on the Subject Property was formerly utilized for counseling and support 

services provided by Lord of Life Lutheran Church. 

 

7) That in November of 2012, the City confirmed that support/counseling services without 

overnight accommodations offered by the Applicant were considered a lawful, non-

conforming use of the Subject Property. 
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8) That the Applicant’s day center operation provides program participants a place to shower, 

do laundry and access the internet for employment and housing searches. 

 

9) That the Applicant initially stated that there would be no overnight accommodations on the 

Subject Property as they work with partner churches that provide meals and overnight 

accommodations throughout the year. 

 

10) That since moving their operation to the Building on the Subject Property, the Applicant 

has made two (2) requests to the City to allow temporary overnight accommodations for 

up to fourteen (14) ‘guests’ plus one (1) staff person when their partner churches could not 

provide said accommodations. 

 

11) That the Applicant was informed in March of 2013, in response to the Applicant’s first 

request to allow temporary overnight accommodations, that an interim use permit would 

be necessary to address any similar future requests. 

 

12) That the Applicant requested permission from the City again in September of 2013 to allow 

temporary overnight accommodations for up to four (4) families when their partner 

churches could not provide said accommodations . 

 

13) That request was deferred for additional review because the Applicant had not applied for 

nor obtained an interim use permit to allow such use. 

 

14) That the Applicant has since submitted an application for an interim use permit to allow 

temporary overnight accommodations for up to fourteen (14) individuals and one (1) staff 

person when there are gaps in their hosting schedule. 

 

15) That the Applicant has indicated that in 2014, they have commitments from their partner 

churches to provide meals and overnight accommodations for forty (47) of the fifty-two 

(52) weeks. 

  

16) That the Applicant is requesting permission to provide emergency temporary lodging 

accommodations for up to twelve (12) weeks per year in their Building, if they are unable 

to arrange alternative accommodations with a partner church and that emergency 

temporary lodging accommodations would be limited to no more than one (1) week per 

month. 

 

17) That the Applicant shall install and maintain both smoke detectors and carbon monoxide 

detectors in accordance with Minnesota State Building Code for all rooms to be used for 

sleeping. 

 

18) That the Applicant shall at all times ensure that exits remain clear from any and all debris. 

 

19) That the Applicant shall ensure that the Building is properly addressed. 
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20) That the Building is serviced by a subsurface sewage treatment system (SSTS) that was 

designed to handle twenty (20) gallons per person per day for twenty-eight (28) people, 

which is the equivalent of a four (4) bedroom home. 

 

21) That the Applicant shall install a meter on the inside of the Building to monitor the water 

usage relative to the design capacity of the SSTS. 

 

22) That if the water usage does exceed the designed capacity of the SSTS, the Applicant shall 

upsize the SSTS in accordance with Minnesota Rules Chapter 7080 within twelve (12) 

months. 

 

23) That the Applicant is requesting the interim use permit for a duration of five (5) years. 

 

24) That the proposed interim use will/will not result in adverse effects on the public health, 

safety and welfare of the residents of the City. 

 

25) That the proposed use will/will not adversely impact traffic in the area. 

 

26) That the proposed use will/will not be dangerous or detrimental to persons residing or 

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

 

27) That the proposed use will/will not substantially or adversely impair the use, enjoyment or 

market value of surrounding properties. 

 

28) That the proposed use will/will not be operated and maintained so as to be harmonious and 

appropriate in appearance with the existing or intended character of the general vicinity 

and such use will/will not change the essential character of the area. 

 

29) That the proposed use will/will not create additional requirements at public cost for public 

facilities and services. 

 

30) That the proposed use will/will not be detrimental to the economic welfare of the 

community. 

 

31) That the proposed use will/will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials and 

equipment and conditions of operation that may be detrimental to any persons, property or 

the general welfare, by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke or glare. 

 

32) That the proposed use will/will not be in accordance with the objectives of the 

Comprehensive Plan and the intent of Section 117-52 (Interim Use Permits) of the City 

Code. 

 

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: 
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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 

the 26th day of November, 2013. 

 

 

       

              

      Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 
 

 

       

City Clerk 



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

 

RESOLUTION #13-11-183 

 

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF AN INTERIM USE PERMIT TO 

ALLOW FOR PERIODIC TEMPORARY LODGING ACCOMMODATIONS BASED ON 

FINDINGS OF FACT #0918, AND DECLARING THE TERMS OF SAME. 

 

WHEREAS, Family Promise in Anoka County has properly applied to the City of Ramsey 

(the "City") for an interim use permit to provide periodic, temporary lodging accommodations in 

a secondary building on the property located at 14501 Nowthen Blvd NW and legally described 

as follows: 

 

Lot 1, Block 1, Stoney River Addition, except road subject to easement of record, 

Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

(the "Subject Property"); and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission met on November 7, 2013, conducted a public 

hearing and recommended that the City Council approve/deny the request to provide periodic 

temporary lodging accommodations in the secondary building on the Subject Property for a term 

of five (5) years; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council met on November 26, 2013 to review the request for an 

interim use permit to provide periodic temporary lodging accommodations in the secondary 

building on the Subject Property. 

 

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

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

 

This permit is issued pursuant to Section 117-52 of the Ramsey City Code.  The conditions of this 

permit are as follows:    

 

1) Based on Findings of Fact #0918, an Interim Use Permit (“Permit”) to allow periodic 

temporary lodging accommodations on the Subject Property is hereby granted to Family 

Promise in Anoka County (“Permittee”).  

 

2) The term of the Permit shall commence on November 26, 2013 and shall expire five (5) years 

thereafter (November 26, 2018). 

 

3) This Permit is applicable only to periodic temporary lodging accommodations on the Subject 

Property.  Moreover, this Permit shall only authorize the periodic temporary lodging 

accommodations to occur within the secondary building generally known as 14515 Nowthen 

Blvd NW (the “Building”).  The granting of this Permit does not allow for any other use that 

is prohibited in the R-1 Residential District.  
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4) The Permittee shall install both smoke detectors and carbon monoxide detectors in accordance 

with Minnesota State Building Code for each of the rooms to be used for sleeping within the 

Building.   The Permittee shall schedule an inspection with the City to verify that this has 

been completed prior to any overnight lodging. 

 

5) The Permittee shall be allowed to provide temporary overnight accommodations for up to 

twelve (12) weeks per year, but not more than one (1) week per month, in the Building. 

 

6) The Permittee shall provide written notice to the City at least one (1) week in advance of any 

temporary overnight accommodations that will occur in the Building on the Subject Property. 

 

7) The Permittee shall install a water meter in the Building to monitor the quantity of water 

being discharged into the subsurface sewage treatment system (SSTS) and shall provide 

monthly reports to the City to ensure that the water usage does not exceed the designed 

capacity of the SSTS.   

 

8) The Permittee shall be required to upsize the SSTS within twelve (12) months if water usage 

exceeds the designed capacity of the existing SSTS. 

 

9) The Permittee shall be responsible for obtaining and maintaining any applicable County 

and/or State permits and/or licenses and providing the City a copy of each.  

 

10) This Permit shall become null and void in the event the use granted under this Permit 

permanently ceases prior to the expiration date or upon the expiration date, whichever occurs 

first.   

 

11) That all costs incurred by the City in administering and enforcing this Permit shall be the 

responsibility of the Permittee. 

 

12) That the City Administrator or his or her designee shall have the right to inspect the Subject 

Property for compliance, safety measures and quantities and storage of combustibles at any 

time. 

 

13) That the failure of the City at any time to require performance by the Permittee of any 

provisions herein shall in no way affect the right of the City thereafter to enforce the same.  

Nor shall waiver by the City of any breach of any of the provisions hereof be taken or held to 

be a waiver of any succeeding breach of such provision or as a waiver of any provision itself. 

 

14) That if any provision of this Permit shall be declared void or unenforceable, the other 

provisions shall not be affected but shall remain in full force and effect. 

 

15) That this Permit shall not be considered modified, altered, changed or amended in any respect 

unless in writing and signed by the City and the Permittee. 

 

16) That if the Permittee or its successors or assigns violates any material term or condition of 

this Permit, it is grounds for suspension or revocation hereof consistent with applicable law. 
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Specifically, but without limiting the foregoing, the City may amend, suspend, or revoke this 

Permit, consistent with applicable law, if the City Council reasonably determines that 

continued operation of the facility places the public health, safety or welfare or the environment 

in jeopardy or creates a public nuisance due to odors, litter, debris or other nuisance factors. 

The change, alteration or amendment of any statute, regulation, ordinance or permit condition 

by any governmental authority other than the City, shall not excuse the Permittee from 

compliance with statutes, regulations, ordinances or Permit conditions in effect on the date of 

the original issuance of this Permit unless compliance is waived or excused by the City. 

 

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

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

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

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

the 26th day of November, 2013. 

 

 

 

FAMILY PROMISE IN ANOKA COUNTY  

 

 

By:         

 

Its:         

 

STATE OF ______________) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF    ) 

 

The foregoing was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _____________, _____, before me, 

a Notary Public, personally appeared _____________________, the _______________ of Family 

Promise in Anoka County, a Nonprofit Corporation (Domestic) under the laws of Minnesota, on 

behalf of the corporation. 

 

              

       Notary Public 
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LORD OF LIFE LUTHERAN CHURCH 

 

By:      

 

Its:      

 

STATE OF ______________) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF    ) 

 

The foregoing was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _____________, _____, before me, 

a Notary Public, personally appeared _____________________, the _______________ of Lord of 

Life Lutheran Church, a Nonprofit Corporation (Domestic) under the laws of Minnesota, on behalf 

of the corporation. 

 

              

       Notary Public 

 

 

 

 

CITY OF RAMSEY: 

 

 

By: ________________________________  By: _______________________________ 

 Mayor       City Clerk 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA  ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

Sarah Strommen and JoAnn M. Thieling, to me personally known, who, being each by me duly 

sworn did say that they are respectively the Mayor and City Clerk of the City of Ramsey, the 

Municipal Corporation named in the foregoing instrument, and seal affixed to said instrument is 

the corporate seal of said Municipal Corporation, and the said instrument was signed and sealed 

on behalf of said Municipal Corporation by authority of its City Council and said Sarah Strommen 

and JoAnn M. Thieling acknowledge said instrument to be the free act and deed of said Municipal 

Corporation. 

 

 

       ____________________________________ 

       Notary Public 
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This document drafted by:    This document reviewed by: 

The City of Ramsey     Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney 

7550 Sunwood Dr NW    730 Second Ave. S. Suite 300 

Ramsey, MN 55303     Minneapolis, MN 55402 
  

 

     



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 2.           
Meeting Date: 11/07/2013  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Request for Sketch Plan Review of Diehl Acres and Variance to Allow Private Well
and Septic in the R-1 Residential (MUSA) District

Purpose/Background:
General: The applicant is requesting Sketch Plan Review of Diehl Acres. This plat is located on the north side of
Green Valley Road across from Green Valley Greenhouse. The Sketch Plan contemplates the creation of one (1)
new buildable lot. The existing parcel has a dwelling and multiple accessory structures. The Plat would create a
buildable lot with the intent to build a second dwelling on the north side of the County Ditch that traverses the
Property. The Application has been forwarded to the Anoka County Highway Department, as it is located along a
County Road.

It appears that the proposed Sketch Plan meets or exceeds minimum standards required by City Code related to the
above. Note: Staff is concerned about the layout of the proposed new dwelling, stacked vertically from the public
road (Green Valley Road). Often times, this scenario is considered a ‘Flag Lot’. However, the proposal meets the
minimum lot width standard, and the City’s Public Safety Staff have reviewed the request and have no objection.
Proper access construction, maintenance, and signage to direct emergency vehicles shall be required.

The action of recording of the Plat will result in one (1) existing accessory structure on the newly created parcel
prior to the construction of the new dwelling. As it is anticipated that a new dwelling will be constructed in the near
future, it is the City’s policy to allow this on a temporary basis, until the dwelling is complete, with the submittal of
a performance surety.

Land Use and Zoning: The site is guided Low Density Residential on the Comprehensive Plan and zoned R-1,
MUSA. The minimum lot size in the R-1, MUSA zone is 10,800 sq. ft. Each of the proposed lots meets the
minimum lot size. 

Net Density Calculations. The Applicant shall provide gross acreage, as well as net acreage. Net acreage is
calculated by subtracting wetlands and rights of way from the gross acreage. The Applicant must also provide Net
Density Calculations described as number of units per net acre.

Landscaping: Two trees per dwelling unit are required. Deciduous trees shall be a minimum of one (1) inch
caliper and evergreen trees shall be at least five (5) feet in height. Please update the landscape plan to include a
planting schedule that identifies the common and scientific name, root stock and quantity for each proposed species.

A planting detail must be included with the landscape plan (another option is to incorporate the City’s tree
planting detail). At a minimum, it should state: 

Planting depth shall be such that the 1st set of primary roots is at finished grade
Only prune out dead/broken/deformed branches at time of installation
Removal of upper portion of wire basket and burlap after being placed in planting hole if using B & B
stock.
2-4 inches of wood chip mulch shall be included around all trees. Mulch shall not be piled against the
trunk of trees. 

Density Transitioning: Due to the size of the proposed lots and the adjoining properties’ zoning, density



transitioning is not required. 

Tree Preservation: A detailed tree inventory shall be provided for all significant trees (defined below) within the
limits of construction. At least forty percent (40%) of the inches of existing significant tree DBH must be preserved
on the overall site. The tree preservation plan shall include the following:

All oak trees and evergreen trees that are four (4) inches or greater in Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) and
all other deciduous trees that are eight (8) inches in greater DBH shall be identified on the tree inventory
(cumulatively referred to as significant trees). 
Inventory shall include species, DBH, tree condition, whether the tree will be preserved or remove, a tally of
total significant tree DBH on site and how many DBH inches will be removed. 
Inventory shall also identify location of tree save fencing, which shall be installed at least at the drip line of
individual trees or groups of trees and shall be in place prior to any grading or removal work begins. 

Topsoil: The newly created lot will need to have four (4) inches of topsoil meeting the City’s topsoil specification
across all disturbed areas not otherwise improved with walkways, driveway, and home. A topsoil inspection is
required prior to landscaping being installed and copies of the load tickets are required as well. This is reviewed at
time of Building Permit Application and request for Certificate of Occupancy for the newly created lots. Note: any
wetlands within the limits of construction will need to be delineated and marked so that the wetland boundary is
evident. No topsoil or other fill is permitted within any wetland. 

Building Elevations: No architectural renderings of the proposed home was submitted. No enhanced architecture
above the minimum City Code requirements of Section 117-111 (R-1 Residential District) is being proposed. The
required Development Agreement shall clearly state that additional architectural requirements are not being
required at this time, and that the underlying requirements for the R-1 Residential (MUSA) District are required.

Streets: The Applicant is not planning on constructing additional public streets. The Applicant is proposing the
construction of a new driveway with a connection to Green Valley Road. In addition, the Applicant is proposing to
relocate an existing driveway to address access spacing. The request will need to be approved by the Anoka County
Highway Department and will require the issuance of a Right of Way Permit from the Anoka County Highway
Department.

The Applicant has submitted structural information regarding the culvert for the County Ditch Crossing. Staff has
not completed review of this structural information. This review will be completed prior to review by the City
Council. 

Sidewalks and Trails. No sidewalks or trails are being proposed with the Plat. The City’s current policy is to
require the construction of a public trail on both sides of County Roads. There are no connecting trails along Green
Valley Road. Staff will be reviewing this requirement prior to review by the City Council.

Development Fee Calculations: Development Fees due on the Plat. These fees will be attached as an exhibit to
this review file when reviewed by City Council. Fees include, but are not limited to, Park Dedication, Trail
Development, and Stormwater Management.

Development Agreement: An executed Development Agreement will be required prior to releasing the plat for
recording. 

Grading and Drainag:. Grading and Drainage Plans are not required for Sketch Plan Review; however, the
Applicant did submit said plans. These plans are currently under review. Initial comments include:

The Applicant’s Engineer shall determine base flood elevations
The Applicant shall provide the City with concurrence that County Ditch #14 may be crossed and that the
crossing has been approved by Anoka County
The Applicant shall be required to draft a Maintenance Agreement related to continued maintenance of
hydrology for the County Ditch Crossing. This must be drafted in recordable format.
Wetland Report will need to be reviewed as to the date of preparation in relation to length of validity



(Wetland Conservation Act and State Rules)
Additionally, attached to this case are two (2) resolutions for consideration of a Variance to allow for a private well
and septic system in the R-1 Residential (MUSA) District. As these services are not within the vicinity of the
Property at this time, it appears to be reasonable to allow a private well and septic for the size of this request. There
is sufficient space for the placement of a primary and secondary septic system location. Details of the request are
found in the attached materials.

Notification:
Staff attempted to notify all Property Owners within 700 feet of the Sketch Plan Review and Request for Variance.

Observations/Alternatives:
Alternative #1: Approve the request as is. The request appears to meet all minimum zoning and subdivision
standards with amendments as requested by the City Staff Review File and after approval of the Variance. There
appears to be a practical difficulty in requiring City sanitary sewer and water where neither are available. Staff
recommends approval of this alternative, granting approval as presented.

Alternative #2: Deny the request. The request is a fairly simple lot split. With amendments as noted in the Review
File, Staff would not recommend denial at this time.

Funding Source:
All costs associated with the Application are the responsibility of the Applicant.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the request.

Action:
Motion #1: Motion to adopt a resolution adopting findings of fact related to the Variance.

Motion #2: Motion to adopt a resolution granting the Variance.

Motion #3: Motion to recommend that the City Council approve Diehl Acres.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Sketch Plan Materials
Proposed Findings of Fact
Proposed Variance
Staff Review
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Midwest Planning & Design LLC 
1491 shoreline Drive 

Wayzata, Minnesota 55391 
952 476 1762 
612 865 3302 

Rkrier@mchsi.com 
 

October 4, 2013     
 
 
Planning Commission 
City of Ramsey 
7550 Sunwood Dr NW,  
Ramsey, MN 55303 
 
 RE: Narrative: Sketch Plan, Minor Plat, and Variance: Diehl Acres 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Midwest Planning & Design is working with Sam and Andrea Diehl regarding the 
approvals necessary for dividing their property at 6405 Green Valley Road (the 
“Property”) into two lots for the purpose of building a new home.  Sam and Andrea 
purchased the Property in June 2013 and hope to move into their new home as soon as 
possible.   
 
Requested Action: 

We are asking the Commission to move to approve the attached Sketch Plan, “Diehl 
Acres Minor Plat,” and to recommend to the City Council approval of the attached Minor 
Plat, “Diehl Acres,” and approval of the Variance to allow development in the R-1, 
MUSA without City sewer and water due to the current impossibility of compliance. 
 
Proposal: 

To subdivide the existing 9.13 acres of Lot 4, Block 1, Valley View Acres into two lots for 
the purpose of: 
 

 Lot 1 Diehl Acres: New family home and attached garage, 

 Lot 2: Diehl Acres Existing home to be remodeled, existing pole barn, existing 
sheds, orchard, garden and garage, existing cell tower. 

 
Setting: 
The Property is adjacent to Green Valley Road (CSAH 63), which provides the only 
access to the property.  A 4 to 5-foot deep ditch, County Ditch 14 (the “Ditch”), bisects 
the property from northwest to east. The Ditch flood plain ranges from 880 feet in the 
east to 886 feet in the northwest.  The Property is relatively flat to the west and south of 
the Ditch (888 feet near Green Valley Road and 884 feet near the Ditch). 
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To the north of the Ditch the property rises from 884 feet near the Ditch to an 890-foot 
knoll in the center of the northern part of the property. There is heavy tree cover along 
the Ditch and in the far west portion of the property.  Only 10 Box Elders will be 
removed through this project and 10 2.5 inch trees of a variety of species approved by 
the City are planned to be planted after construction of the new home. 
 
Green Valley Road is fairly heavily travelled at high speeds.  To the north and east are 
MUSA residential properties without municipal sewer and water.  To the west is 
agricultural land.  Across Green Valley Road is a large commercial/agricultural facility 
(greenhouses and related warehouse, parking, and retail). 
 
The following pictures are intended to provide visual reference to the Commission and 
Council: 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Looking North from CR 63 towards Ditch 14 
Property from 178th street: 
The property does not have access from this street. Property 
is separated by private property and a high voltage power line 

Looking from the property to the 
commercial property across CR 63 

 

Existing home adjacent to CR 63 to be 
remodeled 
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Property, Existing and Proposed Improvements 
Property: 
The one, 9.13 acre lot will be divided into two lots.  Both lots will continue to be 
designated and consistent with: 

 The Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Plan.  Property is: 
o Within the MUSA  
o Low Density Residential (LDR)  

 R-1: MUSA Zoning with Flood Plain Overlay and Cell Tower Overlay districts  

 Cell Tower Overlay district: 
o Setback to the adjoining lot line is the height of the tower (120 ft) plus 10 

feet.  
o Towers are not allowed between the street and the principle structure on 

the lot. 

 Flood Plain Overlay District/County Ditch 14: 
o County Ditch 14 bisects the property from northwest to east.  
o A 100-foot wide easement is being provided for this ditch.  
o The attached report from Loucks Associates establishes the flood plain at 

880 feet near the east property line and 886 feet near the northwest 
property line.  

o The existing home located on lot 2 and the proposed home located on lot 
1are both outside of the flood plain.  

o Existing Ditch crossing is being removed and a new, improved ditch 
crossing is proposed in the northwest part of lot: 

o A new 48 inch culvert will be installed, improving Ditch flow and reducing 
upstream flooding.  

o 153 cubic yards of fill and rip rap will be use in conjunction with the 
crossing and 157 cubic yards of material will be removed in association 
with removing an existing crossing and to provide compensating storage 
within the flood plain. 

o Where the old crossing is removed ditch bank restoration and stabilization 
will be provided.  

Proposed home site north of the Ditch 
Location of new driveway to service 
new home site 
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o The County Ditch crossing and its design will be submitted to the County 
for approval.  A permit is required from the County.  We have worked with 
the County on the easement and crossing.  

o  According to the City Staff the Ditch is not “protected waters” and the 
subject property is not within the Shoreland Overlay Zoning District.  

 Green Valley Road (CSAH63): 
o CR 63 is a major collector with an existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of 

1950 vehicles.1 
o Projected 2030 ADT is: 

 10100 ADT with a river crossing; and 
 13600 ADT without a river crossing. 

o In accord with County standards, the following two (2) accesses are being 
proposed to Green Valley Road (CR 63) to replace the two existing 
accesses that will be closed.  Each access will:  

 Be within 30 feet of the proposed side lot line dividing lot1 and lot 2; 
 Have 15 foot radius and no wider than 30 feet at the intersection 

with the paved part of Green Valley Road; 
 Have a15 inch culverts for the CR ditch; and  
 Have a side slope of 6:1 or less. 

o We have worked with Anoka County regarding the accesses to CR 63 and 
these plans are consistent with the County’s comments. 

 
Existing Improvements: 

 Roughly 1,500 Sq. Ft. single family 2-story home located 30 feet from the front lot 
line.  This home has been and is continuing to be remodeled and retained by the 
Diehl’s for the time being.  

 2,000 Sq. Ft pole shed. 

 936 Sq. Ft. detached garage. 

 Cell Tower: 
o Multi use 120 foot high cell tower. 
o Leased for 25 years. 

 Small shed, orchard, garden and pasture. 

 Concrete driveways. 

 Two County ditch crossings, one of which is proposed to be removed and 
replaced with an improved crossing with a larger culvert. 

 Removal of two small sheds that located in “front” of the proposed new home’ lot 
1. 

 
Proposed Improvements: 

 Approximately 2,700 Sq. Ft. new home and attached garage. 

 New home will be serviced by a new bituminous 12-foot wide driveway with 18-
foot wide drive at the Ditch crossing: 

o Designed to accommodate public safety equipment.   
o Preliminary specifications are included on the sketch plan. 

                                                             
1 City’s Comprehensive Plan 



5 
 

o The new bituminous driveway serving the new home will be at or above 
the flood plain driveway protection level.  

 Replacement driveway will be created for existing house per Anoka County’s 
specifications. 

 New County Ditch crossing: 
o With new 48 inch concert culvert designed to reduce existing up-stream 

flooding and replace current, inadequate culvert, improving Ditch flow. 
o Will accommodate emergency vehicles (see prelim. specifications). 
o Protect the Ditch’s integrity with erosion control rip rap at the crossing. 

 Removal of existing crossing with extensive Ditch improvement of flow and 
properties (see preliminary specifications). 

 
New home location access design: 

 The only logical location for a new home site is north of the Ditch.  This is 
because: 

o Heavily traveled Green Valley Road, a Major Collector not being 
conducive to residential development. 

o Access only form Green Valley Road; all other options require crossing 
private property. 

o Large commercial/agricultural facility (greenhouses and related 
warehouse, parking, and retail) south of Green Valley Road not conducive 
to residential devlopment. 

o Cell Tower’s visual impact and setback requirements curtail any 
residential development in the south and southeast portion of the 
Property. 

o County Ditch and required 100-foot wide easement for the County Ditch 
limit development in the western part of the property. 

o Existing improvements limit the use of land in the south part of the 
property. 

o Flood Plain restricts use in the northwest part of the property limit 
development. 

o Existing trees dominate the western edge of the property; use of this area 
for a new home will require the removal of trees. 
 

 The Proposed location of the new home on the knoll north of the Ditch presents 
an excellent location for the new home because: 

o Except for the 10 box elder in the driveway, building the new home will not 
require removal of any trees. 

o The home has proposed access for service and emergency vehicles that 
conform to the City Fire Marshall’s standards and meet engineering 
standards for access. 

o The new County Ditch driveway crossing will help resolve the current 
issue of upstream flooding. 

o The surrounding land uses are residential. 
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o Future public utility access will be more easily accommodated from the 
north avoiding the necessity to cross the County Ditch on this property 
with public utilities. 

o The location and views provide a quality residential environment that 
cannot be found elsewhere on the site. 

o Each home will be serviced by a bituminous 12-foot wide driveway : 
 Designed to accommodate public safety equipment.   
 Preliminary specifications are included on the sketch plan. 
 Creating a spectacular approach to the new home, and preserving 

existing tree.  
 

Concept Ghost Plat 

 

 While the Diehls prefer the existing, rural nature of the Property, the Property is 
located in the MUSA.  Because of this, we have prepared a ghost plat designed 
to show one concept for future improvement after the City provides sewer and 
water to the area. 

 With the arrival of City sewer and water, it will be possible to plat the property into 
14-15 urban lot. 

 The proposed new home would be located on one of the urban lots. 

 When plated for urban lots, the cell tower and existing home will likely be 
removed. 

 Public access to CR 63 will likely not be allowed, requiring a continuous urban 
street from the north part of the property to the western edge of the property. 

 
Variance:  
The State Statute requires the City to find that a Practical Difficulty exists that would not 
let the property be developed without a variance.  

 The proposed subdivision is within the R-1: MUSA Zone. 

 City ordinance requires municipal sewer and water for residential development 
within the MUSA. 

 City sewer and water will not be available to this area for some time.  

 A variance is necessary from this City Code requirement for the proposed 
subdivision and construction of the new home. The request meets the criteria for 
granting the variance. 

 
Should you need any additional information or explanation, please do not hesitate to 
contact me.  
Sincerely, 
 
Midwest Planning & Design, LLC 
 
 
 
Richard Krier, AICP 
President 
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CLIENT:
Samuel Diehl
4308 82nd Ave, N., 
Brooklyn Park, MN 55443

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY SURVEYED:

Lot 4, Block 1, Valley View Acres, Anoka County, Minnesota

NOTES:

1) The legal description as shown hereon was obtained from Title Commitment
     Number NW1305059 issued by Stewart Title Guarnty Company on June 5, 2013.

2) Benchmark:

    Top of well on the west side of the exisiting house at 6405 Green Valley Road
    Elevation= 889.74 feet  (NAVD 1988 datum)

3)  Area: 397017 SqFt      9.1 Acres

4)  The contours shown hereon were obtained from MNDNR LIDAR data coverted
      to a cad file. This information appears to be consistent with ground elevations
      taken on site and shown hereon.
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Commissioner _______ introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 

RESOLUTION #13-11- 

 

RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT #____ RELATING TO A REQUEST 

FOR A VARIANCE TO FRONT YARD SETBACK REQUIREMENTS 

 

 WHEREAS, Samuel and Andrea Diehl, hereinafter referred to as “Applicant,” has 

properly applied for a variance to allow a private well and septic system on the property generally 

known as 6405 Green Valley Road NW and legally described as follows: 

 

Lot 4, Block 1, Valley View Estates, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

(the "Subject Property") 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 

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

That the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing pursuant to Sec. 117-53 of the Ramsey 

City Code on June 6, 2013, and that said public hearing was properly advertised, and that the 

minutes of said public hearing are hereby incorporated as a part of these findings by reference. 

 

1. That the Subject Property is zoned R-1 Residential (MUSA) District and is approximately 

4.08 acres in size. 

 

2. That the Subject Property is surrounded by R-1 Residential (MUSA) District zoning 

developed with businesses. 

 

3. That Sec. 117-111 requires that properties within the R-1 Residential (MUSA) District 

connect to City sanitary sewer and water systems. 

 

4. That City sanitary sewer and water systems are not in close proximity to the Subject 

Property. 

 

5. That the variance requested is the minimum variance, which would alleviate the practical 

difficulty. 

 

6. That the variance is in harmony with the purposes and intent of the ordinance due to the 

circumstances of availability of City sanitary sewer and water.   

 

7. That if granted, the variance will not permit a use that is prohibited in the R-1 Residential 

District. 

 

8. That if granted, the variance will/will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to 

adjacent property. 

 

9. That if granted, the variance will/will not unreasonably increase the congestion in the 

public street. 

 



RESOLUTION #13-06- 

Page 2 of 3 

10. That if granted, the variance will/will not increase the danger of fire or endanger the public 

safety. 

 

11. That if granted, the variance will/will not unreasonably diminish property values in the 

neighborhood. 

 

12. That if granted, the variance will/will not violate the intent of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

13. That, if granted, the variance will/will not grant the Applicant any special privileges that is 

denied to other owners of land in the same district. 

 

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

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

 

  

 

and the following voted against: 

 

  

 

and the following abstained: 

 

  

 

 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

  

 

whereupon said resolution was declared duly adopted by the Ramsey Planning Commission this 

the 7th day of November, 2013. 

 

 

            

       Chairperson 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

      

City Clerk 



Commissioner ______ introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 

RESOLUTION #13-11- 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF A VARIANCE AND DECLARING 

TERMS OF SAME. 

 

 WHEREAS, Samuel and Andrea Diehl, hereinafter referred to as “Applicant,” has 

properly applied for a variance to allow a private well and septic system on the property generally 

known as 6405 Green Valley Road NW and legally described as follows: 

 

Lot 4, Block 1, Valley View Estates, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

(the "Subject Property"); and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission met on November 7, 2013, conducted the public 

hearing and adopted findings of fact relating to the request for a variance. 

 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OF 

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

 

1. Based on Findings of Fact #____, a variance to allow a private well and septic system is 

hereby granted. 

 

2. The Permittee shall obtain all necessary permits prior to commencing any construction.  

No building permit shall be issued until the Permittee has signed the variance and 

reimbursed the City for all costs incurred in processing the application. 

 

3. The Permittee shall be responsible for all City costs incurred in administering and 

enforcing this variance. 

 

 

 

 

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

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

 

  

  

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

  

 

and the following abstained: 
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and the following were absent: 

 

  

 

Whereupon said resolution was declared duly adopted by the Ramsey Planning Commission this 

the 7th day of November, 2013. 

 

Samuel and Andrea Diehl hereby acknowledges receipt of this Variance and that they have 

reviewed the terms of the Variance and have agreed that they will comply with the terms of the 

Variance. 

 

By:       By:       

 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA  ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

appeared Samuel and Andrea Diehl, husband and wife, to me known to be the person described in 

and who executed the foregoing instrument and acknowledged that they executed the same as their 

free act and deed. 

 

       ____________________________  

       Notary Public 
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CTY OF RAMSEY: 

 

 

By: ______________________________  ______________________________  

Planning Commission Chairperson  City Clerk 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

 

On this ____ day of _____________, 2013, before me, a Notary Public, personally appeared Gary 

Levine and Jo Ann Thieling, to me personally known, who, being each by me duly sworn did say 

that they are respectively the Planning Commission Chairperson and City Clerk of the City of 

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

instrument is the corporate seal of said Municipal Corporation, and the said instrument was signed 

and sealed on behalf of said Municipal Corporation by authority of its Planning Commission and 

said Gary Levine and Jo Ann Thieling acknowledge said instrument to be the free act and deed of 

said Municipal Corporation. 

 

 

      ______________________________ 

       Notary Public 

 

This document drafted by:    This document reviewed by: 

City of Ramsey      

7550 Sunwood Dr NW     

Ramsey, MN 55303      



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 

TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE 11/1/13 PROJECT ADDRESS   

PROJECT TITLE DIEHL ACRES 

ESCROW # 113852 

DEPARTMENT: Planning 

TECHNICAL REVIEWER: 
Name:  Tim Gladhill 

Phone:  763-576-4308 

Email:  tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us  
 

We offer the following comments regarding your request for a Preliminary Plat for Diehl Acres: 

 

General:  The applicant is requesting Sketch Plan Review of Diehl Acres. This plat is located on the north 

side of Green Valley Road across from Green Valley Greenhouse. The Sketch Plan contemplates the 

creation of one (1) new buildable lot. The existing parcel has a dwelling and multiple accessory structures. 

The Plat would create a buildable lot with the intent to build a second dwelling on the north side of the 

County Ditch that traverses the Property. The Application has been forwarded to the Anoka County 

Highway Department, as it is located along a County Road. 

 
*Note: Minimum Lot Width is measured at front yard setback (30 feet from front property line), not front property line, nor at curb line. 

 

It appears that the proposed Sketch Plan meets or exceeds minimum standards required by City Code related 

to the above. Note: Staff is concerned about the layout of the proposed new dwelling, stacked vertically 

from the public road (Green Valley Road). Often times, this scenario is considered a ‘Flag Lot’. However, 

the proposal meets the minimum lot width standard, and the City’s Public Safety Staff have reviewed the 

request and have no objection. Proper access construction, maintenance, and signage to direct emergency 

vehicles shall be required.  

 

The action of recording of the Plat will result in one (1) existing accessory structure on the newly created 

parcel prior to the construction of the new dwelling. As it is anticipated that a new dwelling will be 

constructed in the near future, it is the City’s policy to allow this on a temporary basis, until the dwelling is 

complete, with the submittal of a performance surety. 

 

Land Use and Zoning: The site is guided LDR on the Comprehensive Plan and zoned R-1, MUSA. The 

minimum lot size in the R-1, MUSA zone is 10,800 sq. ft. Each of the proposed lots meets the minimum 

lot size. Applicant shall provide total acreage of the proposed preliminary plat. 

Setbacks: 

Required 

Proposed: 

Front yard: 30 feet Meets/Exceeds Minimum 

Side yard uninhabitable:   6 feet  Meets/Exceeds Minimum 

Side yard habitable: 10 feet Meets/Exceeds Minimum 

Side yard corner: 30 feet Meets/Exceeds Minimum 

Rear yard: 30 feet Meets/Exceeds Minimum 

Minimum lot width: 80/corner 90 Meets/Exceeds Minimum 

mailto:tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us
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Net Density Calculations. The Applicant shall provide gross acreage, as well as net acreage. Net acreage 

is calculated by subtracting wetlands and rights of way from the gross acreage. The Applicant must also 

provide Net Density Calculations described as number of units per net acre.  

 

Landscaping: Two trees per dwelling unit are required.  Deciduous trees shall be a minimum of one (1) 

inch caliper and evergreen trees shall be at least five (5) feet in height. Please update the landscape plan to 

include a planting schedule that identifies the common and scientific name, root stock and quantity for each 

proposed species.  

 A planting detail must be included with the landscape plan (another option is to incorporate the 

City’s tree planting detail). At a minimum, it should state: 

o Planting depth shall be such that the 1st set of primary roots is at finished grade 

o Only prune out dead/broken/deformed branches at time of installation 

o Removal of upper portion of wire basket and burlap after being placed in planting hole if 

using B & B stock. 

o 2-4 inches of wood chip mulch shall be included around all trees. Mulch shall not be piled 

against the trunk of trees.  

 

Density Transitioning: Due to the size of the proposed lots and the adjoining properties’ zoning, density 

transitioning is not required.   

 

Tree Preservation:  A detailed tree inventory shall be provided for all significant trees (defined below) 

within the limits of construction.   At least forty percent (40%) of the inches of existing significant tree 

DBH must be preserved on the overall site. The tree preservation plan shall include the following: 

 All oak trees and evergreen trees that are four (4) inches or greater in Diameter at Breast Height 

(DBH) and all other deciduous trees that are eight (8) inches in greater DBH shall be identified on 

the tree inventory (cumulatively referred to as significant trees).  

 Inventory shall include species, DBH, tree condition, whether the tree will be preserved or remove, 

a tally of total significant tree DBH on site and how many DBH inches will be removed.  

 Inventory shall also identify location of tree save fencing, which shall be installed at least at the 

drip line of individual trees or groups of trees and shall be in place prior to any grading or removal 

work begins.   

 

Topsoil: The newly created lot will need to have four (4) inches of topsoil meeting the City’s topsoil 

specification across all disturbed areas not otherwise improved with walkways, driveway, and home. A 

topsoil inspection is required prior to landscaping being installed and copies of the load tickets are required 

as well. This is reviewed at time of Building Permit Application and request for Certificate of Occupancy 

for the newly created lots.  Note: any wetlands within the limits of construction will need to be delineated 

and marked so that the wetland boundary is evident.  No topsoil or other fill is permitted within any wetland.   

 

Building Elevations: No architectural renderings of the proposed home was submitted. No enhanced 

architecture above the minimum City Code requirements of Section 117-111 (R-1 Residential District) is 

being proposed. The required Development Agreement shall clearly state that additional architectural 

requirements are not being required at this time, and that the underlying requirements for the R-1 

Residential (MUSA) District are required.  

 

Streets: The Applicant is not planning on constructing additional public streets. The Applicant is proposing 

the construction of a new driveway with a connection to Green Valley Road. In addition, the Applicant is 
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proposing to relocate an existing driveway to address access spacing. The request will need to be approved 

by the Anoka County Highway Department and will require the issuance of a Right of Way Permit from 

the Anoka County Highway Department.  

 

The Applicant has submitted structural information regarding the culvert for the County Ditch Crossing. 

Staff has not completed review of this structural information. This review will be completed prior to review 

by the City Council.  

 

Sidewalks and Trails. No sidewalks or trails are being proposed with the Plat. The City’s current policy is 

to require the construction of a public trail on both sides of County Roads. There are no connecting trails 

along Green Valley Road. Staff will be reviewing this requirement prior to review by the City Council.  

 

Development Fee Calculations: Development Fees due on the Plat. These fees will be attached as an 

exhibit to this review file when reviewed by City Council. Fees include, but are not limited to, Park 

Dedication, Trail Development, and Stormwater Management.  

 

Development Agreement: An executed Development Agreement will be required prior to releasing the 

plat for recording.   

 

Grading and Drainag:. Grading and Drainage Plans are not required for Sketch Plan Review; however, 

the Applicant did submit said plans. These plans are currently under review. Initial comments include: 

 

 The Applicant’s Engineer shall determine base flood elevations 

 The Applicant shall provide the City with concurrence that County Ditch #14 may be crossed and 

that the crossing has been approved by Anoka County 

 The Applicant shall be required to draft a Maintenance Agreement related to continued 

maintenance of hydrology for the County Ditch Crossing. This must be drafted in recordable 

format.  

 Wetland Report will need to be reviewed as to the date of preparation in relation to length of validity 

(Wetland Conservation Act and State Rules) 

 

 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 3.           
Meeting Date: 11/07/2013  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Consider Request for Sketch Plan Review of Alpine Woods Third Addition; Case of Oakwood Land Development

Purpose/Background:
General: The submitted minor subdivision proposes to plat approximately 0.30 acres to create one (1) buildable
single-family lot. The proposed plat would not re-configure existing property lines. The proposed subdivision would
convert an existing outlot to a buildable lot. The Property is generally located west of Sunfish Lake Boulevard
(CSAH 57), along Uranium Street.

Zoning: The Property is located in the R-1 Residential: MUSA Zoning District. Single-family detached dwellings
are a permitted use in this district. The Property is adjacent to other R-1 Residential (MUSA) parcels to the west and
south, but does abut a parcel in the R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) district to the north. Thus, density transition
requirements are applicable.

Lot Size Requirements: There are minimum lot size requirements. The minimum required lot area is 10,800
square feet. The minimum required lot width is 80 feet. According to the submitted Sketch Plan, it appears that
these minimum standards are met.

Setbacks, Building Coverage, and Other Bulk Standards. It appears that the proposed lot will be able to
accommodate required minimum standards as illustrated in the Sketch Plan.

Access and Streets: The Property proposes to provide access from Uranium Street. The Property is currently
encumbered by an easement for the purpose of an existing cul-de-sac. When ALPINE WOODS was originally
approved, it was anticipated that the parcel to the north, located at 15558 Sunfish Lake Boulevard (the “Adjacent
Parcel”), may desire to develop as a single-family development in the future. Since Uranium Street terminated at the
north of the plat, adequate turn around provisions were required. In this case, the required cul-de-sac radius
impacted the Property in such a way that a dwelling could not be constructed that met City Code standards. The
Developer proposed to plat the Property as an outlot that could be converted to a buildable lot in the future if
Uranium Street were extended to the north, thus eliminating the need for the cul-de-sac in the current location.
There was no guarantee that Uranium Street would be extended to the north, so the City allowed the Property to be
subdivided as an outlot as opposed to a buildable lot.

On October 5, 2012, the City issued a Building Permit for the Adjacent Parcel. The previous dwelling was removed
and replaced with a new dwelling without further subdivision of the Adjacent Parcel. Staff discussed alternatives for
reserving a corridor for an extension of Uranium Street as well as reserving space for future development on this
adjacent parcel. However, the owner of the Adjacent Parcel made the decision to replace the existing dwelling with
a single dwelling at this time. The chosen location has impacts to the ability to extend Uranium Street in the future,
but does not completely eliminate the possibility  in the future. However, it does appear that the current Owner of
the Adjacent Parcel does not desire to develop additional lots for the foreseeable future. As a result, the Applicant
desires to discuss alternatives to the current cul-de-sac in order to allow the Property to be converted to a buildable
lot to facilitate the construction of a single-family home.

Staff has been reviewing several alternatives for a revised cul-de-sac submitted for review. The current proposal
requests that the existing cul-de-sac diameter be reduced. Staff is open to an alternative that provides adequate turn
around provisions for larger equipment (public safety apparatus, delivery vehicles, maintenance equipment, etc.) as



well as adequate snow storage. The City requires a diameter/width of at least seventy (70) feet for larger vehicle
maneuverability..

Staff will forward the request to the Planning Commission for Sketch Plan Review for further review, comment,
and alternative analysis. Alternatives for the Planning Commission to consider include, but are not limited to: 1)
consider a smaller cul-de-sac radius and allow deviation to setback requirement; 2) work with the Owner of the
Adjacent Parcel to secure additional easement area; 3) consider a hammer-head terminus; 4) take no action/not
approve the Plat until Uranium Street is extended as originally approved; 5) other.

In any scenario, if the current cul-de-sac radius is reduced and the replacement alternative does not meet the
minimum standards of City Code Section 117-614 (Subdivision design standards), additional City approvals will be
required. The two (2) tools available to the City are the issuance of a Variance or approval of a Planned Unit
Development (PUD). Staff will discuss these alternatives following Sketch Plan Review to see if a preferred
alternative to the current cul-de-sac is directed by the Planning Commission.

Staff is recommending that additional review be completed and identification of an acceptable cul-de-sac
replacement prior to submitting a Final Plat for review. This would include future Planning Commission review
and recommendation prior to review by the City Council.

Tree Preservation Plan: The City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance does not apply to your proposed plat, as the
Property is devoid of significant tree cover.

Traffic Analysis: A traffic analysis will not be required due to the size of the project. 

Grading and Drainage: The Sketch Plan does not include grading/drainage information. This information is not
required for Sketch Plan Review. However, this information must be submitted with the Final Plat Application as
directed by the City Engineer. A permit from the Lower Rum River Water Management Organization will not be
required; however the Applicant may need to obtain an NPDES from MPCA.

Landscaping. The Applicant is responsible for the planting of two (2) trees per dwelling unit at the time of
construction of a dwelling unit. Additionally, the Applicant is responsible for satisfying the density transitioning
requirements by installing landscaping along the northern property boundary. The Applicant is also responsible for
the installation of topsoil, consistent with City Code requirements. 

The Applicant shall prepare a landscape plan that provides at least eight (8) overstory trees, eight (8) evergreen
trees, and eight (8) understory trees along the northern property boundary. Minimum plant sizes for transitioning
purposes shall be: 2.5 inch caliper for overstory trees, six (6) feet in height for evergreen trees, and 1.5 inch
caliper for understory trees.

Easements: With the Final Plat Application, Staff will be reviewing compliance with the standard requirements for
drainage and utility easement dedication. Drainage and utility easements must be ten (10) feet in width abutting
dedicated right-of-way, five (5) feet in width along both side and rear lot lines, and encumber any 100-year flood
zone for all existing and proposed surface waters and wetlands.

The existing easement for the temporary cul-de-sac will need to be vacated through an Application for Easement
Vacation. The preferred alternative for replacement of the existing cul-de-sac will also need to be dedicated to the
City.

Utilities: Municipal Water and Sanitary Sewer have been extended to the site. The Applicant will be responsible
for applicable connection fees to be outlined during the Final Plat Review.

Other Development Fees. The Applicant will also be responsible for Park Dedication, Trail Development, and
Stormwater Management Fees. A full analysis of applicable development fees will be provided with the Final Plat
Review.



Notification:
A Public Hearing is not required; however, Staff did attempt to notify all Property Owners within 700 feet of the
Property of the Sketch Plan Review.

Observations/Alternatives:
Alternatives for the Planning Commission to consider include, but are not limited to: 1) consider a smaller
cul-de-sac radius and allow deviation to setback requirement; 2) work with the Owner of the Adjacent Parcel to
secure additional easement area; 3) consider a hammer-head terminus; 4) take no action/not approve the Plat until
Uranium Street is extended as originally approved; 5) other.

Funding Source:
All costs associated with the Application are the responsibility of the Applicant.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Applicant proceed with Final Plat development based on the current submittal for
reduced cul-de-sac width. Please note, it is still feasible that the owner of the Adjacent Parcel may be interested in
providing space for a full cul-de-sac in exchange for compensation.

Action:
Motion to recommend that the City Council approve the Final Plat based on Sketch Plan Review.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Plat
Reduced Cul De Sac
Staff Review

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Chris Anderson Chris Anderson 11/01/2013 11:34 AM
Tim Gladhill (Originator) Tim Gladhill 11/01/2013 12:16 PM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 10/07/2013 11:38 AM
Final Approval Date: 11/01/2013 
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November 1, 2013 

 

 

Oakwood Land Development 

Attn: John R. Peterson 

2281 County Road B West 

Roseville, MN 55113 

 

 

Re: Sketch Plan Review of Alpine Woods Third Addition (Minor Plat) request 

 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 

 

The City of Ramsey has received your application for a Sketch Plan Review for Alpine Woods Third 

Addition generally located west of Sunfish Lake Boulevard, along Uranium Street NW. City Staff is 

recommending to the Planning Commission comment on the proposed cul-de-sac replacement and direct 

Staff to bring back the proposal to Planning Commission prior to submitting a Final Plat for review. In 

addition, successful satisfaction for future recommendation of the request is contingent upon the following: 

 

 Required amendments as outlined in the attached Staff Report dated November 1, 2013. 

 

Please note: this is only a recommendation that is subject to review by the Planning Commission and 

final decision by the City Council.  A copy of the Staff Report is attached for your review.   The Planning 

Commission will review the request on Thursday, November 1st, at 7:00 p.m. at the Ramsey Municipal 

Center in the Council Chambers.  You, or a representative of the development, are highly encouraged to 

attend this meeting.  Please contact me at your earliest convenience prior to the meeting to verify if you 

will be attending.   

 

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns.  I can be reached at (763) 576-4308 or 

tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

 

 

 

Tim Gladhill 

Development Services Manager 

 

Enclosures 
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CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 

TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE 11/1/13 PROJECT ADDRESS   

PROJECT. TITLE ALPINE WOODS THIRD ADDITION 

ESCROW # 113667 

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING DIVISION 

TECHNICAL REVIEWER: 
NAME:  TIM GLADHILL 

PHONE:  763-576-4308 

EMAIL:  TGLADHILL@CI.RAMSEY.MN.US 

 

We are in receipt of your Sketch Plan for a subdivision to create one (1) buildable lot. The Sketch Plan 

includes two (2) sheets prepared by Anderson Passe & Associations, Inc., undated.  We offer the following 

comments regarding your application: 

 

General:  The submitted minor subdivision proposes to plat approximately 0.30 acres to create one (1) 

buildable single-family lot. The proposed plat would not re-configure existing property lines. The 

proposed subdivision would convert an existing outlot to a buildable lot. The subject property is 

generally located west of Sunfish Lake Boulevard (CSAH 57), along Uranium Street. 

 

Zoning:  The Property is located in the R-1 Residential: MUSA Zoning District.  Single-family 

detached dwellings are a permitted use in this district. The Property is adjacent to other R-1 Residential 

(MUSA) parcels to the west and south but does abut a parcel in the R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) 

district to the north.  Thus, density transition requirements are applicable (see landscaping paragraph 

for more information). 

 

Lot Size Requirements:  There are minimum lot size requirements.  The minimum required lot area 

is 10,800 square feet. The minimum required lot width is 80 feet.  According to the submitted Sketch 

Plan, it appears that these minimum standards are met. 

 

Setbacks, Building Coverage, and Other Bulk Standards. It appears that the proposed lot will be 

able to accommodate required minimum standards as illustrated in the Sketch Plan.  

 

Access and Streets:  The Property proposes to provide access from Uranium Street. The Property is 

currently encumbered by an easement for the purpose of an existing cul-de-sac. When ALPINE 

WOODS was originally approved, it was anticipated that the parcel to the north, located at 15558 

Sunfish Lake Boulevard (the “Adjacent Parcel”), may desire to develop as a single-family development 

in the future. Since Uranium Street terminated at the north of the plat, adequate turn around provisions 

were required. In this case, the required cul-de-sac radius impacted the Property in such a way that a 

dwelling could not be constructed that met City Code standards. The Developer proposed to plat the 

Property as an outlot that could be converted to a buildable lot in the future if Uranium Street were 

extended to the north, thus eliminating the need for the cul-de-sac in the current location. There was no 

guarantee that Uranium Street would be extended to the north, so the City allowed the Property to be 

subdivided as an outlot as opposed to a buildable lot. 

 

On October 5, 2012, the City issued a Building Permit for the Adjacent Parcel. The previous dwelling 

was removed and replaced with a new dwelling without further subdivision of the Adjacent Parcel. 
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Staff discussed alternatives for reserving a corridor for an extension of Uranium Street as well as 

reserving space for future development on this adjacent parcel. However, the owner of the Adjacent 

Parcel made the decision to replace the existing dwelling with a single dwelling at this time. The chosen 

location has impacts to the ability to extend Uranium Street in the future, but does not completely 

eliminate the possibility in the future. However, it does appear that the current Owner of the Adjacent 

Parcel does not desire to develop additional lots for the foreseeable future. As a result, the Applicant 

desires to discuss alternatives to the current cul-de-sac in order to allow the Property to be converted to 

a buildable lot to facilitate the construction of a single-family home. 

 

Staff has been reviewing several alternatives for a revised cul-de-sac submitted for review. The current 

proposal requests that the existing cul-de-sac diameter be reduced. Staff is open to an alternative that 

provides adequate turn around provisions for larger equipment (public safety apparatus, delivery 

vehicles, maintenance equipment, etc.) as well as adequate snow storage. The City requires a 

diameter/width of at least seventy (70) feet for larger vehicle maneuverability.. 

 

Staff will forward the request to the Planning Commission for Sketch Plan Review for further review, 

comment, and alternative analysis. Alternatives for the Planning Commission to consider include, but 

are not limited to: 1) consider a smaller cul-de-sac radius and allow deviation to setback requirement; 

2) work with the Owner of the Adjacent Parcel to secure additional easement area; 3) consider a 

hammer-head terminus; 4) take no action/not approve the Plat until Uranium Street is extended as 

originally approved; 5) other. 

 

In any scenario, if the current cul-de-sac radius is reduced and the replacement alternative does not 

meet the minimum standards of City Code Section 117-614 (Subdivision design standards), additional 

City approvals will be required. The two (2) tools available to the City are the issuance of a Variance 

or approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD). Staff will discuss these alternatives following 

Sketch Plan Review to see if a preferred alternative to the current cul-de-sac is directed by the Planning 

Commission. 

 

Staff is recommending that additional review be completed and identification of an acceptable cul-de-

sac replacement prior to submitting a Final Plat for review. This would include future Planning 

Commission review and recommendation prior to review by the City Council. 

 

Tree Preservation Plan: The City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance does not apply to your proposed plat, 

as the Property is devoid of significant tree cover.  

 

Traffic Analysis:  A traffic analysis will not be required due to the size of the project.   

 

Grading and Drainage: The Sketch Plan does not include grading/drainage information.  This 

information is not required for Sketch Plan Review.  However, this information must be submitted with 

the Final Plat Application as directed by the City Engineer.  A permit from the Lower Rum River Water 

Management Organization will not be required; however the Applicant may need to obtain an NPDES 

from MPCA. 

 

Landscaping. The Applicant is responsible for the planting of two (2) trees per dwelling unit at the 

time of construction of a dwelling unit.  Additionally, the Applicant is responsible for satisfying the 

density transitioning requirements by installing landscaping along the northern property boundary.  The 

Applicant is also responsible for the installation of topsoil, consistent with City Code requirements.  
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The Applicant shall prepare a landscape plan that provides at least eight (8) overstory trees, eight (8) 

evergreen trees, and eight (8) understory trees along the northern property boundary.  Minimum plant 

sizes for transitioning purposes shall be: 2.5 inch caliper for overstory trees, six (6) feet in height for 

evergreen trees, and 1.5 inch caliper for understory trees. 

 

Easements:  With the Final Plat Application, Staff will be reviewing compliance with the standard 

requirements for drainage and utility easement dedication.  Drainage and utility easements must be ten 

(10) feet in width abutting dedicated right-of-way, five (5) feet in width along both side and rear lot 

lines, and encumber any 100-year flood zone for all existing and proposed surface waters and wetlands. 

 

The existing easement for the temporary cul-de-sac will need to be vacated through an Application for 

Easement Vacation. The preferred alternative for replacement of the existing cul-de-sac will also need 

to be dedicated to the City. 

 

Utilities: Municipal Water and Sanitary Sewer have been extended to the site. The Applicant will be 

responsible for applicable connection fees to be outlined during the Final Plat Review. 

 

Other Development Fees. The Applicant will also be responsible for Park Dedication, Trail 

Development, and Stormwater Management Fees. A full analysis of applicable development fees will 

be provided with the Final Plat Review. 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 4.           
Meeting Date: 11/07/2013  
Submitted For: Patrick Brama, Administrative Services 
By: Patrick Brama, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Discuss ‘Statement of Goals’ for the Area near the 167th Avenue and Saint Francis Boulevard (TH 47)

Purpose/Background:
Case Background-
The retail node located at the intersection of 167 Ave and Trunk Highway 47 is the focus of this discussion. The
purpose of this case is to discuss a proposed policy, which outlines the City’s position regarding the future
development of the 167th retail node. The proposed policy is known as a “Statement of Goals.” This case was first
introduced and reviewed by the Planning Commission on August 1, 2013. At which time, the Planning
Commission authorized Staff to conduct a public input process--in conjunction with the proposed "Statement of
Goals."

Purpose of Case-
Discuss attached “Statement of Goals.” Provide comments for City Council consideration. NOTE: the Planning
should specifically consider the “Public Input” and “Zoning” sections of this document.

Detailed Background-
The retail node located at 167th Avenue and Trunk Highway 47 has been a topic of discussion with City Councils
and EDA boards for several years ("167/47 Node"). The 167/47 Node has struggled to become economically viable
for some time, is experiencing high vacancy rates, an increase of blighted building conditions, and escalating crime.

The City has received a significant number of inquiries from property and business owners located in the 167/47
Node from 2012 to 2013 requesting assistance to help correct a market failure. Additionally, the City of Ramsey
owns an inventory of real property located adjacent to the 167/47 Node totaling 16.52 acres. Said property was
identified as surplus City owned land in 2012 and is available for sale. In early 2013, the City responded to two (2)
requests for a zoning amendment to expand the list of permitted and conditional uses. These uses included an
indoor shooting range and warehousing/distribution user.

The EDA, Planning Commission, and City Council have expressed interest in addressing the 167/47 Node. As a
result, the EDA drafted a policy to guide the City’s position on the future development of 167/47 Node—known as
a “Statement of Goals.”

This Statement of Goals identifies a common goal, vision, working parameters and a process to garner public input.
The desired outcome of this document is to develop a clear, consistent, transparent and fair process the City,
prospective developers, property owners and Staff can rely on as development proposals are received. The Ramsey
Economic Development Authority (EDA) shall represent the City of Ramsey in relation to the 167/47 Node by
utilizing this document.

Notification:
Notification is not required for this topic at this time.

Observations/Alternatives:
Attached to this case is the proposed Statement of Goals. Additionally, attached to this case a summary of this



Attached to this case is the proposed Statement of Goals. Additionally, attached to this case a summary of this
project--including raw public input process information.

Funding Source:
Regular Community Development and Administration Staff duties.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the “Statement of Goals.” Staff is seeking comments on the Statement of Goals for
City Council consideration. NOTE: the Planning should specifically consider the “Public Input” and “Zoning”
sections of this document.

Action:
Motion to recommend that the City Council adopt the “Statement of Goals” for the 167/47 Node.

Attachments
Statement of Goals Draft 10312013
167 47 Project Summary (raw public input)

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 11/01/2013 09:51 AM
Patrick Brama Patrick Brama 11/01/2013 10:00 AM
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 11/01/2013 11:04 AM
Form Started By: Patrick Brama Started On: 11/01/2013 09:11 AM
Final Approval Date: 11/01/2013 
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City of Ramsey  
 

STATEMENT OF GOALS:  

167TH AVENUE AND TRUNK HIGHWAY 47 RETAIL NODE 

DRAFT DOCUMENT 

 

BACKGROUND 
The retail node located at 167th Avenue and Trunk Highway 47 has been a topic of discussion with City 

Councils and EDA boards for several years (“167/47 Node”). The 167/47 Node has struggled to become 

economically viable for some time, is experiencing high vacancy rates, an increase of blighted building 

conditions and escalating crime. 

 

The City has received a significant number of inquiries from property and business owners located in the 167/47 

Node from 2012 to 2013 requesting assistance to help correct a market failure. 

 

Additionally, the City of Ramsey owns an inventory of real property located adjacent to the 167/47 Node 

totaling 16.52 acres.  Said property was identified as surplus City owned land in 2012 and is available for sale. 

 

The EDA, Planning Commission and City Council have expressed interest in addressing the 167/47 Node. 

 

 

PURPOSE 
Guide City participation in the redevelopment of the 167/47 Node; and, specifically identify a common goal, 

vision, working parameters and garner public input. 

 

The desired outcome of this document is to develop a clear, consistent, transparent and fair process the City, 

prospective developers, property owners and Staff can rely on as proposals are received.  The Ramsey Economic 

Development Authority (EDA) shall act as first point of contact for City in relation to the 167/47 Node by 

utilizing this Statement of Goals. 

 

Note: The City Council makes all final policy decisions; which may deviate from this document.  This document 

is not a legally binding agreement. 

 

 

GOAL 
To improve and/or remove properties-of-concern and encourage sustainable market-driven redevelopment of 

the 167/47 Node that will benefit the entire City of Ramsey. 

 

Please reference Appendix A: Primary Area of Concern. 

 

 

VISION 
A mixture of residential and retail uses.  Residential users may include single family residential, townhomes, 

apartments or senior living units as directed by the market.  Retail will include a market driven neighborhood 

commercial node.  Redevelopment of the 167/47 Node should include a connection to Elmcrest Park and/or 

nearby trails where feasible. 
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PARAMETERS 
Listed below are a number of parameters intended to develop a clear, consistent, transparent and fair process the 

City, prospective developers, property owners and Staff can rely on as proposals and inquiries are received. 

 

A. CITY LAND ACQUISITION: The City does not support purchasing property to redevelop the 

167/47 retail node. 

 

B. MARKETING: The Ramsey EDA does support facilitating a professional marketing package 

for the 167/47 retail node to entice redevelopment/investment; which would include: 

 

I. Information matrix: asking prices, County valuations, tax information, utility 

information, ownership buy-in, maps, current zoning information, future land use 

information, etc. 

 

II. An inventory of what City and State financial assistance options exist for a potential 

redevelopment project. 

 

III. List of desirable uses (i.e. retail and wide range of residential); and, other allowable 

uses (i.e. compatible to surrounding residential) 

 

IV. Professional material developed in partnership with the City and proactively marketed 

by a third party broker.  Broker will be chosen by ownership group. 

 

V. Marketing material shall be paid for by the ownership group.  The Ramsey EDA is 

willing to considering financially contributing to this effort.   

 

 

C. ZONING: 

 

I. The City would support a Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Amendment to allow retail 

or residential (of the appropriate density that balances compatibility of the surrounding 

area and market viability) land uses at 167/47 Node. 

 

II. The City would support consideration of an Ordinance Amendment to allow for a gun 

range user, as a Conditional Use, at the 167/47 Node. 

 

III. The City does not support a Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Amendment for the 

167/47 Node to allow warehouse and/or light manufacturing land uses. 

 

IV. The Planning Commission will review requests for additional Permitted or Conditional 

Uses. 

 

D. CITY FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE:  

 

I. AVAILABLE TOOLS: 

The City has a number of financial assistance programs potentially available for 

qualified projects; including 

 

1. Redevelopment Tax Increment Financing District (TIF) 

2. Tax Abatement 
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3. EDA Revolving Loan Fund (RLF)* 

4. Anoka County HRA Account 

5. State Redevelopment Grant and Loan Program 

6. Land Write Down (City Owned Parcels) 

 

The City will consider all financial assistance programs listed above for projects that 

directly address existing blighted properties; see Appendix A: Primary Area of 

Concern.   

 

The City will consider financial assistance program #6 listed above for projects that do 

not directly address existing blighted properties; see Appendix A: Primary Area of 

Concern. 

 

Utilization of financial assistance requires completion and approval of a Business 

Subsidy Application by the Ramsey EDA and City Council.  Consideration will be 

based on the merits of an individual project and community benefit. 

 

II. EDA REVOLVING LOAN FUND (RLF) 

Upon adoption of this Statement of Goals, the Ramsey EDA will review alternatives to 

utilize the City’s existing Revolving Loan Fund (RLF) to stimulate cleanup and 

revitalization of the 167/47 Node.  This may include, but is not limited to the following: 

 

i. Storefront Matching grants to help encourage/spark the ‘clean-up’ or improved 

‘curb-appeal’ of properties.  For example, a matching grant with a $10,000 

maximum City contribution. 

ii. Revitalization Loan Program: low interest loans that are tied to revitalizing 

properties to a marketable condition. 

 

NOTE: the City has about $275,000 available for these types of programs.  This 

effort would require the creation and adoption of new program polices. 

 

III. PEDESTRIAN UNDERPASS 

It has been requested, for the City to consider funding a pedestrian underpass to connect 

the east and west side of MN trunk Highway 47.  A pedestrian underpass would 

increase public safety, enhance connectivity to and from Elmcrest Park and increase 

foot traffic to retail businesses. 

At this point, the City will not pre-commit a specific funding source, or specific dollar 

amount, to a pedestrian underpass.  The City would react to this specific request at the 

time of future development; and, would base their response on the merits of a project—

and the value it will bring to the community.  Examples funding solutions below: 

i. Redevelopment TIF District proceeds 

ii. Grant Programs (various) 

iii. Park/Trail Dedication Fees (from 167/47 area, new development) 

iv. Land Write Down (city owned parcels) 

v. Cost Share Agreement with developer 
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IV. SEWER TRUNK FUND   

The 167/47 Node is not currently connected to City sanitary sewer service.  Extending 

sanitary sewer service to this node will make properties more attractive for future 

development and will provide existing property owners with an alternative to the use of 

septic tanks.  

 

At this point, the City of Ramsey is not willing to fully fund a special sanitary sewer 

service line to the 167/47 Node.  However, if a property owner (or developer) was 

willing to share the cost of extending sewer service, the City would be willing to 

discuss an agreement. 

 

NOTES: 

The cost of extending a special 8” force main sanitary sewer line to the 167/47 

Node is estimated to be $1.5M.  It is estimated, at full build out, the special 

167/47 Node sewer trunk line would recapture $500,000-$750,000 in sewer 

trunk fees (based on 2012 adopted sewer trunk fees).  Therefore, a shortfall of 

$750,000-$1M in funding would occur. 

 

Additionally, extending an undersized, special, sanitary sewer line to the 

167/47 node may result in extra costs (in the long run) if the City ever decided 

to serve the north east portion of the Ramsey with sanitary sewer service. 

 

Today, the City does have sufficient trunk fund dollars to pay for the 167/47 

Node special sanitary sewer line.  However, the City is planning for sanitary 

sewer service in three other future growth locations in Ramsey.  Unlike the 

167/47 Node, said areas do have sufficient forecasted development capacity to 

fully recapture the cost of proposed future sanitary sewer trunk lines. 

 

 

PUBLIC INPUT: 

Two levels of public input were critical to this Statement of Goals: (A) Primary Property Owners; and 

(B) Surrounding Property Owners. 

 

A. Primary Property Owners:  

Primary property owners are outlined in Appendix B. 

 

The City does support facilitating an ownership meeting group to brainstorm options, 

share information and to investigate opportunities for redevelopment and additional 

uses that are compatible with the surrounding residential area. This effort will be led by 

the Economic Development Authority (EDA). 

 

The City desires a consistent, collaborative approach with a single voice amongst all 

property owners. Several separate messages per individual property owner is not a 

desired nor effective approach. 

 

The City has received direction from surrounding property owners to market the entire 

167/47 Node as an opportunity to developers—rather than only marketing properties 

individually.  Through the EDA, the City will explore options to support a joint 

marketing effort for the 167/47 Node. 
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B. Surrounding Property Owners:  

On September 26, 2013, the City of Ramsey hosted a collaborative public process with 

residents to discuss opportunities and barriers for redevelopment of the 167/47 Node. 

The intent of this process was to garner general public input before specific 

development proposals were crafted and reviewed by the City; and, before this 

Statement of Goals was adopted.  The planning and facilitation of this public input 

process was led by the Planning Commission. 232 nearby property owners were invited 

via direct mailing, 26 participants registered and staff estimates over 30 people 

attended. 

 

The following summarized public input was received: 

 

I. UN-DESIRED USES 

 Manufacturing 

 Warehousing (in most cases) 

 High density housing 

 Rental housing (in most cases) 

 

II. DESIRED USES/IMPROVEMENTS 

 Grocery store, coffee shop, convenience store, gun range, 

bar/lounge, hardware store, restaurant 

 Anchor businesses 

 Single family homes, retirement homes 

 Townhomes are acceptable (in most cases) 

 City support, light at intersection, address septic/sewer 

 More rooftops and population needed 
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APPENDIX A 

 

RED [Sort Dash]: Primary Area of Concern 

YELLOW [Long Dash]: Secondary Area of Concern 
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APPENDIX B 

 

RED [Sort Dash]: Primary Property Owners 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Project Summary – 167th Avenue Node at Saint Francis Boulevard 

Project Summary 
167 th Avenue Node at Saint Francis Boulevard (TH 47)  

Statement of Purpose 
This purpose of this document is to provide a summary of City review, actions, 

and policies related to the 167th Avenue Node at Saint Francis Boulevard. There 

are two components to this summary report: 

1. Public Involvement and Collaborative Process 

2. Statement of Goals 

History 
The following is a brief history of the City of Ramsey’s participation in the 167th 

Avenue Node.  

The retail node located at 167th Avenue and Trunk Highway 47 has been a topic 

of discussion with past and current City Councils, Planning Commissions, and 

Economic Development Authority (EDA) boards for several years ("167/47 

Node"). The 167/47 Node has struggled to become economically viable for some 

time, is experiencing high vacancy rates, an increase of blighted building 

conditions, and escalating crime. 

The City has received a significant number of inquiries from property and business 

owners located in the 167/47 Node from 2012 to 2013 requesting assistance to 

help correct a market failure. Additionally, the City of Ramsey owns an inventory 

of real property located adjacent to the 167/47 Node totaling 16.52 acres. Said 

property was identified as surplus City owned land in 2012 and is available for 

sale. In early 2013, the City responded to two (2) requests for a zoning 

amendment to expand the list of permitted and conditional uses in the 167/47 

Node. These proposed uses included an indoor shooting range and 

warehousing/distribution user. 

As a result of items discussed above, the EDA, Planning Commission, and City 

Council expressed interest in addressing the 167/47 Node. At the July EDA 

meeting a policy to guide the City’s position on the 167/47 was drafted (known 

as the Statement of Goals). A copy of said policy is attached to this memo as 

Exhibit C. 

The purpose of the policy is to guide City participation in the redevelopment of 

the 167/47 Node; and, specifically identify a common goal, vision, working 

parameters and a process to garner public input. The desired outcome of this 

document is to develop a clear, consistent, transparent and fair process the City, 

prospective developers, property owners and Staff can rely on as proposals are 

received. 

A portion of the proposed policy covers future land uses and a public input 

process. Therefore, the EDA requested the Planning Commission review the 

proposed policy and champion the public input process. 

Project Webpage 
www.cityoframsey.com/167  

 

Project Contact – Land Use 

and Zoning 
Tim Gladhill 

Development Services Manager 

763-576-4308 

tgladhill@cityoframsey.com 

 

Project Contact – Economic 

Development Tools 
Patrick Brama 

Assistant to the City Administrator 

763-433-9903 

pbrama@cityoframsey.com  

 

http://www.cityoframsey.com/167
mailto:tgladhill@cityoframsey.com
mailto:pbrama@cityoframsey.com
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Public Involvement 
On September 26, 2013, the City of Ramsey hosted a collaborative process with 

its residents to discuss opportunities and barriers. The intent of this process was 

to involve residents and stakeholders early in the policy and standards 

development process. A copy of the invite to the collaborative process is 

attached to this memo as Exhibit A. 

The comments received as part of the collaborative process are attached to this 

memo as Exhibit B. 

Next Steps 
Planning Commission review of public comments and recommendation on 

Statement of Goals. 

EDA review of public comments and Planning Commission recommendation. Staff 

presents financial data related to trunk sewer system. 

Recommendation brought forward to City Council to adopt Statement of Policy. 

Adjustments to Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code will be included in 2040 

Comprehensive Plan Update, or as requested. 

 City of Ramsey 

7550 Sunwood Drive NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

763-427-1410 

www.cityoframsey.com  

http://www.cityoframsey.com/
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Exhibit A – September 26, 2013 Collaborative Process Invite 
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Exhibit B – Comments from the September 26, 2013 Collaborative Process 
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Exhibit C – Statement of Goals 
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Regular Planning Commission   5. 5.           
Meeting Date: 11/07/2013  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Review Preliminary Metropolitan Council 2040 Forecasts

Purpose/Background:
Minnesota Statutes Chapter 473 provides direction to the Metropolitan Council in regards to the foundation for
regional planning. This is the chapter that provides guidance for communities within the metropolitan area to
prepare Comprehensive Plans. The Regional Planning Cycle updates once every ten (10) years following the
completion of the US Census.

The next stage in the Regional Planning Cycle is to prepare the 2040 Regional Development Framework. This task
is completed by the Metropolitan Council and is currently underway. The current process is also known as Thrive
MSP 2040. Included in the Development Framework are goals, policies, and implementation strategies for the
region as a whole. The Development Framework also includes forecasts for future household, population, and
employment growth. The planning period for the Development Framework will be through 2040. These forecasts
and policies are important to review as they will have effects on a number of aspects for the City; development of
the Comprehensive Plan Update, financing for regional systems (roads, parks, trails, sewers, etc.).

The Metropolitan Council has released preliminary local forecasts for the year 2040. The Metropolitan Council has
not yet released revised forecasts for the years 2020 and 2030 yet. The Metropolitan Council has released
preliminary local forecasts in advance of the official review process to give local communities a chance to
comment and allow the forecasting model to be re-calibrated. Ramsey's preliminary forecasts are as follows:

Year (2040)
Households 12,500
Population 28,400
Employment 7,000

For comparison purposes, existing estimates are as follows:
Year (2012)

Households 8,134
Population 23,946
Employment 5,303

The preliminary forecasts do represent continued growth and development within Ramsey through 2040. However,
these forecasts do represent a reduction in forecasted growth when compared to the City's current Comprehensive
Plan and growth forecasts. In response, Metropolitan Council Staff has indicated that existing forecasts in the
current Comprehensive Plan would be honored; however, those ultimate growth forecasts would be anticipated to
be experienced at a date beyond 2040 instead of at 2030. The existing forecasts from the 2030 Comprehensive Plan
are as follows:

Year (2030)
Households 15,900
Population 42,500
Employment 12,050



There could be a number of factors that have led to the revised forecasts, including previous economic conditions,
changes in regional policies, changes to model assumptions and software, etc. Staff has included a number of
presentations prepared by the Metropolitan Council as background on demographics and assumptions that framed
the initial preparation of the preliminary forecasts.

Staff attended a Local Officials Workshop on Tuesday, October 29, 2013 to better understand the policies,
assumptions, and technical components that went into the forecast model. Staff has prepared a document to serve as
a response. This is a preliminary draft to frame discussion. The discussion this evening is to better understand the
policy direction of the City to refine this document. Responses to the preliminary forecasts are due by December 1,
2013. Following that date, the model will be re-calibrated and re-run. At that time, the forecasts will be sent for
official comments by local communities. There will be future opportunities to further refine these forecasts.

Staff recommends that the City host a process similar to what was used to develop the Future Land Use Map for the
2030 Comprehensive Plan Update to help formulate a portion of the City's forecast recommendations (total
capacity). This would focus on the mapping exercise that was completed at the end of that process. However, it
would be unlikely that this process could be completed by the December 1 deadline. This could be completed
during the official comment period, however. The intent of this process is to have the Future Land Use Map inform
our response to the Forecasts versus the Forecasts inform our decisions on the Future Land Use Map.

During the 2030 Comprehensive Plan Update process completed during 2008-2010, a major comment was in
regards to the growth forecasts appearing to be too aggressive and not reflective of the true market. Additionally,
some participants felt that the forecasts were driving the development of the Future Land Use Map, versus the
Future Land Use Map helping to inform the process of developing the forecasts. However, at that time, the City
was unable to adjust forecasts as low as originally desired, as the forecasts had already been adopted in advance of
the Comprehensive Plan Update process. This is a key factor as to why the City should remain involved in this
current forecast development process.

The most recent City documents that addressed growth forecasts were the 2012 Comprehensive Sanitary Sewer and
Water Studies. These studies acknowledged that the current forecasts would not be experienced due to the
economic conditions at that time. These Studies assumed an average, flat-rate household growth of 260 new
households per year. This assumption was a simple assumption, using a combination of historical average growth
rates and previous comprehensive plan assumptions. In comparison, the preliminary 2040 forecasts would be an
average growth rate of 150 households per year. NOTE: Staff is not assuming a linear growth rate; these averages
are used for illustrative/comparison purposes only.

Additionally, Staff recommends that the City focus equally on population as well as household forecasts. The
Preliminary Forecasts appears to be more focused on the number of Households, with Population forecasts to be
finalized at a later date, Staff feels it important to set equal important on Population. As the report will note below,
several key factors and investments will utilize Population Forecasts in prioritizing goals and investments.
Furthermore, Staff recommends that Household Size (persons per household) be addressed and refined based on
2010 Census figures. Finally, the City will be reviewing Employment Forecasts with the EDA as well. Staff will be
forwarding information on the three (3) Small Area Plans (background attached) to assist in revising the
Employment Forecast.

It is noted that, regardless of what the official forecast becomes, the City does have the ability to request a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment if actual growth experienced exceeds the forecasted amount. In addition, as noted
above, it appears that the Metropolitan Council will honor the total capacity of households, population, and
employment from the 2030 Comprehensive Plan (existing). However, if it is going to be the policy of the City that
it expects and/or encourages growth at a higher rate than an average of 150 houesholds per year, that the City's
Statement of Policy should recommend a change to the preliminary forecasts. There is additional time and process
associated with Comprehensive Plan Amendments if the City wants to adjust those in the future.

As previously stated, a number of factors will have an impact on future growth. For purposes of this preliminary
review, Staff has focused on two (2) major topics that could restrict future growth if left un-addressed:



Transportation Capacity (Highway 10/Highway 47)1.
Water Supply Capacity (Groundwater Supply/Surface Water Supply)2.

Transportation Capacity
Staff recommends that the City comment on the capacity of Highway 10 and Highway 47 as part of the response to
the preliminary forecasts. Although future growth forecasts are lower than what is in the current Comprehensive
Plan, the City should acknowledge that both systems currently have capacity and congestion issues. Staff
recommends that it is important that regional policies address capacity of these systems, even if no growth were
experienced, based on existing levels of service. (NOTE: the current Comprehensive Plan classified Highway 10 as
Level of Service 'F' at current levels over the entire stretch through Ramsey. Level of Service scoring ranges from
A-F, with F being the lowest score possible).

Water Supply Capacity
The City fully acknowledges the need to address water supply issues for future growth. The City currently derives
its municipal water supply from a series of groundwater wells and pump houses. Based on water supply availability
and historical usage data, it will be important to continue to address water conservation and alternative supply
issues in the near future.

Staff recommends that the City comment on the City's previous policy statements for a need to address water
supply issues on a regional issue, not as a local issue. Staff's preliminary analysis of documents used in the
preparation of the preliminary forecasts indicate at least a note that this is an issue that will need to be addressed on
a regional level. Staff will need additional time to fully analyze to what level this may occur.

Timeframe

Responses to the Preliminary Forecasts are due by December 1, 2013 in order to be included with the 're-calibrated'
forecasts. Once re-calibrated, these forecasts will be the foundation for the development of the 2040
Comprehensive Plan Update. The Regional Framework will be developed based on these forecasts through 2014.
The Regional Framework will then lead to System Plans (Land Use, Transportation, Wastewater, Parks and Open
Space). The System Plans then lead to Local System Statements that will be the driver of the City's 2040
Comprehensive Plan Update and will be available in late 2015. The 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update will be due
December 31, 2018.

Desired Outcome

To best assist Staff in formulating a recommendation, Staff is seeking general policy direction as to how the City
should approach future growth:

Actively pursue growth and economic development opportunities1.
React to development proposals as they come forward2.
Assume aggressive growth rates3.
Assume average growth rates over the past ten (10) years, or4.
Assume conservative growth rates with the ability to react to additional growth if experienced5.

Notification:
Notification is not required at this time.

Observations/Alternatives:
The alternatives for recommendation include the following:

Metropolitan Council Preliminary 2040 Forecasts as presented1.
Existing City of Ramsey Forecasts (revised 2012 within the Comprehensive Sanitary Sewer and Water
Studies)

2.

In Between Metropolitan Council Preliminary 2040 Forecasts and Existing City of Ramsey Forecasts (2012)3.
Other4.



Funding Source:
This case is being handled as part of normal Staff duties.

Recommendation:
Following preliminary discussions as part of the October 29, 2013 Joint Meeting with the City Council, Staff
recommends that the City respond that it feels that the Preliminary Forecasts appear slightly low, but that the City
does not desire that the Forecasts be amended as high as the 2030 Forecasts (current forecasts).

As these are preliminary numbers, and not official responses on behalf of the City, Staff recommends that the City
submit Building Permit Levels for the years 2011-2013 (year to date) as well as future projects under review. With
that information, Staff will work with the Metropolitan Council to develop a revised forecasts to bring forward at a
future date. Staff does not recommend submitting actual numbers to revise the Preliminary Forecasts at this time.

The Draft Preliminary Response (attached) has been revised to reflect the above recommendation.

Action:
Motion to recommend that the City Council adopt the Preliminary Response to the Metropolitan Council
Preliminary 2040 Forecasts.

Attachments
Preliminary Forecasts
Forecast Methodology
Preliminary Local Forecast Presentation - Metropolitan Council
Preliminary Regional Forecast Presentation - Metropolitan Council
MetroStats Handout - Metropolitan Council
Benchmark Presentation - Metropolitan Council
Regional Planning Cycle Presentation - Metropolitan Council
Proposed Outcomes, Principles and Policies of 2040 Framework - Metropolitan Council
Responding to Preliminary Forecasts - Metropolitan Council
167/47 Summary
15153 Nowthen Boulevard: Former Municipal Center Summary
Armstrong West Summary
Historical Permit Data
PRELIMINARY RESPONSE

Form Review
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2040 Preliminary Forecasts
Released for Comments, September 11, 2013

Note: These are preliminary and have not been adopted by the Council.
  (pt) denotes part of a city; remainder of city is in neighboring county.

◊ = Rogers annexed Hassan Township in 2012; forecasts have been combined.
† = Laketown Township will be fully annexed before 2030; forecast has been reassigned to neighboring cities.

 POPULATION HOUSEHOLDS EMPLOYMENT
2000 2010 2040 2000 2010 2040 2000 2010 2040

ANOKA COUNTY
Andover           26,588           30,598           35,800             8,107             9,811           15,600             3,583             4,669             5,500
Anoka           18,076           17,142           22,100             7,262             7,060           10,000           13,489           12,840           14,800
Bethel                443                466                790                149                174                370                229                  86                640
Blaine (pt)          
Centerville            

 45,014
 3,202

          57,186
            3,792

          80,300
            4,600

          15,926           21,077           34,200
            1,077             1,315             1,990

          16,757           19,668          
               363                409               

 27,000
 670

Circle Pines             4,663             4,918             5,700             1,697             2,006             2,500             2,150                790             1,480
Columbia Heights          
Columbus            

 18,520
 3,957

          19,496
            3,914

          24,600
            4,300

            8,033             7,926           11,000
            1,328             1,416             1,960

            6,397             3,484            
               507             1,172            

 4,900
 2,450

Coon Rapids          
East Bethel          

 61,607
 10,941

          61,476
          11,626

          71,700
          16,600

          22,578           23,532           32,600
            3,607             4,060             7,700

          21,682           23,260          
            1,374             1,123            

 35,000
 1,990

Fridley          
Ham Lake          

 27,449
 12,710

          27,208
          15,296

          32,600
          16,200

          11,328           11,110           14,800
            4,139             5,171             7,100

          26,257           21,333          
            3,194             2,931            

 29,200
 4,600

Hilltop               
Lexington            
Lino Lakes          

 766
 2,142

 16,791

               744
            2,049
          20,216

            1,360
            2,800
          28,000

               400                380                600
               819                787             1,200
            4,857             6,174           11,300

               257                314               
               634                467               
            2,671             3,313            

 400
 700

 6,000
Linwood Township            
Nowthen            

 4,668
 3,557

            5,123
            4,443

            6,500
            5,700

            1,578             1,884             3,100
            1,123             1,450             2,600

               154                219               
               337                318               

 350
 630

Oak Grove             6,903             8,031           10,300             2,200             2,744             4,800                359                741             1,250
Ramsey          
St. Francis            

 18,510
 4,910

          23,668
            7,218

          28,400
          10,900

            5,906             8,033           12,500
            1,638             2,520             5,100

            4,008             4,779            
            1,247             1,537            

 7,000
 2,600

Spring Lake Park (pt)            
Anoka County Total        

 6,667
 298,084

            6,234
        330,844

            6,500
        415,750

            2,676             2,597             3,000
        106,428         121,227         184,020

            4,401             2,934            
        110,050         106,387        

 3,800
 150,960

CARVER COUNTY
Benton Township
Camden Township
Carver

               939               
               955               
            1,266            

 786               
 922               

 3,724            

 640
 720

 6,900

              
              
              

 307               
 316               
 458            

 297               
 329               

 1,182            

 300
 340

 3,000

              
                
              

 282               
 15                 

 176               

 274               
 56               

 187               

 370
 110
 340

Chanhassen (pt)
Chaska

          20,321          
          17,603          

 22,952          
 23,770          

 31,600
 30,500

           
           

 6,914            
 6,169            

 8,352          
 8,816          

 13,300
 13,400

           
         

 8,366            
 10,955          

 9,746          
 11,123          

 16,100
 15,200

Cologne
Dahlgren Township
Hamburg
Hancock Township
Hollywood Township
Laketown Township †
Mayer
New Germany
Norwood Young America
San Francisco Township
Victoria

            1,012            
            1,453            
               538               
               367               
            1,102            
            2,331            
               554            
               346               
            3,108            
               888               
            4,025            

 1,519            
 1,331            

 513               
 345               

 1,041            
 2,243                
 1,749            

 372            
 3,549            

 832               
 7,345          

 3,300
 1,150

 590
 450

 1,160
- 

 7,000
 1,180
 8,000

 900
 11,700

              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
           
              
           

 385               
 479               
 206               
 121               
 371               
 637               
 199               
 143               

 1,171            
 293               

 1,367            

 539            
 494               
 201               
 127               
 387               
 660                
 589            
 146               

 1,389            
 307               

 2,435            

 1,540
 530
 280
 210
 560
- 

 3,300
 560

 3,800
 420

 5,000

              
              
              
                
              
              
                
                
           
                
              

 294               
 203               
 117               
 35                 

 100                 
 355               
 92               
 50                 

 1,559            
 61                 

 932            

 270               
 202               
 109               
 10                 
 90               

 116                
 151               
 46               

 1,165            
 46               

 1,502            

 510
 310
 130
 20

 200
- 

 230
 120

 2,040
 120

 1,760
Waconia             6,814           10,697           16,100             2,568             3,909             6,900             4,082             5,578             8,200
Waconia Township
Watertown

            1,284            
            3,029            

 1,228            
 4,205            

 1,300
 5,900

              
           

 429               
 1,078            

 434               
 1,564            

 580
 2,800

                
              

 72                 
 682               

 98               
 556            

 390
 1,510

Watertown Township
Young America Township
Carver County Total

            1,432            
               838               
          70,205          

 1,204            
 715               

 91,042        

 1,390
 650

 131,130

              
              
         

 478               
 267               

 24,356          

 468               
 266               

 32,891          

 660
 310

 57,790

              
              
         

 207               
 105               

 28,740          

 392               
 119               

 31,836          

 370
 110

 48,140



 POPULATION HOUSEHOLDS EMPLOYMENT
2000 2010 2040 2000 2010 2040 2000 2010 2040

DAKOTA COUNTY
Apple Valley
Burnsville

          45,527
          60,220

          49,084          
          60,306          

 62,100
 76,200

          16,344
          23,687

          18,875          
          24,283          

 26,600
 32,800

          12,106
          31,765

          14,279          
          31,593          

 18,700
 41,200

Castle Rock Township
Coates

            1,495
               163

            1,342            
               161               

 1,100
 160

               514
                 64

               504               
                 66                 

 510
 70

               344
               252

               356               
               109               

 440
 180

Douglas Township
Eagan
Empire Township
Eureka Township
Farmington
Greenvale Township
Hampton
Hampton Township
Hastings (pt)
Inver Grove Heights
Lakeville

               760
          63,557
            1,638
            1,490
          12,365
               684
               434
               986
          18,201
          29,751
          43,128

               716               
          64,206          
            2,444            
            1,426            
          21,086          
               803            
               689               
               903            
          22,172          
          33,880          
          55,954          

 870
 86,800
 2,500
 1,430

 26,900
 1,240

 890
 1,230

 28,900
 46,300
 72,400

               235
          23,773
               515
               496
            4,169
               227
               156
               320
            6,640
          11,257
          13,609

               259               
          25,249          
               792            
               518               
            7,066          
               275               
               245               
               329               
            8,735          
          13,476          
          18,683          

 420
 36,100
 1,130

 670
 11,600

 590
 420
 580

 13,300
 20,200
 30,500

                 96
          42,750
               217
               196
            3,986
                 68
               178
               186
            8,872
            8,168
          10,966

                 92                 
          49,526          
               255               
               460               
            4,438            
                 49               
               127               
                 85               
            8,532          
            9,442          
          13,862          

 80
 70,000

 320
 220

 7,300
 640
 210
 210

 10,400
 12,900
 21,800

Lilydale
Marshan Township
Mendota

               552
            1,263
               197

               623            
            1,106            
               198               

 1,340
 1,110

 340

               338
               404
                 80

               375               
               403               
                 78               

 590
 520
 150

               354
               220
               266

               355               
               117               
               270               

 420
 320
 340

Mendota Heights
Miesville

          11,434
               135

          11,071          
               125               

 15,200
 150

            4,178
                 52

            4,378            
                 52                 

 6,500
 70

            8,549
                 97

          11,550          
               116               

 13,700
 120

New Trier                116                112                110                  31                  41                  50                  30                  35                  60
Nininger Township
Northfield (pt)
Randolph
Randolph Township
Ravenna Township
Rosemount

               865
               557
               318
               536
            2,355
          14,619

               950               
            1,147            
               436               
               659               
            2,336            
          21,874          

 840
 1,860

 490
 760

 2,180
 29,200

               280
               216
               117
               192
               734
            4,742

               372               
               414               
               168               
               246               
               780            
            7,587          

 400
 860
 230
 360

 1,010
 12,400

               165
                 79
               123
               130
               115
            6,356

               149               
               470               
               122               
               113               
                 38                 
            6,721          

 330
 730
 100
 120
 50

 11,600
Sciota Township
South St. Paul

               285
          20,167

               414               
          20,160          

 510
 23,500

                 92
            8,123

               140               
            8,186          

 240
 10,600

                 21
            7,697

                 33               
            8,557          

 250
 10,900

Sunfish Lake                504                521                560                173                183                260                  23                    8                - 
Vermillion                437                419                500                160                156                230                221                  93                180
Vermillion Township
Waterford Township
West St. Paul
Dakota County Total

            1,243
               517
          19,405
        355,904

            1,192            
               497               
          19,540          
        398,552        

 1,610
 650

 27,100
 517,030

               395
               193
            8,645
        131,151

               424               
               193               
            8,529          
        152,060        

 750
 310

 11,900
 222,920

               280
               461
            8,905
        154,242

                 90                 
               679            
            7,471          
        170,192        

 80
 1,010

 10,000
 234,910

HENNEPIN COUNTY
Bloomington
Brooklyn Center
Brooklyn Park
Champlin
Chanhassen (pt)
Corcoran

          85,172          
          29,172          
          67,388          
          22,193          
               -                
            5,630            

 82,893        
 30,104          
 75,781          
 23,089          

-                
 5,379            

 113,600
 34,100
 90,500
 27,300

- 
 9,100

         
         
         
           
               
           

 36,400          
 11,430          
 24,432          
 7,425            

-                
 1,784            

 35,905          
 10,756          
 26,229          
 8,328          

-                
 1,867            

 49,900
 14,800
 36,900
 11,900

- 
 4,000

       
         
         
           
              
           

 104,548          
 16,698          
 23,692          
 2,734            

 979            
 1,792            

 86,530        
 11,001          
 24,084          
 4,012            
 1,159            
 1,093            

 108,100
 13,800
 36,000
 5,200
 1,160
 1,780

Crystal
Dayton (pt)
Deephaven
Eden Prairie

          22,698          
            4,693            
            3,853            
          54,901          

 22,151          
 4,617            
 3,642            

 60,797          

 28,300
 7,300
 3,400

 82,700

           
           
           
         

 9,389            
 1,546            
 1,373            

 20,457          

 9,183          
 1,619            
 1,337            

 23,930          

 12,400
 3,300
 1,450

 33,900

           
           
           
         

 5,638            
 1,057               
 1,021               

 51,006          

 3,929            
 921            
 688               

 48,775          

 6,100
 2,250

 880
 64,000

Edina           47,425           47,941           70,800           20,996           20,672           30,200           52,991           47,457           61,100
Excelsior             2,393             2,188             3,000             1,199             1,115             1,300             1,823             2,220             2,240
Fort Snelling (unorg.)
Golden Valley
Greenfield

               442               
          20,281          
            2,544            

 149               
 20,371          
 2,777            

 190
 28,900
 4,000

               
           
              

-               
 8,449            

 817               

 135               
 8,816          

 936            

 140
 12,300
 1,810

         
         
              

 35,526          
 30,142          

 337               

 23,215          
 33,194          

 613               

 24,000
 38,800

 620
Greenwood                729                688                760                285                290                330                161                  82                240
Hanover (pt)
Hopkins

               332               
          17,367          

 609               
 17,591          

 890
 27,400

              
           

 113               
 8,359            

 196               
 8,366          

 400
 12,300

                
         

 86                 
 11,979          

 36                 
 11,009          

 90
 13,200



 POPULATION HOUSEHOLDS EMPLOYMENT
2000 2010 2040 2000 2010 2040 2000 2010 2040

Independence
Long Lake
Loretto

            3,236
            1,842
               570

            3,504            
            1,768            
               650               

 5,100
 2,600

 790

            1,088
               756
               225

            1,241            
               732            
               269               

 2,310
 1,100

 350

               169
            2,510
               661

               587               
            1,093            
               366               

 850
 1,820

 340
Maple Grove
Maple Plain
Medicine Lake

          50,365
            2,088
               368

          61,567          
            1,768            
               371               

 89,600
 2,800

 530

          17,532
               770
               159

          22,867          
               723            
               160               

 37,000
 1,250

 220

          18,309
            1,792
                 10

          29,877          
            1,579            
                 15               

 40,700
 1,930

 100
Medina             4,005             4,892             7,600             1,309             1,702             3,300             3,254             3,351             6,000
Minneapolis
Minnetonka

        382,747
          51,102

        382,578        
          49,734          

 487,700
 74,700

        162,352
          21,267

        163,540        
          21,901          

 209,900
 32,200

        308,127
          51,276

        281,732        
          44,228          

 419,100
 60,100

Minnetonka Beach                614                539                500                215                201                240                201                174                  40
Minnetrista             4,358             6,384           11,800             1,505             2,176             5,200                379                665                740
Mound             9,435             9,052           11,100             3,982             3,974             5,100             1,811             1,165             1,660
New Hope
Orono

          20,873
            7,538

          20,339          
            7,437          

 26,800
 10,100

            8,665
            2,766

            8,427          
            2,826            

 11,800
 4,400

          13,565
            1,110

          11,080          
            1,562            

 15,000
 1,650

Osseo             2,434             2,430             3,700             1,035             1,128             1,720             2,312             1,749             1,890
Plymouth
Richfield

          65,894
          34,310

          70,576        
          35,228          

 101,800
 45,400

          24,820
          15,073

          28,663          
          14,818          

 42,200
 20,300

          53,491
          11,762

          46,227          
          15,604          

 68,500
 19,600

Robbinsdale           14,123           13,953           18,800             6,097             6,032             8,500             7,109             6,858             7,600
Rockford (pt)
Rogers ◊
St. Anthony (pt)
St. Bonifacius

               144
            6,051
            5,664
            1,873

               426               
          11,197          
            5,156            
            2,283            

 870
 15,900
 7,600
 2,420

                 57
            1,973
            2,402
               681

               184               
            3,748            
            2,210            
               863            

 400
 6,900
 3,200
 1,040

               384
            5,414
            1,992
               436

                 94               
            7,907          
            1,626            
               478               

 630
 12,900

 1,900
 460

St. Louis Park           44,102           45,250           68,200           20,773           21,743           30,500           40,696           40,485           46,100
Shorewood             7,400             7,307             8,100             2,529             2,658             3,400                782             1,113             1,430
Spring Park
Tonka Bay
Wayzata
Woodland

            1,717
            1,547
            4,113
               480

            1,669            
            1,475            
            3,688            
               437               

 2,410
 1,470
 6,100

 450

               930
               614
            1,929
               173

               897            
               586               
            1,795            
               169               

 1,000
 680

 2,700
 190

            1,028
               266
            6,268
                 22

               583            
               298               
            4,567            
                   8                 

 1,140
 430

 7,200
 30

Hennepin County Total      1,116,206      1,152,425      1,547,180         456,131         475,913         664,430         877,346         805,089      1,099,400
RAMSEY COUNTY
Arden Hills             9,652             9,552           12,500             2,959             2,957             4,300           12,326           12,402           17,900
Blaine (pt)
Falcon Heights
Gem Lake

               -                
            5,572            
               419               

-                
 5,321            

 393               

- 
 5,800

 510

               
           
              

-                
 2,103            

 139               

-                
 2,131            

 155               

- 
 2,380

 240

              
           
              

 677               
 4,190            

 586               

 893            
 5,298            

 526               

 1,080
 4,600

 600
Lauderdale             2,364             2,379             2,900             1,150             1,130             1,360                360                718             1,010
Little Canada             9,771             9,773           13,900             4,375             4,393             6,300             5,960             5,467             8,300
Maplewood
Mounds View

          35,258          
          12,738          

 38,018          
 12,155          

 49,700
 15,700

         
           

 13,758          
 5,018            

 14,882          
 4,954            

 21,400
 6,900

         
           

 29,259          
 4,170            

 27,635          
 6,386            

 33,200
 7,800

New Brighton
North Oaks

          22,206          
            3,883            

 21,456          
 4,469            

 28,900
 6,200

           
           

 9,013            
 1,300            

 8,915          
 1,746            

 12,700
 2,500

         
           

 11,007            
 1,091            

 9,213          
 1,260            

 12,300
 1,080

North St. Paul           11,929           11,460           14,800             4,703             4,615             6,800             3,499             2,942             3,500
Roseville           33,690           33,660           46,300           14,598           14,623           20,600           39,211           35,104           45,000
St. Anthony (pt)
St. Paul

            2,348            
        286,840        

 3,070            
 285,068        

 4,200
 338,900

           
       

 1,295            
 112,109        

 1,638            
 111,001        

 1,900
 146,000

           
       

 1,390            
 188,124        

 1,357            
 175,933        

 2,050
 253,400

Shoreview           25,924           25,043           35,000           10,125           10,402           14,900             9,938           11,665           14,800
Spring Lake Park (pt)
Vadnais Heights
White Bear Township
White Bear Lake (pt)
Ramsey County Total

               105               
          13,069          
          11,293          
          23,974          
        511,035        

 178               
 12,302          
 10,949          
 23,394          

 508,640        

 220
 18,600
 14,300
 31,000

 639,430

                
           
           
           
       

 48                 
 5,064            
 4,010            
 9,469            

 201,236        

 75               
 5,066            
 4,261            
 9,747          

 202,691        

 100
 8,200
 6,200

 14,100
 276,880

              
           
           
         
       

 202                 
 7,164            
 2,131            

 12,020          
 333,305        

 66                 
 6,678          
 2,309            

 11,085          
 316,937        

 20
 12,300
 3,400

 13,600
 435,940



 POPULATION HOUSEHOLDS EMPLOYMENT
2000 2010 2040 2000 2010 2040 2000 2010 2040

SCOTT COUNTY
Belle Plaine             3,789             6,661           11,500             1,396             2,362             5,100             1,428             1,847             2,700
Belle Plaine Township
Blakeley Township
Cedar Lake Township
Credit River Township
Elko New Market

               806
               496
            2,197
            3,895
               804

               878               
               418               
            2,779            
            5,096            
            4,110            

 830
 350

 3,200
 5,900
 8,000

               266
               166
               719
            1,242
               286

               310               
               165               
               939            
            1,662            
            1,259            

 370
 170

 1,440
 2,600
 3,500

                 77
                 70
                 91
               265
               248

                 69               
                 69               
                 82               
               397               
               317               

 130
 150
 250
 330
 750

Helena Township
Jackson Township
Jordan

            1,440
            1,361
            3,833

            1,648            
            1,464            
            5,470            

 1,540
 1,480
 7,200

               450
               461
            1,349

               548               
               486               
            1,871            

 730
 650

 3,300

               473
                 92
            1,321

               147               
               168               
            1,587            

 420
 620

 2,450
Louisville Township
New Market Township
New Prague (pt)
Prior Lake

            1,359
            3,057
            3,157
          15,917

            1,266            
            3,440            
            4,280            
          22,796          

 1,040
 2,800
 7,400

 34,300

               410
               956
            1,160
            5,645

               425               
            1,146            
            1,618            
            8,447          

 440
 1,200
 3,500

 14,700

               476
               262
            2,282
            7,972

               298               
               325               
            2,142            
            7,766          

 350
 240

 2,480
 11,800

St. Lawrence Township
Sand Creek Township
Savage
Shakopee
Spring Lake Township
Scott County Total

               472
            1,551
          21,115
          20,568
            3,681
          89,498

               483               
            1,521            
          26,911          
          37,076          
            3,631            
        129,928        

 560
 1,210

 34,400
 49,800
 3,500

 175,010

               144
               478
            6,807
            7,540
            1,217
          30,692

               161               
               554               
            9,116          
          12,772          
            1,267            
          45,108          

 250
 570

 14,100
 20,100
 1,590

 74,310

               145
               249
            5,366
          13,938
               176
          34,931

                 48               
               298               
            6,753            
          18,831          
               390               
          41,534          

 210
 530

 9,900
 28,800

 180
 62,290

WASHINGTON COUNTY
Afton             2,839             2,886             3,800                996             1,081             1,700                351                411                530
Bayport
Baytown Township
Birchwood Village
Cottage Grove
Dellwood

            3,162            
            1,533            
               968               
          30,582          
            1,033            

 3,471            
 1,617            

 870               
 34,589          
 1,065            

 4,600
 2,060

 890
 40,700
 1,200

              
              
              
           
              

 763               
 492               
 357               

 9,932          
 353               

 855            
 573               
 351               

 11,719          
 373               

 1,310
 930
 400

 17,400
 510

           
              
                
           
              

 4,900            
 154                 
 20                 

 6,263            
 282               

 3,790            
 69               
 25                 

 6,484            
 277               

 5,000
 210
 30

 9,200
 310

Denmark Township
Forest Lake

            1,348            
          14,440          

 1,737            
 18,377          

 2,280
 26,900

              
           

 481               
 5,433            

 615               
 7,015          

 990
 12,400

              
           

 386               
 6,636            

 629               
 6,449          

 520
 10,200

Grant             4,026             4,094             4,300             1,374             1,463             1,890                750                449                670
Grey Cloud Island Township
Hastings (pt)
Hugo
Lake Elmo

               307               
                   3                
            6,363          
            6,863            

 295               
-                

 13,332          
 8,061          

 250
- 

 23,200
 11,700

              
                  
           
           

 117               
 2                

 2,125            
 2,347            

 117               
-                

 4,990          
 2,776            

 120
- 

 10,300
 5,000

                
              
           
           

 50                 
 224                 

 1,917            
 1,682            

 10                 
 64               

 1,973            
 1,941            

 60
 100

 3,500
 3,000

Lakeland             1,917             1,796             2,800                691                681             1,320                374                302                470
Lakeland Shores                355                311                390                116                117                180                  20                  26                  40
Lake St. Croix Beach             1,140             1,053             1,280                462                460                580                  50                129                100
Landfall                700                663                610                292                257                270                  50                  25                  20
Mahtomedi             7,563             7,676             8,800             2,503             2,827             3,900             1,252             2,090             2,600
Marine on St. Croix                602                689             1,000                254                302                460                235                124                200
May Township
Newport
Oakdale

            2,928            
            3,715            
          26,653          

 2,776            
 3,435            

 27,401          

 3,700
 5,200

 33,900

           
           
         

 1,007            
 1,418            

 10,243          

 1,083            
 1,354            

 10,956          

 1,670
 2,500

 14,900

                
           
           

 40                 
 2,480            
 7,812            

 66               
 1,605            
 8,651          

 150
 2,210

 13,700
Oak Park Heights
Pine Springs
St. Marys Point
St. Paul Park

            3,777            
               421               
               344               
            5,070            

 4,445            
 408               
 366               

 5,273            

 6,300
 410
 400

 7,500

           
              
              
           

 1,528            
 140               
 132               

 1,829            

 1,911            
 144               
 147               

 1,967            

 2,700
 180
 180

 3,400

           
                
                
           

 2,713            
 10                 
 10                 

 1,399            

 4,358            
 72               
 15                 

 1,515            

 5,400
 100
 10

 1,800
Scandia             3,692             3,934             4,900             1,294             1,498             2,240                272                519                780
Stillwater           15,323           18,227           23,100             5,797             7,076           10,400           10,719             9,628           10,400
Stillwater Township
West Lakeland Township
White Bear Lake (pt)
Willernie

            2,553            
            3,547            
               351               
               549               

 2,364            
 4,054            

 403               
 507               

 2,210
 6,400

 560
 680

              
           
              
              

 833               
 1,101            

 149               
 225               

 855            
 1,286            

 198               
 218               

 1,000
 2,800

 260
 300

              
              
              
              

 120               
 313               
 131               
 135               

 165               
 232               
 184               
 182               

 210
 450
 130
 270

Woodbury
Washington County Total

          46,463          
        201,130        

 61,961          
 238,136        

 78,200
 310,220

         
         

 16,676          
 71,462          

 22,594          
 87,859        

 31,400
 133,590

         
         

 15,899          
 67,649          

 19,438          
 71,897        

 28,600
 100,970

METRO AREA      2,642,062      2,849,567      3,736,000      1,021,456      1,117,749      1,614,000      1,606,263      1,543,872      2,133,000
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Metropolitan Council’s 
Preliminary Forecasts Methodology 

 
 
 
Long-range forecasts at Metropolitan Council are updated at least once per decade. Population, 
households and employment levels are projected with a 30-year time horizon. The regional and local 
forecasts express future expectations based on an understanding of regional dynamics, and 
representing expected outcomes of policies and planning. Consistent with Minnesota Statutes 473.146 
and 473.859, these forecasts provide a shared foundation for coordinated, comprehensive planning by 
the Council and local governments. 
 
A preliminary regional forecast was presented at Metropolitan Council’s Committee of the Whole on 
April 18, 2012. Preliminary local forecasts were issued on September 11, 2013. The ultimate results of 
this project – a final regional forecast, together with local forecasts – will be included in the Thrive MSP 
2040 plan for Council approval in April 2014.  
 

Overview of forecasting project. 
Metropolitan Council’s long-term forecasting is premised on understanding the Twin Cities’ situation 
within the larger, national economy: The region’s business conditions and competitive advantages 
determine regional economic and employment levels, which in turn prompt population growth through 
migration. 
 
Subsequent to the regional forecast, local forecasts address geographic distributions within the region. 
Regional population, households and employment will site in specific places. Metropolitan Council 
assumes that real estate demand and supply dynamics, interacting with future transportation 
accessibility, primarily determine outcomes, influenced by regional land use policies and local plans.  
 
Considering the multi-scale nature of future planning needs, Metropolitan Council employs multiple 
forecast modeling tools: 

• A regional economic model for forecasting region-level economic activity and migration flows in 
response to economic opportunity. 

• A demographic model packaging population forecasts into various household types 
• A land use model simulating and projecting real estate market dynamics, in order to locate 

future land use, households and employment to communities and zones. 
 

Methodology of REMI PI. 
In 2011, following a review of best practices in regional economic modeling, the Council selected REMI 
PI as the model best fitting the Council’s understanding of regional growth. REMI PI is a structural 
macroeconomic simulation model. It makes use of computable general equilibrium (CGE) techniques 
for simultaneous solution of macroeconomic accounts, as well as input-output matrices to represent 
inter-industry flows and impacts. Also, the model employs new economic geography techniques to 
represent regional differentials and aggregated interactions among regions, mainly trade and migration 
flows. 
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Simulation and projection of economic activities (production, consumption, and trade) are central to the 
model; Cobb-Douglass functions determine the balance of capital, and labor levels; and the model 
seeks equilibrium between industries’ labor demand, wage levels, and labor supply. If industries’ labor 
demand intensifies (or slackens), then wages and labor supply adjust up (or down) via economic 
migration. Thus, economic competitiveness and labor demand are the major determinants of migration 
in the REMI PI model. 
 
A more detailed description can be found in the model documentation:  
Regional Economic Models Inc. (2013), REMI PI+ Model Equations, online at 
www.remi.com/download/documentation/pi+/pi+_version_1.5/PI+_v1.5_Model_Equations.pdf  
 
Our Minnesota implementation of the model has two home regions: the Twin Cities metro is one; the 
remaining 80 counties are a second region; the rest of the nation and the world are additional linked 
economies. Model updates delivered by Regional Economic Models Inc. in 2011, 2012 and 2013 
assess the Twin Cities metro having factor cost advantages, resource advantages, and good workforce 
availability across a complete range of occupations. These characteristics inform a forecast of above-
average growth in coming decades.  
 

Methodology of Profamy model. 
Metropolitan Council has also implemented Profamy, a separate demographic model for projecting 
household counts by demographic cohort, using extended cohort-component techniques to represent 
household change dynamics.  
 
The model groups all population members by age, race and gender, and projects forward distributions 
of life cycle states based on demographic schedule probabilities. These schedules cover fertility rates, 
survival rates, leave home rates, inter-regional migration, household formation, and 
cohabit/marriage/separation rates. Summarization of probabilities provides a comprehensive time-
series of population and households characteristics. 
 
A more detailed description is available from the model developers. See:  
Yi Zeng, et al. (2010), Household and population projections at sub-national levels: An extended 
cohort-component approach, online at http://paa2010.princeton.edu/papers/101958   
 
In 2012, Metropolitan Council staff worked with HCF Consulting to update the model with region-
specific 2010 base year data, region-specific fertility rates, and migration rates by age, race and 
gender. The migration rates table is a compilation of migration results from the REMI PI model. 
Profamy was tested by Council staff and its projections compared with the REMI PI forecast. Given the 
same demographic schedules, and the exogenously-provided migration rates, Profamy can produce a 
30-year-horizon population projection that is within 1 percent of the REMI PI forecast. 
 
Metropolitan Council staff are using REMI PI for economic, employment and population forecasts. 
Profamy is used as a follow-on process, to parse the REMI PI population projections into households 
by household type. HCF Consulting has provided programming that allows the model user to enforce 
consistency with the time-series of population projections received from the REMI PI modeling. 
 

Modifications to the as-delivered REMI PI model. 
In the implementation of REMI PI, Council staff modify some settings and data inputs to the model. 
First, the national forecast in the Council’s model is controlled to match nation-level GDP projections 
and industry employment projections drawn from Global Insight’s 30-year Trend forecast; this is the 
same forecast used by the Minnesota State Economist as a baseline for long-term, national economic 
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expectations. The national forecast is significant insofar as the Twin Cities metro and Minnesota are 
part of nation, and the region’s economic growth is tethered to national economic conditions. For more 
information, see:  
Minnesota Management & Budget (2012, and updated bi-annually), Economic & Minnesota Outlook, 
online at www.mmb.state.mn.us/feb-2013-forecast  
 
Second, Council staff update regional time-series tables with known numbers and facts on the ground:  

• 2011-2012 regional population by race and age are updated with estimates by US Census 
Bureau; 

• 2011-2012 regional industry employment are updated with counts from Minnesota Department 
of Employment and Economic Development statistics. 

 
A number of future expectations are adjusted to better reflect regional trends. There are variables in the 
model that are recognized as difficult to project. Generally, Council staff assumes a stable status quo or 
median values within the range of possibilities:  

• REMI’s fertility rates schedules (fertility rates by race and by age of mother) are replaced with 
region-specific projections prepared by Council staff. In the Twin Cities metro, Council staff 
project the region’s total fertility rate for whites increases to 1.78 per woman; the rate for blacks 
declines to 2.89; rates for Hispanic, Asian, and other race groups remain stable at 2.38. 

• REMI’s survival rates schedules are adjusted to better match the Minnesota State 
Demographer’s. The State Demographer projects, conservatively, that life expectancies 
advance by 2 years over the 30-year projections horizon. 

• College-going population by race is projected to increase in tandem with growth in the resident 
population of 17-year-olds by race.  

• Average property tax rates for the Twin Cities metro are updated to reflect tax increases during 
2011-2013, and are projected to level off thereafter. 

• Consumer prices for energy are adjusted to maintain a constant ratio of regional prices relative 
to national average prices. Utility rates are held at 95 percent of the national average; fuel prices 
are held at 100 percent of the national average; there is not clear reason to project that Twin 
Cities metro relative prices would decline below these relative levels.  

 
The forecast models described above provide details on future demographics and industry composition 
at a macro-level, without geographic detail. Additional modeling, at a local scale, is necessary to project 
the geographic distribution of households and industries over time.   
 

Methodology of Cube Land. 
In 2009, Council staff conducted an internal needs assessment and a state-of-the-practice review of 
land use models. Council staff recommended adoption of a market simulation model capable of 
producing zonal projections of households, population and employment, as well as accounting future 
land use. In 2010, the Council licensed and implemented Citilabs Cube Land as a platform for local real 
estate market modeling and scenarios analysis. Cube Land was chosen in part for its potential to 
integrate with the Council’s travel demand model, allowing land use patterns and transportation network 
conditions to iteratively adjust over time.  
 
The logic of Cube Land is the market sorting and equilibriation of real estate demand and supply (real 
estate types and locations), assuming best-use and value-maximizing decisions of households, site 
selectors and developers. Cube Land includes three submodels:   

• The demand submodel simulates an auction in which different market segments are willing to 
pay (or bid) differential amounts for combinations of real estate and place characteristics.   
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• The rent submodel uses estimated bids, along with other local characteristics, to estimate rents 
for different real estate types at specific locations.   

• The supply submodel projects forward real estate development by comparing rents with supply 
costs, and locating new development based on estimated profit margins (rent minus supply 
costs) and land supply availability.   

 
In summary, households and worksites choose real estate types, situated in specific locations, so as to 
maximize value.  Developers respond by supplying real estate responsive to the demand. 
 
The demand model mathematically represents the preference structures of different household market 
segments and industry sectors using variables, and parameters for variables, identified and estimated 
through discrete choice analysis of existing behavior (which is known through survey data). Variables 
include neighborhood characteristics and accessibility to destinations. These quantified preferences 
allow the model to estimate probabilities of all potential real estate choices for each defined household 
type and worksite type. The choice is comprised of realestate types and locations. The locations 
correspond to the post-2000 Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) system used in the Council’s travel 
demand model. 
 
Many of the variables that determine the choice probabilities can change over time: Summarized land 
use and remaining available land supply, industry mix, and socioeconomic mix of zones are projected 
and updated within the model. Accessibility measures are projected and updated through iterative 
looping with a linked travel demand model.  
 
Concurrently, the rent model uses estimated bids, as well as other zonal characteristics, to calculate 
and update rents within the model. If real estate in a certain location is highly desirable to one or more 
market segments, rents can change, altering estimated distributions (or probabilities) of household and 
worksite location choices, and prompting choice substitution. Ultimately, the model seeks an equilibrium 
solution where all forecasted future households and employment are sorted into real estate choices, 
proportionate to updated choice probabilities. 
 
The discussion above concerns different market sectors valuing locations, and sorting themselves to 
accomplish best-value results. Importantly, Cube Land allows supply response to growing and 
changing market demand. Regional totals of target-year households and employment can differ from 
start-year totals. To accommodate growth in households and employment – which has been forecasted 
using the region-level forecast models – the Cube Land supply submodel projects the addition of new 
housing and employment-bearing built space. In the Twin Cities implementation of Cube Land, the 
major determinants of such development are land supply and estimated rents for each zonal location. 
As rents are dynamically estimated within the model, the geographic distribution of new development is 
likewise dynamic – with new growth precipitated by lower development costs and/or higher rents for 
valued location characteristics. 
 

Data and Variables Used in the Council’s Cube Land Modeling 
The Twin Cities implementation of Cube Land segments worksites and employment into 8 industry 
sectors; these groups have varying preferences and use varying amounts of 5 types of employment-
bearing real estate. Households are segmented by socioeconomic characteristics into 5 major 
household types (and 80 subtypes), which then select housing from 8 housing types.  This 
segmentation enables moderate representation of how real estate and location preferences vary 
among different household and industry types. 
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The Cube Land system allows flexibility in defining the set of variables that comprise preferences and 
valuations of real estate. The variables identified as most significant, and included in the Council's 
modeling, are compiled for 1,201 Transportation Analysis Zones. These zonal characteristics also 
inform the calibration of the model to year 2010 conditions. Zonal characteristics include: 
 

• Real Estate Characteristics: 
o Start-year land use mix and undeveloped land supply 
o Existing housing stock and employment-bearing built space 
o Average land consumption per real estate unit 
o Average building costs 

 
• Surrounding Land Uses: 

o Proximity to lakes and rivers 
o Zonal demographics 
o Zonal employment 
o Housing density 

 
• Regional Systems and Services: 

o Proximity to parks 
o Wastewater service availability 
o High frequency bus stops 
o LRT stations 

 
• Transportation Accessibility, obtained through interaction with the Council’s travel demand 

model: 
o Number of jobs within 20-minute travel time (by automobile and by transit) 
o Number of households within 20-minute travel time (by automobile and by transit) 

 
The Cube Land model also uses local planned land use and regional policies when forecasting future 
real estate supply, including: 

• Planned Land Use acreage (from local comprehensive plans) 
• Allowable real estate types 
• Existing housing densities 
• Maximum allowable housing densities (from local comprehensive plans) 
• Maximum allowable housing units (from local comprehensive plans) 

 
In summary, the Cube Land model is richly informed about base year conditions and the envelope of 
future possibilities.  
 

Model maintenance and forecast updates. 
Metropolitan Council receives annual updates of the REMI PI software and time-series data inputs. The 
model received in July 2013 includes time-series data for years 1990-2011, as well as national 
demographic adjustments to reflect US Census Bureau’s immigration assumptions. For more 
information, see:  
US Census Bureau (2012), 2012 National Population Projections, online at 
www.census.gov/population/projections/data/national/2012.html 
  
Council staff will prepare final regional and local forecasts in early 2014, for approval by Metropolitan 
Council and inclusion in the Thrive MSP 2040 plan. These final forecasts will reflect updated data and 
assumptions, and updated representation of regional policies.  
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In the preliminary forecast modeling, geographic representation of regional systems and policies has 
been limited to a base-case scenario, including: the 2030 Metropolitan Urban Services Area, defining 
the coverage of wastewater service; the 2040 regional transportation network, incorporating the 
planned, long-term program of transitways and highway improvements to 2040; and local 
comprehensive plans prepared by communities during 2005-2011, with planned land use to 2030.  
 
Revisions of these systems and policies are possible and can be represented in updated local forecasts 
for the Thrive MSP 2040 plan, or in subsequent updates coordinated with regional system plans. The 
preliminary modeling does not presently account for – but could be modified to represent – new policy 
factors. Hypothetically, these could include real estate development responding to subsidies for 
affordable housing development, added development costs in subregional areas with water supply 
limitations, or maximum capacity restrictions in such areas.      
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Preliminary Local Forecasts to 
2040 

Metropolitan Council 
September 11, 2013 



About the Council’s forecasts 
• Forecasts of population, households and 

employment in 10-year increments 
• Forecasting what development will happen 

where based on market demand 
• Minnesota Statutes 473.146 and 473.859  
• Develop shared expectations of a common 

future to inform regional and local planning 



Forecasting:  Key Dates 
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Regional Forecasts 
                  

  
      

Preliminary Local Forecasts 
              

Final Regional and Local Forecasts 
    

Systems Statements Forecasts 
          

Local Comprehensive Planning 
                          

April 2012 

September 2013 

Adopted with Thrive MSP 2040 

Adopted with Systems Statements 



Regional forecast:  Continued 
growth and prosperity 

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 

Population:   
31 percent growth 

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 

Employment:   
37 percent growth 



What’s behind the forecasts? 

Who is the future 
market? 

Demographics of 
future households 
Real estate needs 

of businesses 

What drives their 
real estate 
decisions? 

Infrastructure 
Accessibility 
Amenities 

Where is growth 
allowed? 

Land capacity 
Land use policies 
Allowable density 



What is driving changes in growth? 

Different mix 
of consumers 

Consumers’ 
changing 

preferences 
and behavior 



Different mix of consumers 

• More seniors 
• More smaller 

households 
• Entry of the 

Millennial generation 
into the real estate 
market 
 
 

581,000 598,000 639,000 704,000 

384,000 441,000 475,000 515,000 

1,579,000 
1,644,000 1,668,000 

1,754,000 

307,000 
461,000 

665,000 
770,000 

2010 2020 2030 2040 

Ages 65+ 

Ages 25-64 

Ages 15-24 

Ages 0-14 

 



Consumers wanting different 
housing 
• From housing as an 

investment to housing as a 
place to live 

• Interest in central locations, 
amenities, accessibility 

• Millennial preferences for 
connected neighborhoods 
well-served by transit 
 
 

 



Total Households, 1980 



Total Households, 2010 



Total Households, 2040 



Household Growth, 2010-2040 

Largest forecasted gains: 
 
1. Minneapolis 
2. St. Paul 
3. Maple Grove 
4. Bloomington 
5. Plymouth 
6. Blaine 
7. Lakeville 
8. Eagan 
9. Brooklyn Park 
10.Minnetonka 
 
 



Percent Growth, 2010-2040 

Highest growth rate 
among cities gaining 
500+ households: 
 
1. Mayer 
2. New Germany 
3. Cologne 
4. Elko New Market 
5. Norwood Young 

America 
6. Carver 
7. Minnetrista 
8. West Lakeland Twp 
9. Belle Plaine 
10.Corcoran 
 
 



County Household Growth 

County  2010  2040 Growth Percent 
Anoka 121,227 184,020 62,800 52% 
Carver 32,891 57,790 24,900 76% 
Dakota 152,060 222,920 70,900 47% 
Hennepin 475,913 664,560 188,600 40% 
Ramsey 202,691 276,880 74,200 37% 
Scott 45,108 74,310 29,200 65% 
Washington 87,859 133,590 45,700 52% 



Total Employment, 2040 



Employment Growth, 2010-2040 

Largest forecasted gains: 
 
1. Minneapolis 
2. St. Paul 
3. Plymouth 
4. Bloomington 
5. Eagan 
6. Minnetonka 
7. Eden Prairie 
8. Edina 
9. Brooklyn Park 
10.Coon Rapids 
 
 



Regional households growth 
trending inward 

Developed 
Suburbs 

Developing 
Suburbs 

Central  
Cities 

Rural 
(including 

Rural 
Centers) 

 -    

 100,000  

 200,000  

 300,000  

 400,000  

 500,000  

 600,000  

 700,000  

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 



Distribution of growth to 2040 

16% 

39% 

36% 

9% 

Household Growth, 2010-2040 

Central Cities 

Developed 
Suburbs 

Developing 
Suburbs 

Rural Area  



Distribution of growth to 2040 

55% 36% 

9% 

Household Growth, 2010-2040 

Developed Area 
(Central Cities + 
Suburbs) 

Developing 
Suburbs 

Rural Area  

30% 

60% 

10% 

Framework Forecasts: 
Households Growth, 2000-

2030 



Next Steps 
• Workshops with local government:  October and 

November: 
– Opportunity for local government comment 
– Validation of local data and assumptions:  What information 

are we missing?   

• Revisions to preliminary forecasts in early 2014 
• Adoption of 2040 regional and local forecasts with 

Thrive MSP 2040 in the spring 



RELEASE OF 
PRELIMINARY 2040 

REGIONAL FORECASTS 

Committee of the Whole 
April 18, 2012 



Overview of today’s presentation: 

• Overview of the Council’s role in forecasting 
• Results:  Employment, Population, and 

Households Forecasts to 2040 
• Methods behind the Council’s forecasts 
• Implications for the Council’s work and the 

Thrive MSP 2040 plan 



About the Council’s forecasts 

• Forecasts of population, households and 
employment in ten-year increments produced at 
least once per decade 

• Minnesota Statutes 473.146 and 473.859  
• Develop shared expectations of a common 

future and inform regional and local planning 



About the Council’s forecasts 

• Today:  Preliminary regional forecasts to 2040 
• October:  Preliminary, baseline forecasts by 

geographic planning area 
• April 2013:  Preliminary local forecasts  
• February 2014:  Adoption of the Thrive MSP 

2040 plan and final local forecasts 



PRELIMINARY 
FORECASTS  

TO 2040 



Preliminary regional forecast to 2040 

2010 2020 2030 2040 

Population 2,850,000 3,144,000 3,447,000 3,743,000 

Households 1,118,000 1,293,000 1,464,000 1,576,000 

Employment 1,548,000 1,743,000 1,943,000 2,118,000 

Source:  2010 data on population and households from U.S. Census; 2010 data on employment from Minnesota 
Department of Employment and Economic Development. 2020-2040 forecasts from the Metropolitan Council. 



Economic competitiveness determines 
forecast outcomes 

• MSP’s Gross Metro Product projected to grow 
to 1.5% of national GDP 
• In comparison, MSP has 1.0% of nation’s population 

• Wage and salary employment forecast to grow 
by 570,000, or 37% 
• National employment growth projected at 31%  



Employment forecasted to grow 37% 

 2,118,000  
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Total growth 2010-40: +570,000 



Population forecasted to grow 31% 

 3,743,000  

 -    

 1  

 2  
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 4  
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M
ill
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Total growth 2010-40: +893,000 
2/3 from natural growth 

1/3 from migration 



Components of Population Growth 

-39,000 
-141,000 

-50,000 -58,000 -71,000 

175,000 108,000 125,000 159,000 179,000 

218,000 
231,000 218,000 203,000 188,000 

1991-2000 2001-10 2011-20 2021-30 2031-40 

Natural Growth 

International Migrants 

Domestic Migrants 



Population by Race and Ethnicity 

2,174,000 2,211,000 2,196,000 2,129,000 

234,000 308,000 394,000 492,000 
274,000 

378,000 504,000 642,000 
168,000 

246,000 
353,000 

479,000 

2010 2020 2030 2040 

Hispanic 

Asian and Other 

Black or African-
American 

White non-Hispanic 



Population by Age 

581,000 598,000 639,000 704,000 

384,000 441,000 475,000 515,000 

1,579,000 1,644,000 1,668,000 1,754,000 

307,000 
461,000 

665,000 
770,000 

2010 2020 2030 2040 

Ages 65+ 

Ages 25-64 

Ages 15-24 

Ages 0-14 



Age distribution 
White non-Hispanic population 

150 50 50 150 

Ages 0-4 
Ages 5-9 

Ages 10-14 
Ages 15-19 
Ages 20-24 
Ages 25-29 
Ages 30-34 
Ages 35-39 
Ages 40-44 
Ages 45-49 
Ages 50-54 
Ages 55-59 
Ages 60-64 
Ages 65-69 
Ages 70-74 
Ages 75-79 
Ages 80-84 

Ages 85+ 
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Female 
2010 

100 50 0 50 100 

Ages 0-4 
Ages 5-9 
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Ages 15-19 
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Ages 35-39 
Ages 40-44 
Ages 45-49 
Ages 50-54 
Ages 55-59 
Ages 60-64 
Ages 65-69 
Ages 70-74 
Ages 75-79 
Ages 80-84 

Ages 85+ 

Thousands 

Male 

Female 
2040 



Age distribution  
People of color 

60 40 20 0 20 40 60 
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Ages 65-69 
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Ages 75-79 
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Male 
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2040 



Households by Household Type 

327,000 388,000 456,000 506,000 
52,000 

62,000 
72,000 79,000 240,000 

294,000 
323,000 327,000 

44,000 
51,000 

57,000 
62,000 

325,000 
350,000 

375,000 
393,000 

129,000 

148,000 

183,000 
208,000 

2010 2020 2030 2040 

Single parent, with 
children 
Couple, with children 

Cohabiting couple, no 
children 
Married couple, no 
children 
One person and other                         

One person only                              



Households count will grow 41% 

1,118,000 
1,293,000 

1,464,000 1,576,000 

2010 2020 2030 2040 

Forecast model 
assumes household 
behavior, by group, 
will follow observed 
past patterns. 
 
Council staff are 
continuing work on 
the demographic 
modeling of 
households. 



FORECASTING  
METHODS 



Forecasting methods 

• REMI PI+, a regional economic model, forecasts 
employment and population, to reflect economic 
migration 

• ProFamy, a demographic model, converts 
population forecasts into household types 

• National GDP projections from the long-term 
baseline forecast used by Minnesota’s State 
Economist 
 
 
 
 



IMPLICATIONS FOR 
REGIONAL POLICY 



Households growth mostly 
households without children 

One 
person 

only                              
39% 

One 
person + 

other                         
6% 

Married 
couple, 

no 
children 

19% 

Cohabit 
couple, 

no 
children 

4% 

Couple, 
with 

children 
15% 

Single 
parent, 

with 
children 

17% 

• Household growth, 
and types of 
households, will 
drive demand for 
future housing 
products 



Implications of the Council’s 
forecasts on Thrive MSP 2040 
planning:  Housing stock? 
• 458,000 additional households by 2040 

– About 16,000 new housing units needed per year in 
the region 

• Only one-third of the new households will have children; 
two-thirds will not.  Immigrant families are larger than 
white families.   
– How will the Council’s policies ensure an adequate 

mix of new housing stock? 
 

 
 
 



Implications of the Council’s 
forecasts on Thrive MSP 2040 
planning:  Housing affordability? 
• At least half of the new households will have only 

one income:   
– How will the region’s policies ensure an adequate mix 

of housing affordability?   
– How might transit and transportation policies ease the 

cost burden on the region’s households? 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Implications of the Council’s 
forecasts on Thrive MSP 2040 
planning:  An aging population? 
• Growth of the senior population from 307,000 in 

2010 to 770,000 in 2040 
• How will the Council’s policies help seniors have: 

– Appropriate places to live 
– Adequate transportation 
– Access to recreation and community 

 
 
 
 
 



QUESTIONS? 
 
 
 



The Metropolitan Council 
forecasts population, households 
and employment for the seven-
county Minneapolis-St. Paul 
region with a 30-year time 
horizon.  
 
The Council will allocate this 
regional forecast to local 
communities through additional 
modeling.  The Council’s local 
land use model will represent the 
expected spatial distribution of 
population, households and 
employment during 2010 to 2040, 
given real estate and location 
choice dynamics, and regional 
policies and local land use 
controls. The ultimate results of 
this project—a final regional 
forecast, together with local 
forecasts—will be incorporated 
into the next metropolitan 
development guide scheduled for 
Council adoption in early 2014.  
 
Consistent with Minnesota 
Statutes 473.146 and 473.859, 
the regional and local forecasts 
are intended as a statement of 
future expectations and will 
reflect regional planning and 
policies. 
 
For more information about the 
methodology behind these 
regional forecasts, see p. 5. 
   
 
 
For more information, contact: 
Todd Graham 
Principal Forecaster 
todd.graham@metc.state.mn.us 
651-602-1322 
 
Publication No. 74-12-016   

Metropolitan Council Forecasts to 2040 

 
Metropolitan Council’s preliminary forecast anticipates 
increasing demographic diversity and continued growth 
for the seven-county Minneapolis-St Paul region by 
2040.  The region’s population is projected to grow by 
893,000. By 2040, 43 percent of residents will be 
persons of color. 
 
   

 2010 2020 2030 2040 
Population 2,850,000 3,144,000 3,447,000 3,743,000 
Households 1,118,000 1,293,000 1,464,000 1,576,000 
Employment 1,548,000 1,743,000 1,943,000 2,118,000 
 

The seven-county Minneapolis-St. Paul region is projected to gain 
893,000 people over the next three decades, reaching 3,743,000 
residents in 2040, up from 2,850,000 in 2010. Projected growth rates, 
9 to 10 percent per decade, are well below the historic growth rates of 
15 percent per decade in the 1980s and the 1990s.  

Natural population growth, or births outpacing deaths, will add 609,000 
residents.  Natural population growth will account for over two-thirds, 
or 68 percent, of the total population growth from 2010 to 2040.  Birth 
rates are higher among families of color than white families, 
contributing to the increasing racial diversity of the region. 
 
One-third of the population increase in the Minneapolis-St. Paul region 
will result from migration.  The Minneapolis-St Paul area is likely to 
gain 463,000 new residents through international immigration while 
losing 179,000 residents to domestic out-migration. 
 
The Minneapolis-St. Paul region will continue to be an immigration 
gateway throughout the 30-year period, and immigration will 
substantially advance the region’s diversity.  Of the expected 
international immigrants, 83 percent will be people of color, from all 
continents; the remaining17 percent will be white, non-Hispanic. 

What Lies Ahead:  Population, Household and Employment Forecasts to 2040 April 2012 

mailto:todd.graham@metc.state.mn.us
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What Lies Ahead:  Population, Household and Employment Forecasts to 2040 April 2012 

Net domestic migration—between 
the Twin Cities region and the rest 
of the nation—will be negative, 
totaling a loss of 179,000 residents 
during 2010-40. This is not a new 
trend; US Census data shows out-
migrants leaving the region have 
outnumbered new domestic arrivals 
during the past decade.  
Geographic position and perceived 
attractiveness of the Minneapolis-St. 
Paul area are challenges to 
domestic migration. While the 
region’s employment and business 
opportunities draw international 

immigrants, the Twin Cities are less attractive to movers who have other priorities. This trend is projected 
to continue into the future unless there is a major change that dramatically alters domestic perceptions of 
attractiveness and amenity value. 

Migration and natural population growth together will replenish the Minneapolis-St Paul region’s school 
enrollments and workforce. The Council forecasts 254,000 additional residents under the age of 25 in the 
Minneapolis-St Paul region, up from 965,000 in 2010 to 1,219,000 in 2040, for a 26 percent increase. 
These dynamics will balance out the rapid expansion of the region’s senior citizen (65 and over) 
population.  

The senior population in the Twin Cities 
area will double between 2010 and 
2030 and will continue growing 
throughout the projections period, from 
307,000 seniors in 2010 to 770,000 
seniors in 2040. Between the aging of 
Baby Boomers and longer life 
expectancies, senior citizens will 
become a substantial cohort of the 
population in the Minneapolis-St. Paul 
area. In 2010, senior citizens were 11 
percent of the region’s population; in 
2040, seniors will be 21 percent of the 
population. 

As the age profile of the population shifts, the mix of households in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area is also 
changing.  The Council forecasts 1,576,000 households in 2040, an increase of 41 percent from 2010. 
Senior citizens are the most significant contributors to household growth as seniors tend to live alone or 
with a spouse.  Most of the forecasted gain in households (58 percent) is reflected in net growth of one-
person households (up 179,000 over 30 years) and of married couples without children (up 87,000). 

581,000 598,000 639,000 704,000
384,000 441,000 475,000 515,000

1,579,000 1,644,000 1,668,000 1,754,000

307,000
461,000

665,000
770,000

2010 2020 2030 2040

Population by Age, 2010-2040

Ages 65+

Ages 25-64

Ages 15-24

Ages 0-14

-141,000
-50,000 -58,000 -71,000

108,000 125,000 159,000 179,000

231,000 218,000 203,000 188,000

2001-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030 2031-2040

Components of Population Growth, 2000-2040

Natural Growth

International Migrants

Domestic Migrants
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These gains reflect the end stages of the household life-cycle, as couples with children become 
households without children.  

Growth in Generation Y and Millennials will still generate growth in households with children (up 148,000 
or 33 percent over 30 years). However, most of the net household growth in the Twin Cities area will 
result from growth in one-parent households (up 80,000 or 62 percent over 30 years).   

Between the churn of migration and higher birth rates among Hispanic, Black or African-American, and 
Asian populations, the Minneapolis-St. Paul region will become more racially and ethnically diverse.  In 
2010, people of color comprised 24 percent of the regional population. By 2040, the Council projects that 
43 percent of residents will be people of color.  In 2040, the Minneapolis-St Paul workforce will reflect the 
diversity seen today in the region’s elementary schools. The population of color will more than double, up 
from 676,000 in 2010 to 1,613,000 in 2040, while the White non-Hispanic population will decrease by 2 
percent.  The region’s 
Hispanic population is 
expected to nearly triple 
(from 168,000 in 2010 to 
479,000 in 2040), and both 
the Black or African-
American population and 
the population of Asians 
and other people of color 
will more than double (from 
234,000 in 2010 to 492,000 
in 2040 and from 274,000 in 
2010 to 642,000 in 2040). 

The Council’s population 
forecasts reveal contrasting 
trends in the age distribution 

327,000 388,000 456,000 506,000 
52,000 62,000 

72,000 79,000 240,000 
294,000 

323,000 327,000 
44,000 

51,000 
57,000 62,000 

325,000 
350,000 

375,000 
393,000 

129,000 
148,000 

183,000 
209,000 

2010 2020 2030 2040

Household Type, 2010-2040

Single parent with children

Couple with children

Cohabiting couple, no children

Married couple, no children

One person and other                         

Living alone

2,174,000 2,211,000 2,196,000 2,129,000

234,000 308,000 394,000 492,000
274,000

378,000 504,000 642,000
168,000

246,000
353,000

479,000

2010 2020 2030 2040

Population by Race and Ethnicity, 2010-2040
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Asian and Other

Black or African-American

White non-Hispanic
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of people of color and white residents. These trends will affect the composition of the region’s working-age 
residents, with significant implications for the future workforce of the region. The number of white 
residents, ages 25-64, will shrink by 21 percent (from 1,262,000 in 2010 to 992,000 in 2040), while the 
population of color in the same age cohort will more than double, climbing from 317,000 in 2010 to 
762,000 in 2040. The share of people of color will increase from 20 percent of working-age residents in 
2010 to 43 percent in 2040.  

The Council’s population forecasts anticipate an increasingly diverse student body in the region. The 
population of color under age 25 will double in size, up from 335,000 in 2010 to 676,000 in 2040. In 
contrast, the number of white residents under age 25 would decrease from 630,000 in 2010 to 543,000 in 
2040, pulling down the share of white school-age children and young adults in this age of group from 65 
percent in 2010 to 45 percent in 2040.  

Migration dynamics are the major factor in this demographic transition. People moving from the 
Minneapolis-St Paul area to other parts of the nation (domestic out-migration) are mostly white and older 
(retirees). In contrast, the region’s gain of international immigrants is predominantly people of color, 
mostly people in their 20s, often immigrating with children. 

The Council forecasts an employment gain of 570,000 jobs, up from 1,548,000 in 2010 to 2,118,000 in 
2040. The Council anticipates employment growth will range from 13 percent in the current decade to 9 
percent in the 2030s. This growth compares to a net employment loss over the 2000s and previous gains 
of 34 percent in the 1970s, 22 percent in the 1980s, and 26 percent in the 1990s.  

366,000 340,000 316,000 298,000 216,000 258,000 323,000 405,000

264,000 270,000 255,000 244,000
119,000 170,000 220,000 271,000

1,262,000 1,194,000 1,064,000 992,000

317,000
450,000

604,000
762,000

282,000 407,000 562,000 595,000

25,000
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Population by Race / Ethnicity and Age

Ages 65+
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The region’s Gross 
Metro Product, the 
sum of value added 
by all industry 
sectors, will rise to 
$400 billion in 
2040—equivalent to 
1.5 percent of the US 
Gross Domestic 
Product. For context, 
the Minneapolis-St 
Paul region has less 
than 1.0 percent of 
the nation’s population. 

Employment opportunities in the Minneapolis-St Paul region attract not only new migrants, but also 
commuting workers living in Greater Minnesota or Wisconsin. In 2010, the Council estimates that 7.7 
percent of earnings at Minneapolis-St. Paul workplaces are earned by commuters into the region. (This is 
offset by 1.5 percent of the region’s household earnings coming from work outside the Twin Cities region.) 
This balance of workers commuting in, and earnings returning with those workers to their place of 
residence, is projected to remain unchanged over the projections period as the Minneapolis-St Paul 
region remains the predominant economic center for a large part of Minnesota and western Wisconsin.  

 
About the Council’s Forecasts 

To prepare its long-range forecast, the Metropolitan Council has adopted REMI PI+, a regional 
macroeconomic model, and ProFamy, a demographic model. Both models have been customized to 
include additional regional data and represent Minneapolis-St Paul regional conditions.  

The REMI PI+ model represents regional economic dynamics and projects time-series of economic and 
demographic outcomes. The REMI PI+ projections are informed by data on the region’s industry mix, 
costs and productivity, and analysis of regional competitiveness and relative position within the national 
economy. Employment, migration and population outcomes directly flow from projected economic 
performance. 

The Metropolitan Council is using ProFamy, an extended cohort-component simulation model, to group 
populations into household types. These projections are informed by age-by-race-specific demographic 
schedules of birth rates, household formation and dissolution rates, fertility, and mortality rates. The end-
product is a time-series of projections of household counts by household type. 

779,000 
1,040,000 

1,273,000 
1,608,000 1,548,000 

1,743,000 
1,943,000 

2,118,000 

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040

Historic and Forecasted Employment



 
 
 

Regional Benchmarks 
Measuring Our Progress  
 
 
Between 2000 and 2030, the seven-county metropolitan area is projected to grow by nearly one 
million people.  The 2030 Regional Development Framework, adopted in 2004, provides a plan 
for how the Metropolitan Council—in partnership with local communities and others—can guide 
our region’s growth and shape our future. 
 
The 2030 Regional Development Framework organized the Council’s strategies around 
four policies: 
 
1. Accommodating growth in a flexible, connected and efficient manner. 
2. Slowing the growth in traffic congestion and improving mobility. 
3. Encouraging expanded choices in housing locations and types. 
4. Working to conserve, protect and enhance the region’s vital natural resources. 
 
Many of the goals and objectives established in the Regional Development Framework are 
ambitious. Our success will hinge on the efforts of not only the Metropolitan Council but also 
local communities and our other regional partners.  They will also require the commitment of 
additional resources—particularly in the areas of highways and transit—in the coming years.  
 
To measure the progress of our region toward achieving the Framework goals, the Council 
established a series of benchmarks and directed staff to provide annual updates.  This report is 
the seventh such update.   
 
 
UPDATED:  September 12, 2011 
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1. Accommodating Growth 
 
 Housing Construction 

 
2000 Baseline:    1,047,240 housing units 
2030 Target:    1,537,000 housing units 
 
2010 Actual:   1,186,986 housing units 

 
To house the forecasted population 
and household growth, the region will 
need to add nearly 490,000 housing 
units between 2000 and 2030.  The 
original benchmark anticipated that 
18,000 units per year would be 
necessary in the 2000-10 decade while 
slowing growth rates by the 2020-2030 
decade would make 16,000 units per 
year sufficient.   
 
In the first half of this decade, housing 
stock gains surpassed the annual 
benchmark, reaching a peak with 
2004’s units permitted and 2005’s net 
growth.  Though the slowdown in 
permitting began in 2005, average net housing production from 2001 to 2006 was nearly 18,500 
units per year.  Over the last four years, however, average net housing production fell by more 
than half to 7,448 units per year with 2010 at 5,250 units, just 24 percent of 2005’s production. 
New housing units permitted rose slightly to 5,761 units in 2010, the third lowest in the 40 years 
the Council has monitored building permits in the region.  
 
On average, 13,502 housing units were added annually over the period, below the long-range 
goal of 16,000 to 18,000 units.  Had housing growth remained at the torrid pace seen earlier in 
the first half of the decade, the region would have added an additional 33,000 units over the last 
four years. 
 
Note:  Net growth estimates reflect: estimated completions of the previous year’s permitted units; conversions of non-
residential structures into housing; units moved in or out of a community; units annexed in and out of a community; 
housing demolitions; and housing units converted into non-residential structures. 
 
Source:  Metropolitan Council Research 
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 Location of New Housing  
 
2030 Targets: 
 Developed Area: 133,000 units net growth, 2000-30 (27 percent or 4,400 units per year) 
 Developing Area:  285,000 units net growth, 2000-30 (59 percent or 9,500 units per 

year) 
 Rural Centers: 27,000 units of net growth, 2000-30 (6 percent or 900 units per year) 
 Remaining Rural Area: no more than 40,000 units net growth, 2000-30 (8 percent or less 

than 1,300 units per year) 
 

 
 
The geographic distribution of housing development from 
2000 to 2010 is in line with benchmark expectations:  the 
central cities and developed suburbs accounted for 31 
percent of the region’s net housing growth; the 
developing suburbs, 59 percent; the rural centers, 5 
percent; and the remaining rural areas, 5 percent.  
Relative to the growth targets, slightly more of the growth 
has occurred in the developed area and slightly less in 
rural areas which represents a more efficient use of 
regional infrastructure.     
 
 
 

 
2010 Actuals: 
 Developed Area: 42,853 units net growth, 2000-10 (31 percent) 
 Developing Area:  83,484 units net growth, 2000-10 (59 percent) 
 Rural Centers:  6,891 units of net growth, 2000-10 (5 percent) 
 Remaining Rural Area:  7,102 units net growth, 2000-10 (5 percent) 

 
The amount of development 
occurring in the developing areas 
as a percentage of the region’s 
total growth has increased over the 
last several years. In 2001, 67 
percent of the growth was in the 
developing areas. This decreased 
to 54 percent in 2007, but 
increased to 65 percent in 2010, 
which is above the 59 percent 
desired in the growth targets.   
 
Source:  Metropolitan Council Research  
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 Regional Employment Growth 
 
2000 Baseline:   1,607,916 jobs 
2030 Target:   2,126,000 jobs or, on average, 17,300 jobs added per year 
 
2010 Actual:   1,542,000 jobs or, on average, -6,600 jobs lost per year 
 

Two recessions over the last 
decade dragged regional 
employment trends below the 
benchmark growth rate.   The 
2030 employment forecasts 
ventured an increase of 
518,000 jobs between 2000 
and 2030.  To meet this 
forecasted growth, regional 
employment must grow an 
annual average of 17,300 jobs 
from 2000 to 2030. So far, 
from 2000 to 2010, regional 
employment has shrunk by an 
average of 6,600 jobs per 
year.  Most of these job losses 
followed the Great Recession (2007-08); however, the 2001 recession and its subsequent 
jobless recovery also dampened annual job growth rates.  Even before the Great Recession, 
regional employment grew at an annual rate of 3,400 jobs from 2000-2007 (20% of the annual 
benchmark rate). 
 
Relative to the largest metropolitan 
areas, Twin Cities’ job growth over 
the last decade fell within the 
bottom half.  The Minneapolis-St. 
Paul Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA) ranked 18th among the 25 
largest U.S. metropolitan areas on 
job growth from 2000 to 2010.  
Minneapolis-St. Paul MSA job 
growth during this period was more 
typical when compared with the 
largest metropolitan areas in the 
Midwest and Northeast—the Twin 
Cities ranked 5th among the largest 
Midwestern and Northeastern 
metropolitan areas.  
 
Sources:  Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages, Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic 
Development; Current Employment Statistics, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor. 
 
 Employment Distribution  2030 Net Growth  
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2000-30 Target: 
Developed Area:   286,561 jobs (55 percent or 9,600 jobs per year) 
Developing Area:   215,712 jobs (41 percent or 7,200 jobs per year) 
Rural Growth Centers:  7,443 jobs (1 percent or 250 jobs per year) 
Remaining Rural Area:  11,579 jobs (2 percent or 390 jobs per year) 

 
2000-10 Actual: 

Developed Area:  -102,815 jobs (-10,282 jobs per year) 
Developing Area:   36,078 jobs (3,608 jobs per year) 
Rural Growth Centers:  -69 jobs (-7 jobs per year) 
Remaining Rural Area:  1,876 jobs (188 jobs per year) 

 
The Great Recession deflated 
employment growth in 
communities across various 
development stages, from the 
central cities to suburbs and 
rural areas.  Both of the last 
decade’s recessions hit the 
region’s developed core hardest. 
The developed areas—i.e., 
Minneapolis, St. Paul, and 
surrounding fully developed 
suburbs—suffered considerable 
job losses during the 2001 
recession, and never regained 
2000-level employment before 
the Great Recession hit in 2007.  
With an annual average loss of over 10,300 total jobs, the developed area lags far behind its 
benchmark growth rate of 9,600 jobs per year.   While the developing area as a whole 
experienced continuous job growth from 2000 to 2008, its employment began to fall in 2006.   
The developed communities are currently at 50 percent of their annual benchmark job growth 
rate of 7,200 jobs per year.  Rural area employment levels advanced more moderately from 
2000 to 2008, and suffered more modest job losses between 2008 and 2010.  The annual 
average growth in rural areas is more in line with the growth forecasted for these areas. 
 
Note:  While the Metropolitan Council adjusted the designations of eight communities from Developing to Developed 
with the 2008 Comprehensive Plan Updates, this analysis used the prior categorization to maintain continuity. 
 
Source:  Metropolitan Council Research analysis of Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages, Minnesota 
Department of Employment and Economic Development. 
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2. Improving Transportation  
 
 Highway Capacity 

 
2000 Baseline: 1,485 lane-miles of freeway  
2030 Trend Line: 300 additional lane-miles of freeway  
2030 Target:  1,786 lane miles of freeway  

 
Almost 30 additional lane-miles were 
added to the system in 2010.  I-35W 
added 17.08 lane miles; Highway 62 
added 7.95 lane miles; and I-494 
added 4.69 lane miles. 
 
Lane-miles added has averaged 
18.4 annually over the measurement 
period—84 percent above the long-
term target of 10 miles per year.   
 
Source:  Minnesota Department of 
Transportation 
 
 
 Daily Roadway Usage  

 
2000 Baseline: 25.9 vehicle miles per capita 
2030 Target: 25.9 vehicle miles per capita 
 
2010 Actual:   25.6 vehicle miles per capita 

 
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) tracks the 
total amount of travel on the region's 
roadways. Since the first travel behavior 
survey in 1949, both the average 
number of trips taken daily by each 
individual and the average length of trips 
have grown.  As a result, the amount of 
travel on the region's roadways has 
grown substantially faster than 
population.  However, with higher 
gasoline prices, increased environmental 
awareness and high unemployment 
continuing through 2010, these trends 
seem to be stabilizing.   Daily travel per 
capita in 2010 was the same (25.6 miles) 
on average as 2009, the lowest level 
since the Council started monitoring this indicator.   
 
Source:  Minnesota Department of Transportation 
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 Roadway Congestion  
 
2000 Baseline: 48 hours per peak-hour traveler spent in congestion per year  
2030 Target: 64 hours  
Annual Indicator:  No more than 1 percent growth per year  
 
2009 Actual: 43 hours 

 
The goal is to keep the increase in 
delay below 1 percent a year. The 
estimated time a peak-hour traveler 
spent in congestion was at least equal 
or higher than the 2000 baseline until 
2009.  Throughout this time series, the 
number of hours per peak-hour traveler 
spent in congestion has been near the 
baseline of 48 hours, with only two 
years above 50 hours, suggesting 
relative stability in this measure. 
Overall regional performance continues 
to be well below the target of 
increasing no more than 1 percent 
growth per year.  2009’s low figure 
reflects that year’s high unemployment 
rate.  Looking ahead, the continued economic slump is likely to keep congestion low through 
2011.  2010 data will be available later in 2011. 

 
Note:  The Texas Transportation Institute updated their historical time series with their 2009 data release.  Their 
previous time series had a 2000 value of 41 hours, serving as a baseline for a 2030 target of 55 hours.  This 
Benchmarks update incorporates the new methodology and increases the 2030 target to 64 hours, maintaining a 
constant increase from the previous methodology. 
 
Source:  Texas Transportation Institute, 2010 Urban Mobility Study 
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 Transit Service   
 
2002 Baseline: 42.4 million vehicle revenue miles per year  
2030 Trend Line: 42 million vehicle revenue miles (assuming no growth)  
2030 Target: 89 million vehicle revenue miles  
 
2010 Actual: 48.1 million vehicle revenue miles 

 
Since the 2002 baseline, 
service has expanded by 13.4 
percent with 2010 the highest 
service year over the 
measurement period at 48.1 
million vehicle revenue miles. 
The growth from 2009 to 2010 
resulted primarily from the 
addition of Northstar 
commuter rail service, 
restructuring of the Council’s 
general public dial-a-ride 
program, and an increase in 
demand for Metro Mobility 
services.  
 
The target since 2006 is 3 percent annual growth.  Stable 3 percent annual growth from 2006 
through 2010 would represent 52.5 million vehicle revenue miles, about 4 million miles above 
the 2010 actual.   
 
Note:  This is a system-wide measure, including Metro Transit, Metro Mobility, contracted 
services, suburban transit providers, intercampus service at the University of Minnesota, and 
the vanpool program. 
 
Source:  Metro Transit and Metropolitan Transportation Services, Metropolitan Council. 
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 Transit Ridership  
 
2003 Baseline:   73.3 million riders per year  
2030 Trend Line:   73.3 million riders (assuming no growth)  
2030 Target:   147 million riders  
 
2010 Actual:  90.9 million riders 
 

Regional transit ridership has 
grown over 21 percent since 
2002 with the 2004 addition 
of University of Minnesota 
service to the regional public 
transit system (about 3.5 
million riders) and overall 
expansion.  Annual growth 
had been above the target of 
building ridership 3 percent 
annually since 2006 until 
2009 when high 
unemployment led to a 6 
percent drop in ridership. 
Upwardly trending gasoline 
prices, an improved 
economy, and ridership to Twins games at the newly-opened Target Field in 2010 helped transit 
ridership grow 2 percent over 2009.   
 
Source:  Metro Transit and Metropolitan Transportation Services, Metropolitan Council. 
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increase was the result of incremental growth in core local and express service to meet growing 
ridership, introduction of service to new park and rides in Eagan and Maple Grove, expansion of 
park and ride service in Shakopee and new service in the Rush Line corridor between Forest 
Lake and downtown Saint Paul.  Metro Transit began use of three-car trains on the Hiawatha 
Line, increasing peak seat miles but decreasing overall service hours. 
 
Source:  Metro Transit and Metropolitan Transportation Services, Metropolitan Council. 
 

 
 Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport Runway Congestion 

 
2002 Baseline: 7.1 minutes average annual aircraft delay  
2030 Trend Line:  9.8 minutes  
2030 Target:  7.1 minutes  
 
2010 Actual: 5.1 minutes 

 
The 2010 average annual 
delay per aircraft operation was 
5.1 minutes, down 0.5 minutes 
from 2009.  In 2010, the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International Airport (MSP) 
served 32 million passengers, 
15th highest among airports in 
North America.   
 
Aircraft activity at the airport 
edged up by 0.02 percent from 
2009 to 437,075 landings and 
takeoffs in 2010 to be the 12th 
busiest airfield in the United 
States. This is the first year that 
operations have increased since 2004.  After years of a depressed global economy and high 
fuel costs, operations increased in 2010 as a result of expanded air freight, general aviation and 
military operations.  Operations are forecast to be flat with a gradual increase in the next five 
years.  Delta completed its merger with Northwest Airlines on January 31, 2010 and reduced the 
integrated flight schedule through 2010.  
 
Delay levels at the Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport this year are likely to remain close 
to 2010 levels, but aviation forecasts indicate about a 40 percent increase in aircraft operations 
by 2030. New runway capacity was not included in the recently approved MSP 2030 
development plan, but future delay is to be addressed through application of the Federal 
Aviation Administration’s NextGen aircraft and airspace management program. 
 
Source:  Federal Aviation Administration and Metropolitan Airports Commission. 
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3. Housing Choices 
 

 Single Family Housing Units 
 
2030 Growth Target:  242,500 units added 
2000-10 Actual:   57,430 units added 
 

The target for single-family detached 
housing production acknowledges 
that roughly half of the overall 
housing unit target of 16,000 to 
18,000 units per year is likely to be 
single-family detached housing. For 
context, 58 percent of the existing 
housing stock is single-family 
detached, so the goal recognizes 
that demand for attached housing is 
increasing relative to historic norms. 
 
2010 marked a new high in the share 
of net growth in single-family 
housing, with 56 percent of the total 
growth. Since 2001, 41 percent of 

the net growth in housing has been single-family detached, varying from a high of 56 percent in 
2010 to a low of 34 percent in 2005—a peak of attached housing construction.  

 
Source:  Metropolitan Council Research. 

  
 
 Townhouse/Multifamily units 

 

2030 Growth Target:  242,500 units added 
2000-10 Actual:   83,255 units added 
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representing two-thirds of net 
growth in housing units.  While 
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townhouse and attached housing growth remains at 59 percent of overall housing growth since 
2001, it was only 44 percent in 2010, indicating a continued reversal of this decade’s trend of 
significant attached housing construction.  
 
Source:  Metropolitan Council Research, 
 
 
 Affordable Housing  2010 Needs 

 
Affordable Owner Target:  84,981 units added 1996-2010 
Affordable Renter Target:  15,840 units added 1996-2010 
 
Affordable Owner Actual:         40,168 units added 1996-2010 
Affordable Renter Actual:       11,873 units added 1996-2010 

 
The production of affordable 
owner-occupied housing has fallen 
far short of the goals set for the 
fifteen-year period of 1996 to 2010.  
Looking just at the units built in the 
last decade, an era of overall 
intense housing production, 
average annual production of 
affordable owner-occupied 
housing, 2,371 units, has been less 
than half (42 percent) of the target 
of 5,665 units per year.   
 
Housing costs are considered 
affordable if they consume no more 
than 30 percent of household 

income.  For the 1996 to 2010 period, the Council defined annual affordability thresholds based 
on the housing budget of households earning 80 percent of the area median family income for 
owner-occupied housing and 50 percent of median for rental housing.   

 
From 1996-2010, the region fell short 
of its goal of nearly 85,000 owner-
occupied affordable units by almost 
45,000 units, adding only 40,168 
units.  
 
Similarly, the production of affordable 
rental housing has fallen short of the 
goals set for the fifteen-year period of 
1996 to 2010 though far less than for 
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just at the units built in the last 
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housing production, average annual 
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production of affordable rental housing, 864 units, has been almost 82 percent of the target of 
1,056 units per year.  
 
From 1996-2010, the region fell short of its targeted goal of nearly 16,000 affordable rental units 
by almost 4,000 units, adding only 11,873 units.   
 
Housing costs are considered affordable if they consume no more than 30 percent of household 
income.  For the 1996 to 2010 period, the Council defined annual affordability thresholds based 
on the housing budget of households earning 80 percent of the area median family income for 
owner-occupied housing and 50 percent of median for rental housing.   

 
Source:  Metropolitan Council Research 
 
 
 Housing Affordability:  Homes sold at prices affordable to median income family 

 
2000 Baseline:    75.0 percent affordable in metro area  

(vs. 59.7 percent national average) 
2030 Target: 75.0 percent affordable in metro area 
2010 Actual: 85.2 percent affordable in metro area 
 
Annual indicator: Region’s housing affordability should remain 15 

points ahead of the national average 
2010 Actual: Region’s housing affordability 12.6 points ahead of 

the national average of 72.6 
 
Changes in regional housing affordability 
generally have followed national trends, 
but the differences are getting closer 
according to the National Association of 
Home Builders / Wells Fargo Housing 
Opportunity Index. The Index dropped in 
the middle of this decade as housing 
prices outpaced income growth.  As the 
housing boom ended and home prices 
began to fall, the index increased to 
show a near historic high level of 
affordability in 2010 for the Minneapolis-
St. Paul MSA and a historic high for the 
U.S. (note that the NAHB did not 
calculate the index from the 2nd quarter 
of 2002 through the 3rd quarter of 2003).   
The percentage of affordable homes sold in the 13-county Minneapolis-St. Paul area continues 
to be higher than the national average, but the gap has shrunk steadily from 2006 (19.5 percent 
difference) to 2010 (12.6 percent difference). The 2010 levels have remained above the overall 
target that 75 percent of the homes be affordable to the median income, but the region failed to 
meet the goal of maintaining a 15-point spread between the metro and the U.S. index in both 
2009 and 2010. 
 
Source:  National Association of Home Builders. 
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4. Environment 
 

 Water Quality 
 
Goal:  The quality of the water leaving the metro area is as good as the water’s quality 
entering the metro area and in compliance with federal and state regulations. 
 

Baseline and Targets Total Phosphorus Total Nitrogen Total Suspended 
Solids 

2000 Baseline Input  
(in tons per year) 

4,380 80,800 1,320,000 

2000 Baseline Output  
(in tons per year) 

3,840 80,900 956,000 

2000 Baseline Difference  
(in tons per year) 

-540 (-12 percent) 100 (0 percent) 
-364,000 (-28 

percent) 

2030 Target 
Output is no more than in 2000  

and output-input difference is held to 0. 
 
Due to the Twin Cities’ location at the northern end of the Mississippi River, Metropolitan 
Council wastewater treatment plants must meet stringent Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) operating standards. The Council’s treatment plants continue to have a near-perfect 
compliance record, while maintaining rates that are lower than the average for similar-sized 
sanitary districts. 
Wastewater treatment 
plants in the region and 
regulations on industrial 
wastewater are succeeding 
at removing pollution from 
the wastewater stream. 
However, water quality is 
also affected by nonpoint 
pollution sources (both 
urban and agricultural) and 
year-to-year climate 
variations.  
 
The indicators for 
phosphorus, nitrogen, and 
suspended solids are determined by taking the sum of the loads from the Minnesota River at 
Jordan, the Rum River in Anoka, the Mississippi River in Anoka, and the St. Croix River in 
Stillwater, and comparing them to the load at the Mississippi River near Red Wing.  Optimally, 
the difference between the output and input mass would be zero or less.  However, there is a 
statistical uncertainty of about 10 percent on both the input and output mass, and pollutant 
loading varies from year to year.  Use of a 10-year median as an indicator helps to minimize, 
though not eliminate, variability from annual climate differences and other natural sources. 
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The output levels of the 
studied pollutants, with the 
exception of nitrogen, 
remained stable in 2010 
and improved compared to 
2000.  Some variability 
from year to year is 
expected due to weather 
conditions and sampling 
error.  Despite variability, 
the general trend for 
phosphorus and 
suspended solids over 
2000-10 has been 
downward (improving).  
The output level of 
nitrogen remains higher than the input level, although both are significantly lower compared to 
2000. 

   
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source:  Metropolitan Council Environmental Services. 
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 Water Supply  
 

Goal: To ensure the metropolitan area’s water resources are adequate to supply future water 
demands without adverse impacts.  

 
Baseline Input:  The Master Water Supply Plan projects future water use based on past 

water use and identifies water supply sources available to each community. 
 
Rainfall in 2010 was above normal 
for the first time in four years. 
However, low precipitation during 
the summer months still resulted in 
relatively high demand for outdoor 
watering and an overall municipal 
water use of 127 gallons per day 
per capita. 
 
Another measure of water 
availability is a comparison of 
groundwater recharge to 
groundwater withdrawals.  In 2010, 
approximately 99,033 million 
gallons of groundwater were 
withdrawn from aquifers in the 
region. This is approximately 25 
percent of the estimated annual 
groundwater recharge. This 
measure does not consider the local 
impact of withdrawals or needs for 
groundwater discharge to surface 
water features, nor does it consider 
that much of the water being 
withdrawn recharged decades 
earlier, but it does give a general 
sense of how much of the annual 
input is being used. 
   
 
 
Source:  Metropolitan Council analysis of data from Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Metropolitan 
Council. 
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 Air Quality – Pollutants 
 
 Goal:    Maintain federal ambient air quality standards for carbon 

monoxide, ground-level ozone and fine particulates.  
 2002 Baseline:   Zero violations 
 2030 Target:    Zero violations  
 2003-2009:   Zero violations 
 2010:    Two violations 
 
The pollutant of greatest concern at the time of the adoption of the Framework was carbon 
monoxide (CO).  Although maintenance of attainment status in the region is still a priority, 
today’s greatest threat to attainment of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) is fine 
particulate matter (PM2.5).  The federal standard for fine particulate matter is that the 98th 
percentile of the 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations in a year, averaged over three years, needs to 
be less than 35 μg/m3.  This standard was violated at two monitors in the region in the 2008-
2010 reporting period. 
 
Source:  Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. 
 
 
 Air Quality Index   
 
 Number of days that air quality was above 100 (unhealthy for sensitive groups)  
  
In planning for improvements to the transportation system, Metropolitan Council conforms to 
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments for attaining federal air quality standards. Prior to 1999, the 
region was classified as not in attainment for carbon monoxide.  
 
An area can be in compliance with federal air quality standards and yet have some days when 
its air quality is rated “unhealthy” by the EPA’s uniform index.  Repeated alert days for a 
pollutant may be an indicator of a rising risk.  Hot summers provide conditions for higher ozone 

levels and more alert days.   
 
In 2010, there were seventeen air 
quality alerts for fine particulate 
matter.  No alerts were issued for 
ozone. 
 
The region has had fine particulate 
levels near the federal standard for 
some time.  The Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency attributes the violation 
in 2008-10 and the unusually high 
number of air quality alters related to 
fine particulates in 2009 and 2010 to 
meteorological conditions caused by 
a strong El Niňo from November 2009 
through March 2010. 

 
Source:  Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. 
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Web-based, visual document 
http://www.metrocouncil.org/planning/planning.htm
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Regional 
planning cycle



Today’s Topics

 A Quick Look Back –
History provides context but not a map

 Current Pressing Issues –
Some familiar faces but new wrinkles

 Approaching a Changed Environment —
New planning horizon (2040) and HUD Sustainable 
Communities Grant; sorting out what goes into 
the Development Framework and what goes into the 
Sustainable Development Plan for HUD



What’s changed since the 
last Regional Development 

Framework?





What happened?



Population Households

2010 Census 2,849,567 1,117,749

2010 Framework 
Forecast 3,005,000 1,198,000

Difference (155,433)
-5%

(80,251)
-7%

What happened?



Jobs

2010 DEED 1,543,263

2010 Framework 
Forecast 1,816,000

Difference (272,102)
-18%

What happened?



What’s changed since 
the last plan?

2000-2010

2000-2010

+ 333,000 Jobs - 64,000 Jobs

1990-2000



What’s changed since 
the last plan?

2000-2010

Community Job Change 
2000-2010



2000-2010

- 64,000 Jobs

Rank: Gross Metro Product
Change from peak GMP to 1st Q 2011

Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI

Change in GMP: 1.4%
Rank: 41/100



What’s changed since 
the last plan?

2000-2010

+ 353,000 people

+ 146,000 HH

+ 237,000 persons 
of color

+ 207,000 people

+ 96,000 HH

+ 227,000 persons 
of color

1990-2000



What’s changed since 
the last plan?

2000-2010

+ 353,000 people

+ 146,000 HH

+ 237,000 persons 
of color

+ 207,000 people

+ 96,000 HH

+ 227,000 persons 
of color

1990-2000



What else has changed?

2000-2010

2000-2010

+ 2,400 married 
families 
with children

+ 67,100 single-
person HH 

-19,900 married 
families 
with children

+ 38,500 single-
person HH 

1990-2000



What else has changed?

2000-2010

20102000
Age

+ 24.6% under 18

+ 64.6% working  
age, 18-64

+ 10.8% 65 plus 

Age
+ 26.4% under 18

+ 64.0% working 
age, 18-64

+ 9.6% 65 plus



What else has changed?



Pressing Issues:

+ Fast growth at the edge; land supply

+ Highway congestion

+ Loss of farmland, natural areas and 
open space

+ Redevelopment

2004

Pressing Issues & 
Regional Approach



Pressing Issues & 
Regional Approach



Regional Approach:

+ Planning framework: centers, focus 
on growth patterns

+ Major system investment: Sewers;  
flexibility in local staging

+ Market-based housing production

+ Multi-modal transportation
+  Natural Resource inventories

2004

Pressing Issues & 
Regional Approach



Pressing Issues:
+ Economy and loss of jobs

+ Housing foreclosures, affordability

+ Transit funding, infrastructure 

+ Water

+ Economic opportunity

+ Changing demographics

2011

Pressing Issues



Pressing Issues



What’s the roadmap for 
going forward?



The Metropolitan Council shall:

“prepare and adopt…a 
comprehensive development 
guide for the metropolitan 
area…for the orderly and 
economical development, public 
and private, of the 
metropolitan area.”

“The comprehensive development 
guide shall recognize and 
encompass physical, social, or 
economic needs of the 
metropolitan area.”

Minnesota Statutes, section 473.145



Regional Vision
guides plans

Sustainable 
Development 

Plan

Vision and 
Goals

Regional 
Development 
Framework



Sustainable 
Development 

Plan

Essential Elements
 Vision and Goals
 Sustainability
 Evaluation and Implementation 
 Outreach 
 Roles and Responsibilities 
 federal
 state
 regional
 local

 non-profits/ 
philanthropic

 community groups
 business community



Sustainable 
Development 

Plan

Sustainable Development: 
Concepts and Approach

 Corridor-based
 Range of housing types, affordability
 Integrated multi-modal transportation
 “Sustainable Environment” 
 access to greenspace
 access to jobs
 access to services
 assurance of clean water and air



Regional
Planning 
Framework

Transport-
ation

Parks  
System

Vision & 
Goal 

Setting
(2004)

Aug Sept Oct

Nov

Committee of the Whole Meetings

2011 Outcome: 
Review existing plans & develop 
new Vision and Goals

July

(2010)

Water 
Resources

& Housing
(2005/07)

(1985) (2010)



Forecasts

Regional 
Development 
Framework



Four Goals

Regional 
Development 
Framework



Four Policies

Regional 
Development 
Framework



Four Policies (cont.)

Regional 
Development 
Framework



Strategies

Geographic 
Planning 
Areas

Regional 
Development 
Framework



Strategies

Regional 
Development 
Framework



Implementation

Regional 
Development 
Framework



Implementation (cont.)

(annual)

Regional 
Development 
Framework



Benchmarks 

Regional 
Development 
Framework



Benchmarks 

Regional 
Development 
Framework

Housing Choices/Opportunities



Benchmarks 

Regional 
Development 
Framework



August 3: Transportation

September 21: Water Resources and 
Housing
October 19: Parks and 
Implementation

November 16: Vision & Goal Setting

What’s next?



 

Proposed Outcomes, Principles and Policies 
As of October 2013 

Proposed Outcomes 
 
Thrive MSP 2040 asserts five desired outcomes to define policy priorities: 

Stewardship        Prosperity        Equity        Livability        Sustainability 

These five outcomes, identified during the Metropolitan Council’s two years of Thrive outreach and engagement, 
emerged as common themes defining a shared regional vision.  Plans, policies and projects that balance all five of these 
outcomes tend to create positive change, while efforts that advance only one or two outcomes at the expense of the 
others may be disappointments over the long term.  Policymakers make tough decisions at the intersections among 
these five outcomes, weighing the benefits and costs of their options against these five outcomes.  Focusing on 
outcomes allows for flexibility in implementation, both for the Council’s systems and policy plans and for local 
comprehensive plans, yet prioritizes a shared strategic vision.   

Stewardship advances the Council’s longstanding 
mission of orderly and economical development, 
responsibly managing the region’s natural and financial 
resources and making strategic investments in our 
region’s future.  

Prosperity results from investments in infrastructure, 
amenities and quality of life that create regional 
economic competitiveness, thereby attracting and 
retaining successful businesses, a talented workforce, 
and consequently wealth. 

Equity connects all residents to opportunity and creates 
viable options for people of all races, ethnicities and 
incomes so that all communities share the 
opportunities and challenges of growth and change. 

Livability focuses on the experience of our people and 
how places and infrastructure create and enhance the 
high quality of life that makes our region a great place 
to live. 

Sustainability protects our regional vitality for 
generations to come by taking a long-term perspective  
to preserve our assets, resources, and strengths.  

Proposed Principles 

Thrive defines three principles to guide how the Council implements its policies both internally and externally to advance 
the five outcomes: 

Integration        Collaboration       Accountability 

These three principles reflect the Council’s understanding of its role integrating policy areas, supporting local 
governments and regional partners, and promoting and implementing this regional vision.  These principles govern how 
the Council implements Thrive systems and policy plans and how the Council advances these outcomes, both 
individually and collectively.   

Integration leverages multiple policy tools to address 
complex regional challenges and opportunities.  

Collaboration recognizes that shared efforts and 
effective partnerships among local and regional 
partners move our region forward most effectively 
toward our shared outcomes.  

Accountability requires a commitment to monitoring 
and evaluating the effectiveness of our policies and a 
willingness to adjust course as necessary.   

 
For more information about Thrive MSP 2040, visit thriveMSP.org 

To share your reactions and comments to these outcomes, principles and proposed policies,  
e-mail the Council at thriveMSP@metc.state.mn.us 



 Proposed Policy Direction 
 
To advance the five outcomes, working within the three principles, the Council has identified a series of policy directions 
in Thrive.  Detailed policies implementing the Thrive policy direction will emerge and be formally adopted in the Thrive 
systems and policy plans:  the Housing Policy Plan (summer 2014), the Transportation Policy Plan (late 2014), the Water 
Resources Policy Plan (summer 2014), and the Regional Parks Policy Plan (early 2015). 

Stewardship: 
 Prioritize protection of and minimize impacts to 

natural resources; 
 Focus on maintaining existing infrastructure – 

wastewater infrastructure, highways and bridges – 
rather than expanding to serve new areas; 

 Strategically invest in new infrastructure capacity 
that supports land use patterns; 

 Expand alignment of wastewater, transit and other 
infrastructure investments with local land use. 

Prosperity:   
 Foster the conditions for shared economic vitality 

by balancing major investments across the region; 
 Deliver cost-effective wastewater treatment and 

efficient transportation that reduces costs of doing 
business here; 

 Provide amenities and great places that attract and 
retain businesses and workers; 

 Reduce the cost differential between 
redevelopment and greenfield development sites; 

 Inventory industrial land across the region to 
preserve the best sites for jobs; 

 Partner to develop a shared economic 
competitiveness strategy. 

Equity:   
 Invest in the creation and preservation of racially-

integrated, mixed-income neighborhoods across the 
region;  

 Use transportation investments to improve access 
to opportunity; 

 Preserve a mix of housing affordability along the 
region’s transitways and create new affordable 
housing close to jobs and education; 

 Convene leaders to develop shared investment 
strategies in racially-concentrated areas of poverty. 

Livability: 
 Provide transportation choices that reduce the 

financial and time cost of transportation; 
 Preserve natural resources and support outdoor 

recreational opportunities through the regional 
park and trail system; 

 Communicate the regional bicycle network to 
promote bicycling for transportation and 
recreation; 

 Align resources to support transit-oriented 
development that creates great places. 

Sustainability: 
 Promote the wise use of water through expanding 

water conservation and reuse, increasing aquifer 
recharge; and rebalancing surface water and 
groundwater use; 

 Continue sustainability practices in the Council’s 
wastewater and transit operations; 

 Offer leadership, information and technical 
assistance to local governments to support climate 
change mitigation, adaptation and resilience.  

Integration: 
 Align and leverage all of the Council’s divisions, 

roles and authorities to address regional issues;  
 Coordinate Council activities with partners and 

stakeholders across and throughout the region. 

Collaboration: 
 Convene conversations to address key regional 

issues; 
 Provide expanded information and technical 

assistance to support local planning and 
decisionmaking. 

Accountability: 
 Monitor performance against key regional 

indicators; 
 Adjust and revise policies as necessary.  
 

 

 

Last revised:  October 23, 2013 

 
For more information about Thrive MSP 2040, visit thriveMSP.org 

To share your reactions and comments to these outcomes, principles and proposed policies,  
e-mail the Council at thriveMSP@metc.state.mn.us 



 

Responding to Preliminary Local Forecasts 

 

The 2040 Preliminary Local Forecasts are a work in progress.  After discussing the preliminary forecasts with local 
governments, the Council will review additional data and revise forecasts to reflect shared expectations of future growth 
and development.  This handout summarizes how Council staff will respond to local government comments and what 
kinds of information cities might provide.  

 

 If your preliminary forecasts seem low: 

o Tell us!  Let Council staff know the forecasts appear 
too low and by roughly how much. 

 

How you can help us revise your forecasts: 

o Validate the input data the Council is using in 
forecasts preparation (see back of sheet for links) 

o Tell us about: 

 Development projects expected to break 
ground before 2020 – what type of 
development, where, how many units or how 
much commercial/industrial space 

 Additional detail about recent (post-2010) 
developments beyond what you’ve told us in 
the Council’s Building Permits Survey  

 What mix of residential and non-residential you 
expect in planned mixed-use areas 

o Tell us any other reasons behind why you think your 
preliminary forecasts are too low 

How Council staff are responding: 

o Taking a more in-depth look at data newer than 
what we originally used, including: 

 Recent building permits  

 Plat monitoring data  
o Verifying that our forecasts use the latest 

information about planned land use, including any 
recent comprehensive plan amendments. 

o Reviewing our assumptions about allowable 
housing types and densities  

 

If your preliminary forecasts seem high: 

o Tell us!  Let Council staff know the forecasts appear 
too high and by roughly how much. 

 

How you can help us revise your forecasts: 

o Validate the input data the Council is using in 
forecasts preparation (see back of sheet for links) 

o Tell us about: 

 Maximum number of housing units you think 
possible (or likely) in your community 

 Where your local plan allows different housing 
types and at what densities (help us refine the 
planned land use data we have) 

 Land that is permanently undevelopable 

 What mix of residential and non-residential you 
expect in planned mixed-use areas 

 Where you want to see redevelopment and 
what type of redevelopment – how many units 
or how much commercial/industrial space you 
envision 

o Tell us any other reasons behind why you think your 
preliminary forecasts are too high 

How Council staff are responding: 

o Verifying that our forecasts use the latest 
information about planned land use 

o Reviewing our assumptions about allowable 
housing types and densities  

o Reviewing our assumptions about potential of 
undeveloped land and redevelopment areas 

 

Remember:  The preliminary forecasts will be revised by Spring 2014. 

Your Sector Representative will be your first point of contact. 

(See back of sheet for data links) 



 

 

 

Responding to Preliminary Local Forecasts 

 

Links for Data: 

Each link takes you to the MetroGIS Data Finder Website, where you can get information about the data, and download 

a database (.dbf) file and GIS shapefiles.   To download the data, click: “Get data” 

 

 

o For land use and real estate characteristics, go to: 
datafinder.org/metadata/2040PreliminaryForecastLandUseAndRealEstate.html and click “Get data” 

 

o For TAZ level characteristics, go to: datafinder.org/metadata/2040PreliminaryForecastTAZCharacteristics.html and 
click “Get data” 

 

o For TAZ level forecasts  used to get city total forecasts, go to: 
datafinder.org/metadata/2040PreliminaryTAZLevelForecasts.html and click “Get data” 

(Note: These are not official TAZ level forecasts. The preliminary, local forecasts presented to the Council last September 
are preliminary, and will change based upon local input, data refinements, and modeling improvements between now 
and the adoption of Thrive MSP 2040 in April 2014. Once local forecasts are approved, official TAZ forecasts will result 
from dialogue with cities on city-level forecasts and subsequent work with cities to allocate the jurisdiction totals to the 
TAZ level as part of the Comprehensive Plan Updates. TAZ level forecasts are presented for diagnostic purposes only, to 
help communities evaluate and provide comments on their preliminary local forecasts.) 

  

o For an Excel spreadsheet that shows how city-level forecasts total were obtained from TAZs, go to 
datafinder.org/metadata/2040PreliminaryTAZCityXwalk.html and click “Get data” 

 

http://datafinder.org/metadata/2040PreliminaryForecastLandUseAndRealEstate.html
http://datafinder.org/metadata/2040PreliminaryForecastTAZCharacteristics.html
http://datafinder.org/metadata/2040PreliminaryTAZLevelForecasts.html
http://datafinder.org/metadata/2040PreliminaryTAZCityXwalk.html


 

Project Summary – 167th Avenue Node at Saint Francis Boulevard 

Project Summary 
167 th Avenue Node at Saint Francis Boulevard (TH 47)  

Statement of Purpose 
This purpose of this document is to provide a summary of City review, actions, 

and policies related to the 167th Avenue Node at Saint Francis Boulevard. There 

are two components to this summary report: 

1. Public Involvement and Collaborative Process 

2. Statement of Goals 

History 
The following is a brief history of the City of Ramsey’s participation in the 167th 

Avenue Node.  

The retail node located at 167th Avenue and Trunk Highway 47 has been a topic 

of discussion with past and current City Councils, Planning Commissions, and 

Economic Development Authority (EDA) boards for several years ("167/47 

Node"). The 167/47 Node has struggled to become economically viable for some 

time, is experiencing high vacancy rates, an increase of blighted building 

conditions, and escalating crime. 

The City has received a significant number of inquiries from property and business 

owners located in the 167/47 Node from 2012 to 2013 requesting assistance to 

help correct a market failure. Additionally, the City of Ramsey owns an inventory 

of real property located adjacent to the 167/47 Node totaling 16.52 acres. Said 

property was identified as surplus City owned land in 2012 and is available for 

sale. In early 2013, the City responded to two (2) requests for a zoning 

amendment to expand the list of permitted and conditional uses in the 167/47 

Node. These proposed uses included an indoor shooting range and 

warehousing/distribution user. 

As a result of items discussed above, the EDA, Planning Commission, and City 

Council expressed interest in addressing the 167/47 Node. At the July EDA 

meeting a policy to guide the City’s position on the 167/47 was drafted (known 

as the Statement of Goals). A copy of said policy is attached to this memo as 

Exhibit C. 

The purpose of the policy is to guide City participation in the redevelopment of 

the 167/47 Node; and, specifically identify a common goal, vision, working 

parameters and a process to garner public input. The desired outcome of this 

document is to develop a clear, consistent, transparent and fair process the City, 

prospective developers, property owners and Staff can rely on as proposals are 

received. 

A portion of the proposed policy covers future land uses and a public input 

process. Therefore, the EDA requested the Planning Commission review the 

proposed policy and champion the public input process. 
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http://www.cityoframsey.com/167
mailto:tgladhill@cityoframsey.com
mailto:pbrama@cityoframsey.com


 

Project Summary – 167th Avenue Node at Saint Francis Boulevard 

Public Involvement 
On September 26, 2013, the City of Ramsey hosted a collaborative process with 

its residents to discuss opportunities and barriers. The intent of this process was 

to involve residents and stakeholders early in the policy and standards 

development process. A copy of the invite to the collaborative process is 

attached to this memo as Exhibit A. 

The comments received as part of the collaborative process are attached to this 

memo as Exhibit B. 

Next Steps 
Planning Commission review of public comments and recommendation on 

Statement of Goals. 

EDA review of public comments and Planning Commission recommendation. Staff 

presents financial data related to trunk sewer system. 

Recommendation brought forward to City Council to adopt Statement of Policy. 

Adjustments to Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code will be included in 2040 

Comprehensive Plan Update, or as requested. 
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Exhibit A – September 26, 2013 Collaborative Process Invite 
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Exhibit B – Comments from the September 26, 2013 Collaborative Process 
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Exhibit C – Statement of Goals 
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Project Summary – Former Municipal Center (10/29/13) 

Project Summary 
15153 Nowthen Boulevard: Former Municipal Center  [October 29, 

2013] 

General Background 

This update is related to the development of City owned land located at 15153 

Nowthen Boulevard; known as the Former Municipal Center Site (“Subject 

Property”). NOTE: this site is also the location of Fire Station #2. The Subject 

Property is 21.24 acres in size and is zoned Public/Quasi-Public. 

 

This Subject Property was vacated in 2006, when the City moved its municipal 

center campus to The COR. Since 2006, the City has explored various options for 

selling the Subject Property in conjunction with the construction of a new fire 

station on an adjacent City owned site. In 2012, the City was approached by 

Connexus Energy regarding the development of the Subject Property for a data 

center(s). 

 

The City is considering two general development scenarios for the Subject 

Property: data center and single family residential. The City completed a 

feasibility study on said development scenarios in February 2013 (which 

included site concept maps); and, a public open house in April 2013. 

 

Process Background 

Because the Subject Property is currently located within the Public/Quasi Public 

Zoning District, the next step in the process to develop this site is to consider 

the appropriate future land use and zoning--specifically: consider submitting an 

application for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 

 

In June and July 2013, the City Council directed Staff to re-engage surrounding 

property owners before submitting an application to amend the City's 

Comprehensive Plan--specifically, regarding a potential data center 

development. Below is a summary of the proposed study group. 

Study Group Purpose and Format 

PURPOSE: to better understand under what circumstances a data center 

development would be considered an acceptable use for the Subject Property. 

The key outcome of this process is a proposal for Council consideration; which 

will include (1) further documentation/information addressing specific concerns 

(2) mitigation proposals addressing specific concerns (3) updated site concept 

maps and cost-benefit analysis. 

 

NOTE: The purpose of a study group is identify and consider compromises/ 

solutions; it is possible the study group may conclude certain concerns cannot be 

mitigated. 

 

STAKEHOLDERS: 13 surrounding/at-large property owners will be primary study 

group participants. One (1) Councilmember, one (1) EDA member and two (2) 

Project Webpage 
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Project Summary – Former Municipal Center (10/29/13) 

Planning Commission Members will also be involved with the process.  

 

TIMELINE: 4-6 sessions, two hours per session from November to January. 

Results will be reviewed by the EDA, Planning Commission and City Council. 

Subsequently, the City Council will consider submitting an application for a 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 

 

PROCESS: Council directed Staff to pursue a 'hybrid style' public process in July 

of 2013. For specific information please review the attached description. 

Participants for the proposed study group were solicited by direct mailing (250 

surrounding parcels) and with an article in the Ramsey Resident 

(September/October edition). Copies of both correspondence are attached to 

this case. 

 

Study Group Members 

1. Aaron Brendel, 5911 157th Lane NW 
2. Kent Cunningham, 15211 Helium Street NW 
3. Brandon Doyle, 15109 Helium Street NW 
4. Mike Hoeschen, 7005 156th Ave NW 
5. Al Kempf, 15220 St. Francis Blvd NW 
6. Kristen Kimsey, 5722 152nd Way NW 
7. Jennifer Kulseth, 15225 Helium St NW 
8. Donna McLain, 15133 Nowthen Blvd NW 
9. Jon Olds, 5660 146th Circle NW 
10. Gail Penner, 15232 Helium St NW 
11. Nancy Norman Sommer, 14451 Potassium St NW 
12. Steve Swenson, 5734 152nd Way NW 
13. Eric Zaetsch, 6521 154th Lane NW 
14. LIAISON: Matthew Maul (Planning Commission) 
15. LIAISON: Randy Bauer (Planning Commission) 
16. LIAISON: Philip Brundt (Economic Development Authority [EDA] 

Member) 
17. LIAISON: Chris Riley (City Councilmember) 

 

The first meeting (Scoping Meeting) is scheduled for Monday, November 4, 2013. 

Additional detailed background information is available on this project at: 

www.cityoframsey.com/formerrmc. 

  
  

City of Ramsey 

7550 Sunwood Drive NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

763-427-1410 

www.cityoframsey.com  

http://www.cityoframsey.com/formerrmc
http://www.cityoframsey.com/


 

Project Summary – Former Municipal Center (10/29/13)  



 

Project Summary – Former Municipal Center (10/29/13)  



 

Project Summary – Former Municipal Center (10/29/13) 

Old Municipal Center Site (15153 Nowthen Boulevard) 
 

Future Development Discussion: Data Center User 
 

STUDY GROUP: Hybrid Collaborative Process 
 

Purpose: 
 
QUESTION: Under what circumstances would a data center development be an acceptable use for the former municipal center site 
that balances the City’s goal to expand its tax base while respecting the residential character of the surrounding area? [per each 
concern] 
 
OUTCOME: consensus proposal for council consideration; which will include: 

o Documentation/information addressing each specific concern 
o Individual mitigation proposal addressing each specific concern 
o Updated site concept maps 

 
SPECS: 

o 10 members: 1 councilmember, 1 EDA member, 1 PC member, 5 adjacent property owners, 2 at large property owners. 
o Consider a data center development only (not residential) 
o The purpose of the study group is IDENTIFY and CONSIDER compromises/ solutions; it is possible the focus group may 

conclude certain concerns cannot be mitigated.   
o Structure below may be amended/adjusted as needed.  For example, if the group wants to add an item; or if the group 

wants to spend more/less time on a certain topic. 

 
Structure: 
 

Participants will set the entire agenda as part of the initial scoping meeting. Participants would facilitate individual sessions with 
assistance from City Staff. 
 
1. Meeting Outline: 

a. Orientation    10 minutes 
b. Review Purpose of Group   10 minutes 
c. Rules of Engagement   10 minutes 
d. Present Concerns Previously Addressed 30 minutes 
e. Call for sessions (entire agenda set) 30 minutes 

2 hours 
 

2. Meeting Outline Set by Participants (as part of Meeting #1) 
a. Topic 1 
b. Topic 2 

1.5 hours 
 

3. Meeting Outline Set by Participants (as part of Meeting #1) 
a. Topic 3 
b. Topic 4 

1.5 hours 
 

4. Meeting Outline Set by Participants (as part of Meeting #1) 
a. Topic 5 
b. Topic 6 

1.5 hours 
 

5. Meeting Outline: 
Review/amend draft proposal  
and submit recommendation to the Council 

2 hours 
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Project Summary – Armstrong West (Future Business Park)  (10/29/13) 

Project Summary 
Armstrong West (Future Business Park and Retail Area)  [October 29, 

2013] 

Background 
The current review of a potential, future business is currently focused on land 

use components as a way for the City to facilitate future economic 

development. The activities are currently limited to potential Comprehensive 

Plan and Zoning Amendments. 

In 2012, the Ramsey Economic Development Authority (EDA) and City Council 

identified a shortage existed in property available for development by 

businesses in Ramsey (outside of The COR). As a result, the Ramsey EDA and 

Council identified securing a future "Business Park" location as a strategic 

priority in early 2013. 

 

Beginning in May 2013, the EDA began reviewing potential future Business Park 

locations. In August 2013, the Ramsey EDA crafted a recommendation to be 

considered first by the Planning Commission and subsequently the City Council. 

Before said case is brought before the City Council, the EDA would like to 

conduct and review a feasibility study. Additionally, the Planning Commission 

would like to conduct a public open house to gather input regarding potential 

future land use changes. 

As part of the initial phase of looking towards a future business park, the EDA 

reviewed six (6) sites for consideration, narrowing these down to two (2) as part 

of Phase I efforts. These sites are referred to as 1) Pearson Properties of Ramsey 

and 2) Hageman Holdings. 

Both of these areas are located in the area west of Armstrong Boulevard. The 

City can look at the other four (4) sites in the future. Attached to this memo as 

Exhibit A is a map indicated the Study Area. Also attached to this memo is a 

summary sheet of the two (2) sites under review as Exhibit B, both of which 

require Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Amendments. 

Pearson Properties 
Pearson Properties is interested in amending the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 

Map as well as an interested seller. 

Hageman Holdings 
Although not actively marking their site, Hageman Holdings does desire to amend 

the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map for business park activities. The site is 

currently located within the B-2 Highway Business District, which is focused on 

retail activities.  

Future Retail/Redevelopment Area 
Additionally, the City has received a number of inquiries related to the Hi-Ten 

existing business park directly adjacent to Armstrong Boulevard and the two 

sites noted above. Although this is an existing business park, the current 

Project Webpage 
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Project Summary – Armstrong West (Future Business Park)  (10/29/13) 

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map indicate this area as a retail area under 

The COR Zoning. The City has responded to a number of inquiries regarding 

design requirements and build-to (setback) requirements. 

It is the intent of the City to look at this area holistically to review a number of 

components related to the area west of Armstrong Boulevard. 

Proposed Timeline: 
 09/24/13 CCWS Update 

 10/31/13 Engineering Estimations Complete 

 11/07/13 Planning Commission Review 

 11/14/13 EDA Review 

 12/2013 TBD date, Collaborative Public Process 

 01/02/14 Planning Commission Review of Collaborative Public Process; 

and final Recommendation 

 01/09/14 EDA Review of Collaborative Public Process; and final 

Recommendation 

 01/14/14 City Council receive EDA and Planning Commission 

Recommendations (update) 

 01/28/14 City Council take action 
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Exhibit A – Site Location Map 



 

Project Summary – Armstrong West (Future Business Park)  (10/29/13) 

Exhibit B – Site Summaries 

Future Business Parks 
Primary: Al Pearson Farm North, Secondary: Hageman Holdings 

Property Owner Location Willing Seller Zoning Size/Land Price Distance from Utilities/Road Benefits Drawbacks/Potential Issues 

1. Al Pearson North This property is a 
greenfield site located on 
the north side of U.S. 
Highway 10 at the 
intersection of Bunker 
Lake Boulevard and 
Puma Street; between 
the Links at Northfork 
golf course and the 
Legacy Christian 
Academy. 

Yes.  Mr. Pearson is a willing seller 
that is interested in a partnership 
with the City.  Mr. Pearson is willing 
to hold the land while the City 
markets and works with prospects. 

Mix of residential 
and retail.  Mr. 
Pearson has 
indicated he 
would be willing 
to rezone his 
property to allow 
for a business 
park. 

90 acres of land.  
$65,000 per acre 
or $1.49 per 
square foot. 

Bunker Lake Boulevard is located 
to the edge of this site.  Puma (a 
temporary street) is located 
adjacent to this site.  Utilities are 
located 1,000 feet from this site.   
 

 Willing seller 

 Willing partner 

 Willing to change zoning 

 Utilities close by 

 Road close by 

 Large piece of land 

 Location 
o Access 
o Close to Hwy 10 
o Far enough from Hwy 10 

 Uncertainty of Hageman Holdings 
(Bunker, Users) 

 Green Acres designation 

 Zoning change required.  

 Potential concerns from the Links 
and the neighborhood to the NE. 
 

2. Hageman Holdings 
 
Background 
Hageman Holdings owns 171.65 acres of land west of 
Armstrong Boulevard.  The City did approve a Plat and site 
plan for a new campus for Legacy Christian Academy.  
 
Hageman Holdings has informed the City that it is no 
longer actively pursuing a campus for Legacy Christian 
Academy at this time, but still desires to develop a similar 
concept with a different user.  
 
Hageman Holdings is not willing to sell any of their 
property located on the north side of Bunker Lake 
Boulevard now, or in the near future (i.e. 2-4 years); as 
they still would like to see their site developed into a 
school campus. 
 

The proposed business 
park portion (45 acres) of 
the larger Hageman 
Holdings property (171 
acres) is located on the 
north side of Highway 10 
west of Armstrong 
Boulevard; south of 
Bunker Lake Boulevard 
only.   
 
This site is located just 
south of the proposed 
Legacy Christian 
Academy. 
 
 

No (as of September 2013). Hageman 
Holdings is not interested in selling/ 
developing or rezoning their land for 
a future business park now or in the 
next 2-4 years.  At this point, they 
would like to maintain their original 
vision—a private school campus. 

Retail.   45.1 acres of land.  
Price TBD. 
Estimation 
$87,000-$108,900 
or $2.00-2.50 per 
square foot 

Utilities and roadway located 
adjacent to sight.  However, per 
the development agreement for 
the Legacy Christian Academy 
project, any improvements to any 
site will trigger a mandatory 
expansion of Bunker Lake 
Boulevard the west of Armstrong 
Boulevard to Puma Street.  This 
item needs to be discussed 
further.  This would be a 
substantial cost (multi-million). 

 Utilities adjacent and nearly 
ready to go 

 Road adjacent 

 Location 
o Access 
o Close to Hwy 10 

 Selective seller  

 Willing seller 2-4 years (maybe) 

 Development agreement/ 
requirements for Bunker Laker 
Boulevard--high cost. 

 For some businesses, too close 
to Hwy 10 

 Relatively high cost per square 
foot 

 Zoning change required.  
Potential concerns from 
surrounding property owners. 

 Not a large piece of land (fair) 

 
 



60

23

295

219

2010 2011 2012 2013

Households

Households



 

Preliminary Response – Preliminary 2040 Forecasts (11/1/13) 

Preliminary Response 
Metropolitan Council Preliminary 2040 Forecasts  

Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this document is to provide a preliminary response to the 

Metropolitan Council Preliminary 2040 Forecasts. 

Background 
Every ten (10) years, following the completion of a U.S. Census, the Metropolitan 

Council updates regional plans and growth forecasts. The Regional Development 

Framework, also known as Thrive MSP 2040, is the comprehensive land use guide 

for the 7-county metropolitan area. This is the framework in which the City must 

develop its Comprehensive Plan from. The Comprehensive Plan is a 20-year 

planning document that guides future land use and development. 

Assumptions 
The Preliminary Forecasts for Ramsey are as follows: 

Forecast Type Year (2040) 

Households 12,500 

Population 28,400 

Employment 7,000 

 

General Assumptions: 

 The Metropolitan Council will honor existing total capacity forecasts 

(Households = 15,900; Population = 42,500; Employment = 12,500) 

 These are forecasted growth for planning purposes; not benchmarks in 

which communities must meet 

 If actual growth rate appears to be exceeding forecasted amounts, the 

City has the ability to request a Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

 If the City desires to amend the Future Land Use Map in a way that 

increases the total capacity of the forecasts, the City has the ability to 

request a Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 

Two major topics will need to be addressed as it relates to future growth 

forecasts: 

1. Transportation Capacity and Congestion 

2. Water Supply Capacity 

Each of these topics will be discussed in more detail below. 

Preliminary Response 
Based on previous policy statements and review, the City of Ramsey generally 

appreciates the more conservative approach to growth forecasts. This is a 

considerable reduction in the timing in which Ramsey is forecasted to grow. 
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Preliminary Response – Preliminary 2040 Forecasts (11/1/13) 

That being acknowledged, the City believes that the Preliminary Forecasts need 

slight modification. Based on recent market trends, the City believes that the 

actual growth rate for the near future may be higher than the preliminary 

forecasts, but not to the level with the City’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan, at least 

not through the year 2040. 

Attached to this Preliminary Response is historical Building Permit data for the 

years 2011-2013. In addition, attached to this Preliminary Response is 

background on several Small Area Planning initiatives that the City is currently 

reviewing to include in the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. Please note that the City 

acknowledges that amendments to the Future Land Use Map for these three (3) 

areas will likely result in amendments in other geographic areas in order to 

balance household, population, and employment forecasts. These exercises are 

intended to better understand the locations of future household, population, and 

employment growth. These three (3) Small Area Plans are the first step in a multi-

step process related to our overall Future Land Use Map. 

The City would also like to address Population Forecasts. Most notably, the 

Preliminary Response appear to need a higher degree of focus on Population 

Forecasts and Household Size (persons per household). The same holds true for 

our analysis related to Employment Forecasts. As noted in the previous 

paragraph, background information on three (3) Small Area Plans are attached. 

Major Growth Factors 
In addition to a number of factors, Ramsey has identified two (2) major growth 

factors as it relates to this stage of review; 1) Transportation Capacity and; 2) 

Water Supply Capacity. 

Regardless of future growth forecasts, Ramsey finds that it is important to 

address the regional transportation issues in Ramsey, most notably Highway 10. 

This system is already operating at Level of Service F. Any comment in support of 

reduced forecasts is not a reflection that any focus on Highway 10 and Highway 

47 improvements should be lost. 

For some time, Ramsey has been studying an alternative water supply (surface 

water from the Mississippi River) to address depleting ground water supply. This 

is not only a benefit to the City, but to the region. Ramsey does not believe this 

issue should be solved at the local level. Ramsey appreciates the Metropolitan 

Council’s support in addressing this issue on a regional level. 

Next Steps 
Ramsey will be considering a public process to reach out to its residents in 

advance of the Official Comment Period. We appreciate this opportunity to 

comment early in the process and be part of the development of the forecasts. 

These comments are simply preliminary. The City of Ramsey needs more time to 

review the assumptions and methodology to better understand the impacts to 

Ramsey.  
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Regular Planning Commission   5. 6.           
Meeting Date: 11/07/2013  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Adopt Resolution of Comprehensive Plan Compliance for Tax Increment Finance District No. 2 Modification

Purpose/Background:
On December 31, 2013, Tax Increment Financing (TIF) District #2 will become decertified. As part of the
decertification process, the final budget of the TIF Plan needs to be amended to reflect actual tax increment
received. TIF District #2 was created on June 30, 1986 and was most recently modified on December 13, 2011.
The District was created to capture new increment created by future development within the District. The use of
said funds is outlined in the attached TIF Plan.

When a TIF District is created or modified, the Planning Commission shall review the plan or modification to
determine if they are in compliance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan. As noted above, the modification is
exclusive to a modification to the TIF District #2 Budget. There are no planned land use changes to the TIF District.

A more detailed background of Tax Increment Financing can be found in the attached memo from the League of
Minnesota Cities.

Notification:
No notification is required.

Observations/Alternatives:
Alternative #1 – Adopt resolution as presented. The proposed TIF Modification appears to be in line with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan as it relates to land use. This modification will allow the TIF District to decertify as originally
planned, and funds collected within the district will now follow the standard property tax distribution to Anoka
County, Anoka-Hennepin School District and the City of Ramsey.

Alternative #2 – Do not adopt the resolution. Staff does not recommend this alternative. Under applicable
Minnesota Statutes, this District cannot be extended beyond December 31, 2013. The District has exhausted the
statutory lifespan for this type of TIF District. In order to adhere to statutory reporting requirements, the TIF Plan
needs to be modified in order to properly decertify.

Alternative #3 – Adopt the resolution with amendments. Staff does not see a need to amend the proposed resolution
as presented.

Funding Source:
Preparation of the resolution is being handled as part of normal Staff duties.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt Resolution #13-11-186 finding that a modification to the
Development Program for Development District No. 1 and a modification to the Tax Increment Financing District
No. 2 conform to the general plans for the development and redevelopment of the City.

Action:
Motion to adopt Resolution #13-11-186 finding that a modification to the Development Program for Development



Motion to adopt Resolution #13-11-186 finding that a modification to the Development Program for Development
District No. 1 and a modification to the Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 conform to the general plans for the
development and redevelopment of the City.

Attachments
TIF Plan Modification
League of Minnesota Cities - TIF Background
Proposed Resolution #13-11-186

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Diana Lund Diana Lund 11/05/2013 09:10 AM
Tim Gladhill (Originator) Tim Gladhill 11/05/2013 10:15 AM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 11/05/2013 08:55 AM
Final Approval Date: 11/05/2013 



Draft for Planning Commission

Modification to The Tax Increment Financing Plan for
Tax Increment Financing District No. 2

(County No. G9 And G2)

a Redevelopment District Located within
Development District No. 1

City of Ramsey
Anoka County

State of Minnesota

TIF District No. 2 Adopted: June 30, 1986
Modification No. 12 Adopted: December 13, 2011

Public Hearing on Modification No. 13: November 26, 2013

Modification prepared by:  EHLERS & ASSOCIATES, INC.
3060 Centre Pointe Drive,  Roseville, Minnesota  55113-1105

651-697-8500   fax:  651-697-8555   www.ehlers-inc.com
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SECTION I - MUNICIPAL ACTION TAKEN

Based upon the statutory authority described in the Development Program attached hereto, the public purpose
findings by the City Council and for the purpose of fulfilling the City's development objectives as set forth
in the Development Program, the City Council has created, established and designated Municipal
Development District No. 1 pursuant to and in accordance with the requirements of Minnesota Statutes,
Section 469.126.

The following municipal action was taken with regard to the Tax Increment Financing Districts located within
Municipal Development District No. 1:

Tax Increment Financing District No. 2:

June 30, 1986: The Tax Increment Financing Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District
No. 2 was adopted by the City Council.

March 29, 1988: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was modified
by the City Council to expand the boundaries of the TIF District and increase the budget.

July 31, 1990: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was modified
by the City Council to increase the budget.

March 8, 1994: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was modified
by the City Council to increase the budget.

December 13, 1994: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was
modified by the City Council to increase the budget.

November 24, 1998: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was
modified by the City Council to restate the budget.

December 14, 1999: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was
modified by the City Council to restate the budget.

December 12, 2000: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was
modified by the City Council to increase the budget.
   
March 24, 2001: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was modified
by the City Council to increase the budget.
   
June 24, 2003: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was modified
by the City Council to restate the budget.

December 9, 2008: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was
modified by the City Council to restate the budget.
   
December 8, 2009: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was
modified by the City Council to amend the budgets and land identified for acquisition.
   
December 13, 2011: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 was
modified to bring the budget into conformance with the most recent OSA requirements.
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November 12, 2013: The Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2
was modified to amend the budget.
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SECTION II
TAX INCREMENT FINANCING PLAN FOR

TAX INCREMENT FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2

A. Statutory Authority

(AS MODIFIED DECEMBER 13, 1994)

The City created TIF District No. 2 on June 30, 1986, and modified the TIF plan , therefore, on March
24, 1988, July 31, 1990 and March 8, 1994.  By this amendment, the City intends to modify the TIF plan for
the TIF District in order to authorize additional tax increment expenditures within the TIF and Development
Districts, pursuant to authority granted in the TIF Act, and specifically 469.175, Subd. 4, thereof.

(AS MODIFIED NOVEMBER 24, 1998)

The City hereby modifies the TIF Plan for TIF District No. 2 pursuant to the Act and Section 469.175,
Subds. 3 and 4 of the TIF Act. (See also Section I.A.)

B.  Statement of Objectives

(AS MODIFIED MARCH 29, 1988)

In addition to the objectives outlined in Section I, subdivision D hereof in Development District No.
1, the City seeks to achieve the following objectives through the Plan for TIF District No. 2:

1.  Provide employment opportunities within the City;

2.  Improve the tax base of the City and the general economy of the City and State;

3.  Encourage development in an area of the City which has not been utilized to its full potential;

4.  Improve street, water and sanitary sewer facilities within a portion of the City guided for industrial
      use; 

5.  Provide for soil correction and site improvements on property which is not otherwise likely to be
     developed; and

6  Implement relevant portions of the Comprehensive plan.

(AS MODIFIED NOVEMBER 24, 1998)

The objectives outlined in subdivision D of the Development Program are incorporated herein by
reference.

(AS MODIFIED DECEMBER 13, 2011)

The purpose of this modification is to increase the budget to reflect actual increment collected to date and
expected through the term of the district, restate the use of funds and to bring it into conformance with OSA
requirements.  The City expects to achieve the objectives of providing assistance including but not limited
to the acquisition of a right-of-way easements and construction of a rail stop, acquisition of land for a
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municipal parking ramp, acquisition, relocation, rehabilitation, demolition, construction, utilities, roadways,
streets, sidewalks, public improvement costs, site improvement/preparation costs, and other qualifying
improvements in order to continue development and redevelopment of blighted, foreclosed and
underdeveloped property in the City and Development District No. 1.  This document shall become a
supplement to the amended TIF plans referenced in Section I.

C.  Statement of Public Purpose

In amending the Development Program and adopting the Plan for TIF District No. 2, the City Council
intends to make the following findings:

1. Anticipated development would not reasonably be expected to occur solely through private
investment within the reasonable foreseeable future and, therefore, the use of TIF is deemed
necessary;

2. The TIF plan will afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the sound needs of the City as
a whole, for development of the District by private enterprise; and

3. The TIF Plan conforms to general plans for development of the City as a whole.

D.  Development District Program

The City created Development District No. 1 on August 27, 1985 and hereby intends to expand the
boundaries of the District and to modify the Development District Program.

(AS MODIFIED MARCH 29, 1988)

The City created Development District No. 1 on August 27, 1985, and modified the Program on June
30, 1986, and August 12, 1986.  By this modification, the City hereby again intends to expand the boundaries
of the District and to supplement the Development District Program.

(AS MODIFIED JULY 31, 1990)

The City created TIF District No. 2 on June 30, 1986 and modified the TIF Plan therefor on March
24, 1988.  By this amendment, the City intends to modify the TIF Plan for the TIF District in order to
authorize additional tax increment expenditures within the TIF and Development Districts, pursuant to
authority granted in the TIF Act, and specifically Section 469.175, subd. 4 thereof.

(AS MODIFIED MARCH 8, 1994)

The City created Development District No. 1 on August 27, 1985, and modified the Program on June
30, 1986, August 12, 1986, June 9, 1987, August 11, 1987, March 29, 1988, April 26, 1988, July 26, 1988,
November 14, 1989, April 24, 1990 and July 31, 1990.  The City is not modifying the boundaries of the
Development District at this time, but the program is being modified to update the development activities
planned or authorized within the District.

(AS MODIFIED DECEMBER 13, 1994)

The City created Development District No. 1 on August 27, 1985, and modified the Program on June
30, 1986, August 12, 1986, June 9, 1987, August 11, 1987, March 29, 1988, April 26, 1988, July 26, 1988,
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November 14, 1989, April 24, 1990, July 31, 1990 and March 8, 1994.  Concurrent with this action, the City
is expanding the boundaries of the Development District and updating the development activities planned or
authorized within the District. 

(AS MODIFIED NOVEMBER 24, 1998)

The City is modifying the Development Program for Development District No. 1 simultaneously with
this TIF Plan modification.  Actions taken with regard to TIF District No. 2 will be fully consistent with the
modified Program.

E.  Description of TIF District

A legal description of the properties within TIF District No. 2 is included in Exhibit C, attached
hereto.  A map of the approximate boundaries of TIF District No. 2 is included as Exhibit D.

(AS MODIFIED MARCH 29, 1988)

A legal description of the properties within TIF District No. 2 was attached to the Plan adopted on June
30, 1986, and is incorporated herein by reference.  A description of the parcel added to TIF District no. 2 by
this amendment is included as Exhibit C hereto.  A map of the approximate boundaries of enlarged TIF
District No. 2 is included as Exhibit D. 

F.  Development District Contracts

(AS MODIFIED MARCH 29, 1988)

The City has entered into a development contract for site improvement costing approximately $80,000
in the Oxbow Addition in TIF District No. 1.  The city has or will enter into a development contract with the
owner of the River’s Bend Plaza property regarding soil correction and site improvement work to be
performed on the property by the City.  The estimated cost of the site improvements is $______.  In addition,
the City has negotiated an assessment agreement with Flintwood Ventrue Company regarding the Flintwood
Hills III Addition single family residential development.  This work will involve approximately $290,000
worth of streets, sanitary sewers, water lines and storm sewers.  The City will also perform certain site
improvement work at a cost of about $1670,000 on the property.  Other contracts regarding property within
the Development District will be entered into in accordance with Section 273.75, Subd. 5 of the TIF Act and
no more than 25 percent, by acreage, of the land within either TIF District will be acquired by the City with
bond proceeds without having concluded an agreement for development or redevelopment of the property.

(AS MODIFIED JULY 31, 1990)

Previous development contracts related to TIF District No. 2 are as described in prior TIF Plans.  No
contracts have yet been executed for additional development activity authorized by this TIF Plan
modification.  Agreements regarding property within the Development District will be entered into in
accordance with Section 469.176, Subd. 5 of the TIF Act.  No more than 25 percent, by acreage, of the land
within the Development District will be acquired by the City with bond proceeds without having concluded
an agreement for development or redevelopment of the property.
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G.  Classification of TIF District

(AS MODIFIED JULY 31, 1990)

In evaluating the characteristics of TIF District No. 2 in accordance with the TIF Act, the City found
that the district was a redevelopment district, pursuant to Section 469.174, sudb. 10(a)(2) of the TIF Act.  A
list of the parcels used to meet the test for a redevelopment district was attached to the TIF Plan adopted on
June 30, 1986.  The City likewise found that the parcel added to TIF District No. 2 pursuant to the
modification adopted March 29, 1988 met the test specified in Section 469.174, sudb. 10(a)(2) of the TIF Act.
The City reaffirms these findings.

H.  Modification of TIF Plan

The Plan for TIF District No. 2 may be modified by the City, provided that any reduction or
enlargement of the geographic area of the TIF District, increase in amount of bonded indebtedness to be
incurred, including a determination to capitalize interest on the debt if that determination was not a part of
the original plan, or to increase or decrease the amount of interest on the debt to be capitalized, increase in
the portion of the captured assessed value to be retained by the City, increase in total estimated tax increment
expenditures or designation of additional property to be acquired by the City, shall be approved upon the
notice and after such discussion, public hearing and findings as required for approval of the original Plan. 

I.  Use of Tax Increment

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 273.75, Subd. 4 of the TIF Act, all revenues derived from TIF
District No. 2 shall be used in accordance with the TIF Plan. The revenues shall be used to finance, or
otherwise pay, the capital and administrative costs of development activities within the Development District
as identified in the Development Program and TIF Plan. 

(AS MODIFIED JULY 31, 1990)

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.176, Subd. 4 of the TIF Act, all revenues derived from TIF
District No. 2 shall be used in accordance with the TIF Plan. The revenues shall be used to finance, or
otherwise pay, the capital and administrative costs of development activities within the Development District
as identified in the Development Program and TIF Plan. 

J.  Excess Tax Increment

(AS MODIFIED JULY 31, 1990)

Pursuant to Minnesota Statues, Section 469.176, Subd. 2 of the TIF Act, in any year in which the
increment exceeds the amount necessary to pay the costs authorized by the TIF Plan, the City shall use the
excess amount to do any of the following, in the order determined by the City: 

1. Prepay the outstanding bonds; 
2. Discharge the pledge of tax increment therefore; 
3. Pay into an escrow account dedicated to the payment of bonds; or 
4. Return the excess amount to the Anoka County Auditor who shall distribute the excess amount

to the City, Anoka County and Anoka-Hennepin Independent School District No. 11 in direct
proportion to their respective mill rates. 
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In addition, the City may choose to modify the TIF Plan in order to provide for other public
improvements within the Development District. 

K.  Limitation of Increment

1. No increment shall be paid to the City from TIF District No. 2 after three years from the date
of certification of the original assessed value of the taxable real property in the District by
the county auditor unless within the three-year period (a) bonds have been issued pursuant to
§469.178 of the TIF Act; or (b) the City has acquired property within TIF District No. 2; or
(c) the City has constructed, or caused to be constructed, public improvements within TIF
District No. 2. 

2. If, after four years from the date of certification of the original assessed value of TIF District
No.2, no demolition, rehabilitation, or renovation of property or other site preparation, including
improvement of a street or right-of-way adjacent to a parcel, but not installation of underground
utility service, including sewer or water systems, have been commenced on a parcel located
within TIF District No. 2 by the City, or by the owner of the parcel in accordance with the TIF
Plan, no additional increment may be taken from that parcel, and the original assessed value of
that parcel shall be excluded from the original assessed value of the TIF District. If these
activities subsequently commence. the City shall so certify to the county auditor, and the
assessed value of the property as most recently certified by the commissioner of revenue may
be added to the TIF District 

3. No tax increment shall in any event be paid to the City from TIF District No. 2 after twenty-
five years from the date of receipt by the City of the first increment. 

L.  Limitation on Administrative Expenses

(AS MODIFIED JULY 31, 1990)

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.176. Subd. 3 of the TIF Act, administrative expenses are
limited to 10 percent of the total tax increment expenditures. Each time the City increases the budget of TIF
District No. 2, the amount of tax increment money allocated to administrative costs may be increased as long
as the total of administrative expenditures does not exceed 10 percent of the total budget of the TIF District

M.  Limitation on Boundary Changes

(AS MODIFIED JULY 31, 1990)

The geographic area of TIF District No. 2 may be reduced, but it cannot be enlarged after October 16,
1991, which is five years following the date of certification of the original tax capacity by the Anoka County
Auditor.

(AS MODIFIED NOVEMBER 24, 1998)

The geographic area of TIF District No. 2 may be reduced, but it cannot be enlarged after October 16,
1991, which is five years following the date of certification of the original tax capacity by the Anoka County
Auditor.  The five-year period has now elapsed, so TIF District No. 2 may not be enlarged.
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N.  Relocation

Although no relocation is anticipated, the City accepts, as binding, its obligations under state law for
relocation and will administer relocation services for families, individuals and businesses displaced by public
action. 

O.  Parcels to be Acquired Within the TIF District

It is not anticipated at the present time that the City will acquire property within TIF district No. 2.

(AS MODIFIED MARCH 8, 1994)

It is not anticipated at the present time that the City will acquire property within the District, except
to the extent such property is requried for construction of public streets and utilities.

(AS MODIFIED NOVEMBER 24, 1998)

In addition to any prior land acquisition specified in the TIF Plan, the City may acquire any property
or interest therin located within TIF District No. 2 or in the Development District as a whole, that the City
determines to be necessary in order to accomplish the goals and objectives for the Development District.

(AS MODIFIED DECEMBER 14, 1999)

In addition to any land acquisition previously specified, the City intends to use proceeds from TIF
District No. 1 to purchase the following parcels (approximately 149 acres):

34-32-25-21-0012 27-32-25-34-0002
34-32-25-12-0006 27-32-25-34-0001
27-32-25-34-0007 27-32-25-34-0012

(AS MODIFIED JUNE 24, 2003)

In addition to any land acquisition previously specified and to amend previously specified acquisitions
included in the Amendment to the Tax Increment Financing Plan dated December 14, 1999, the City intends
to use proceeds from TIF District No. 2 to purchase the following parcels:

34-32-25-21-0012 27-32-25-43-0002 34-32-25-12-0006 27-32-25-43-0011
27-32-25-34-0007 27-32-25-43-0012 35-32-25-21-0012 35-32-25-21-0023
27-32-45-43-0013 27-32-25-43-0014 27-32-25-43-0006 27-32-25-43-0005
27-32-25-43-0008 27-32-25-43-0009 27-32-25-43-0010 27-32-25-44-0014
27-32-25-44-0002 27-32-25-44-0003 27-32-25-44-0006 34-32-25-11-0022
34-32-25-11-0021 34-32-25-11-0015 34-32-25-11-0016 34-32-25-11-0008
34-32-25-11-0009 34-32-25-11-0010 34-32-25-11-0011 35-32-25-12-0004
35-32-25-22-0017 35-32-25-22-0005 35-32-25-21-0006 35-32-25-21-0007
35-32-25-21-0008 35-32-25-21-0027 35-32-25-21-0028 35-32-25-21-0029
35-32-25-21-0030

(AS MODIFIED DECEMBER 8, 2009)
In addition to any land acquisition previously specified and to amend previously specified

acquisitions included in the Amendment to the Tax Increment Financing Plan dated December 9, 2008,
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the City intends to use proceeds from TIF District No. 2 to purchase the following parcels:

34‐32‐25‐21‐0012 27‐32‐25‐43‐0002 34‐32‐25‐12‐0006 27‐32‐25‐43‐0011

27‐32‐25‐34‐0007 27‐32‐25‐43‐0012 35‐32‐25‐21‐0012 35‐32‐25‐21‐0023

27‐32‐25‐43‐0013 27‐32‐25‐43‐0014 27‐32‐25‐43‐0006 27‐32‐25‐43‐0005

27‐32‐25‐43‐0008 27‐32‐25‐43‐0009 27‐32‐25‐43‐0010 27‐32‐25‐44‐0014

27‐32‐25‐44‐0002 27‐32‐25‐44‐0003 27‐32‐25‐44‐0006 34‐32‐25‐11‐0022

34‐32‐25‐11‐0021 34‐32‐25‐11‐0015 34‐32‐25‐11‐0016 34‐32‐25‐11‐0008

34‐32‐25‐11‐0009 34‐32‐25‐11‐0010 34‐32‐25‐11‐0011 35‐32‐25‐12‐0004

35‐32‐25‐22‐0017 35‐32‐25‐22‐0005 35‐32‐25‐21‐0006 35‐32‐25‐21‐0007

35‐32‐25‐21‐0008 35‐32‐25‐21‐0027 35‐32‐25‐21‐0028 35‐32‐25‐21‐0029

35‐32‐25‐21‐0030 35‐32‐25‐22‐0009 27‐32‐25‐44‐0012 35‐32‐25‐22‐0014

35‐32‐25‐22‐0010 27‐32‐25‐34‐0009  27‐32‐25‐34‐0005 30‐32‐25‐22‐0003

20‐32‐25‐31‐0001 20‐32‐25‐34‐0003 20‐32‐25‐43‐0001 20‐32‐25‐33‐0001

20‐32‐25‐32‐0001 25‐32‐25‐43‐0043 27‐32‐25‐33‐0006 30‐32‐25‐11‐0025

29‐32‐25‐21‐0001 29‐32‐25‐12‐0001 30‐32‐25‐23‐0003 30‐32‐25‐14‐0001

29‐32‐25‐33‐0001 29‐32‐25‐32‐0001 29‐32‐25‐22‐0004

(AS MODIFIED DECEMBER 13, 2011)

In addition to any land acquisition previously specified and to amend previously specified
acquisitions included in the Amendment to the Tax Increment Financing Plan dated June 24, 2003, the City
intends to use proceeds from TIF District No. 2 to purchase the following parcel for the construction of a
parking ramp:

28-32-25-31-0012

The City also intends to acquire a right-of-way easements from BNSF railroad for the construction
of a rail stop as part of the Northstar Rail Corridor.  Although this land and easements are not located within
TIF District No. 2, it is located within Development District No. 1.

P.  TIF Account

The tax increment received, with respect to the TIF Districts within Development District No.1, shall
be segregated by the City in a special account on its official books and records or held by a trustee for the
benefit of holders of bonds issued to finance development activities. 

Q. Estimate of Project Costs

(AS MODIFIED DECEMBER 13, 2011)

The total estimated tax increment revenues for the District are expected to be approximately
$22,100,000, as shown in the table below:
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SOURCES OF FUNDS TOTAL

Tax Increment $21,300,000

Interest $800,000

Total $22,100,000

In addition to previously budgeted costs, the City expects to provide assistance including but not
limited to the acquisition of a right-of-way easements and construction of a rail stop, acquisition of land for
a municipal parking ramp, acquisition, relocation, rehabilitation, demolition, construction, utilities, roadways,
streets, sidewalks, public improvement costs, site improvement/preparation costs, and other qualifying
improvements in order to continue development and redevelopment of blighted, foreclosed and
underdeveloped property in the City and Development District No. 1.  The revised cumulative uses of tax
increment funds is summarized in the following table:

USES OF FUNDS TOTAL

Land/Building Acquisition $9,595,000

Site Improvements $1,500,000

Utilities $3,370,000

Other Qualifying Improvements $5,027,519

Administration $980,000

PROJECT COST TOTAL $20,472,519

Interest $1,627,481

PROJECT AND INTEREST COSTS TOTAL $22,100,000

Estimated capital and administrative costs listed above are subject to change among categories by
modification of the TIF Plan without hearings and notices as required for approval of the initial TIF Plan, so
long as the total capital and administrative costs combined do not exceed the total listed above. Further, the
City may spend tax increments from the District for activities (described in the table above) located outside
the boundaries of the District but within the boundaries of Development District No. 1, subject to all other
terms and conditions of this TIF Plan.
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(AS MODIFIED NOVEMBER 12, 2013)

The total estimated tax increment revenues for the District are expected to be approximately
$25,200,000, as shown in the table below:

SOURCES OF FUNDS TOTAL

Tax Increment $23,200,000

Interest $1,000,000

Land Sale Proceeds/Lease Revenue $1,000,000

Total $25,200,000

In addition to previously budgeted costs, the City expects to provide assistance including but
not limited to the acquisition of a right-of-way easements and construction of a rail stop, acquisition
of land for a municipal parking ramp, acquisition, relocation, rehabilitation, demolition, construction,
utilities, roadways, streets, sidewalks, public improvement costs, site improvement/preparation costs,
and other qualifying improvements in order to continue development and redevelopment of blighted,
foreclosed and underdeveloped property in the City and Development District No. 1.  The revised
cumulative uses of tax increment funds is summarized in the following table:

USES OF FUNDS TOTAL

Land/Building Acquisition $9,520,000

Site Improvements $2,000,000

Utilities $3,000,000

Other Qualifying Improvements $8,000,000

Administration $980,000

PROJECT COST TOTAL $23,500,000

Interest $1,700,000

PROJECT AND INTEREST COSTS TOTAL $25,200,000

Estimated capital and administrative costs listed above are subject to change among categories
by modification of the TIF Plan without hearings and notices as required for approval of the initial TIF
Plan, so long as the total capital and administrative costs combined do not exceed the total listed above.
Further, the City may spend tax increments from the District for activities (described in the table
above) located outside the boundaries of the District but within the boundaries of Development District
No. 1, subject to all other terms and conditions of this TIF Plan.
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R.  Estimate of Bonded Indebtedness

(AS MODIFIED DECEMBER 13, 2011)

The City may issue bonds (as defined in the TIF Act) secured in whole or in part with tax increments
from the District in a maximum principal amount of $20,472,519.  Such bonds may be in the form of
pay-as-you go notes, revenue bonds or notes, general obligation bonds, or interfund loans. This estimate of
total bonded indebtedness is a cumulative statement of authority under this TIF Plan as of the date of this
Modification. 

S.  Original Tax Capacity

(AS AMENDED NOVEMBER 24, 1998)

The Original tax capacity of all property within TIF District No. 2 is the valuation as of January 2,
1985.

The County Auditor will increase or decrease the original tax capacity of the TIF District as a result
of:

1. Change in the tax exempt status of property within the TIF District;

2. Reduction or enlargement of the geographic boundaries of the TIF District;

3. Reduction of valuation by means of a court-ordered abatement, stipulation agreement,
voluntary abatement made by the assessor or auditor or by order of the Minnesota
Commissioner of Revenue; or

4. Change in the classification fo property with th TIF District to a classification that has a
different assessment ratio.

Each year the county auditor will measure the increase or decrease in the tax capacity of the TIF
District.  Any year in which the total tax capacity of the TIF District exceeds the adjusted original tax
capacity, an increment will be payable to the City.  Any year in which the tax capacity is below the adjusted
original tax capacity, not tax capacity will be captured and no increment will be payable to the City.

T.  Estimate of Captured Assessed Value

(AS AMENDED JUNE 24, 2003)

The City expects to collect approximately $1,200,000 annually (including interest earnings)
beginning in the collection year 2003.  This projection is based on existing and current development in
progress within the TIF District.

(AS MODIFIED DECEMBER 13, 2011)

Pursuant to M.S., Section 469.174 Subd. 4 and M.S., Section 469.177, Subd. 1, 2, and 4, the estimated
Captured Net Tax Capacity (CTC) of the District, within Development District No. 1, upon completion of
the project, will annually approximate tax increment revenues as shown in the table below.  The City requests
100 percent of the available increase in tax capacity for repayment of its obligations and current expenditures.
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Project Estimated Tax Capacity upon Completion (PTC) $1,838,346

Original Estimated Net Tax Capacity (ONTC) $193,901

Estimated Captured Tax Capacity (CTC) $1,644,445

Original Local Tax Rate 1.10413 Pay 2011

Estimated Annual Tax Increment(CTC x Local Tax Rate) $1,815,681

Percent Retained by the EDA 100%

U.  Duration of the TIF District

(AS AMENDED NOVEMBER 24, 1998)

The City reaffirms its intent, pursuant to Section 469.176, Subd. 1b(a) of the TIF Act, to collect tax
increments until 25 years after the date of receipt of the first increment from TIF District No. 2.  The first
increment was received in July 1987; the City thus expects to receive tax increment through 2012.

V.  Estimate of Impact on Other Taxing Jurisdiction

(AS AMENDED NOVEMBER 24, 1998)

The city believes that this TIF Plan modification will have no practical impact on other taxing
jurisdictions.  The modification does not change the boundaries of TIF District no. 2 or increase the expected
captured tax capacity in the TIF District.  Rather, the modification simply re-directs the use of tax increment
currently being collected from the TIF District in order to promote development and redevelopment goals.

The City expects that proposed expenditures will stimulate development in various areas of the
Development District, outside any TIF District.  Such development will benefit all taxing jurisdictions by
increasing the tax base, which increase will not be captured in a TIF District.  Some additional development
may be expected within existing TIF District, but any tax capacity increase is impossible to estimate at this
time.

W.  Annual Financial Report

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.175, Subd. 6 of the TIF Act, the City must file an annual
financial report regarding TIF District No. 1. The report shall be filed by July 1 of each year with the school
board, the county board and the state auditor. The report to be filed by the City shall include the following
information: 

1. The original tax capacity of TIF District No.1; 

2 The captured assessed value of TIF District No.1, including the amount of any captured
assessed value shared with other taxing districts;

3. The outstanding principal amount of bonds issued or other loans incurred to finance project
costs in TIF District No.1; 
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4. For the reporting period and for the duration of TIF District No.1, the amount budgeted
under the TIF Plan and the actual amount expended for the following categories: 

a) acquisition of land and buildings through .condemnation or purchase; 
b) site improvement or preparation costs; 
c) installation of public utilities or other public improvements; and 
d) administrative costs, including the allocated cost of the City. 

5. For properties sold to developers, the total cost of the property to the City and the price paid
by the developer; and 

6. The amount of tax exempt obligations, other than those reported under clause (3), which
were issued on behalf of private entities for facilities located in TIF District No. 1. 

In addition, the City will file the annual report with the Minnesota Commissioner of Revenue
regarding all TIF Districts in the City, as required in 469.175, Subd. 5 of the TIF Act.

X.  Notification of Prior Planned Improvements

(AS AMENDED JULY 31, 1990)

Pursuant to Section 469.177, Subdivision 4 of the TIF act, the city reviewed its records with regard
to the property within TIF District No. 2 and found that no building permits were issued during the 18 months
immediately preceding approval of the TIF Plan (or modification thereof) by the City.

Y.  Assessment Agreements

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.177, Subd. 8 of the TIF Act, the City may, execute an
agreement in recordable form, with any person, which establishes a minimum market value of the land and
completed improvements for the duration of TIF District No. 2. The assessment agreement shall be presented
to the Anoka County Assessor who shall review the plans and specifications for the improvements to be
constructed, review the market value previously assigned to the land upon which the improvements are to be
constructed and, providing the minimum market value contained in the assessment agreement appears in the
judgment of the assessor to be a reasonable estimate, the assessor may certify the minimum market value
agreement 

The assessment agreement shall be filed on record in the office of the Anoka County Recorder or the
Registrar of Titles of Anoka County. Recording or filing of an assessment agreement complying with the
terms of Minnesota Statutes, Section 469 .177, Subd. 8 of the TIF Act shall constitute notice of the agreement
to any subsequent purchaser or encumbrancer of the land or any part thereof, wheter voluntary or involuntary,
and shall be binding upon them.

Z.  Cash Flow Assumptions and Analysis

(AS MODIFIED DECEMBER 13, 2011)

The cashflow for the TIF District No. 2 is based upon increment received to date and expected
through 2012 and actual and estimated interest earnings. 



EXHIBIT A A-1

EXHIBIT A
BOUNDARY MAP OF DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT NO. 1 AND

TAX INCREMENT FINANCING DISTRICT NO. 2
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C. Industrial revenue bonds 

Minn. Stat. §§ 469.152 to 
469.1651. The municipal industrial development laws help cities attract new 

commercial and industrial development, and keep existing businesses in the 
city. The law authorizes the council to issue revenue bonds, and use the 
proceeds to acquire and construct industrial sites and facilities. The city then 
leases these facilities to private industry and uses the rental fee proceeds to 
retire the bonds. 

 A city may issue industrial revenue bonds, also known as municipal revenue 
bonds, without public referendum. It cannot pledge the full faith and credit 
of a community as security for these bonds. Thus, the city may not tax 
property owners to pay principal and interest on the bonds. 

For more information, contact 
DEED 651.259.7114, 
800.657.3858.. Main Office: 1st 
National Bank Building 332 
Minnesota Street, Suite E200 
Saint Paul, MN 55101-1351.  

If a city decides to investigate the use of industrial bond financing, it should 
contact the Department of Employment and Economic Development. The 
department provides the city with information, advice, and technical 
assistance. This assistance is important, due to the adoption of federal and 
state laws allocating issuance authority among the states and their political 
subdivisions. The commissioner of Securities must approve the project. 

 
D. Commercial rehabilitation 

Minn. Stat. § 469.184. Cities have authority to carry out programs for the rehabilitation of small- 
and medium-sized commercial buildings. The city must adopt a program 
ordinance that provides for the adoption of program regulations, including a 
definition of small- and medium-sized commercial buildings. Loans under 
the program may be for amounts up to $200,000. The city may finance the 
program through the sale of revenue bonds. 

 
E. Tax increment financing (TIF) 

Minn. Stat. §§ 469.174 to 
469.1794.  Tax increment financing authority is available to most cities. Cities with 

housing and redevelopment authorities, economic development authorities, 
port authorities, redevelopment agencies, those cities administering 
development districts or development projects, or cities exercising port 
authority powers under a general or special law may use tax increment 
financing. Amendments to the law, however, may make the use of this 
development tool more complicated. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469
http://www.deed.state.mn.us/bizdev/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.184
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469
tgladhill
Sticky Note
Planning Commission Begin Reading Here.
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 Tax increment financing is a funding technique that takes advantage of the 
increases in tax capacity and property taxes from development or 
redevelopment to pay upfront public development or redevelopment costs. 
The difference in the tax capacity and the tax revenues the property 
generates after new construction has occurred, compared with the tax 
capacity and tax revenues it generated before the construction, is the 
captured value. The taxes paid on the captured value are called 
“increments.” Unlike property taxes, increments are not used to pay for the 
general costs of cities, counties, and schools. Instead, increments go to the 
development authority and are used to repay public indebtedness or current 
costs the city incurred in acquiring the property, removing existing 
structures or installing public services. 

 Thus, the property owner in a TIF district continues to pay the full amount 
of property taxes. TIF involves only the increased property taxes generated 
within the district. It does not change the amount of property taxes currently 
derived from the redevelopment area, nor does it directly affect the amount 
or rate of general ad valorem taxes the city levies. The result of a TIF project 
is an increased tax base that will benefit all local taxing jurisdictions. 
Additionally, TIF districts usually spur economic development and 
redevelopment through creating job, removing blight, and providing more 
affordable housing.  

Minn. Stat. § 469.177, subd. 1 
 
 

 Amendments to TIF law in 2012, address changes caused by the market 
value exclusion program. If the market value of a homestead property within 
a TIF district reduces of the homestead market value in the district, the 
original tax capacity of the TIF district will be reduced by the same amount. 
Thus, the tax increment collected by the city will remain the same. If your 
city has a TIF district with townhouses or condominiums, you may want to 
verify that valuations are properly adjusted by the county auditor.  

State v. Wicklund, 589 N.W.2d 
793 (Minn. 1999). 

TIF is used to encourage four general types of private development: 
redevelopment, renovation and renewal, growth in low- to moderate-income 
housing, and economic development. Public financing using TIF funding for 
a privately owned facility does not make public space in the facility a public 
forum for free speech purposes. 

 
 

A TIF district may involve compact development. Two major conditions 
must be satisfied:   

Minn. Stat. § 469.174. Minn. 
Stat. § 469.175 subd. 2a. Minn. 
Stat. § 469.176, subd. 1b. Minn. 
Stat. § 469.176, subd. 1i. Minn. 
Stat. § 469.176, subd. 4c. Minn. 
Stat § 273.13, subd. 24. 

• Parcels consisting of 70 percent of the area of the district are occupied 
by buildings or similar structures that are classified as class 3a property 
under state law. and  

• The planned redevelopment or development of the district, when 
completed, will increase the total square footage of buildings, classified 
as class 3a under state law, occupying the district by three times or more 
relative to the square footage of similar buildings occupying the district 
when the resolution is approved.  

Minn. Stat. § 469.176, subd. 7. In some specific situations, a TIF authority may request inclusion in a tax 
increment financing district and the county auditor may certify the original 
tax capacity of a parcel or a part of the following property types: 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.177
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/supct/9903/c7971381.htm
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.174
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.175
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.175
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=273.13
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=273.13
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176
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 • Agricultural. 
• Private outdoor recreational, open space and park land. 
• Rural preserve property. 
• Metropolitan agricultural preserves.  

 The authority to establish or approve a compact development district expired 
on June 30, 2012. 

Minn. Stat. § 469.176, subd. 4c. TIF economic development districts must: 

 • Request certification of the district no later than June 30, 2012. 
• Must begin construction before Jan. 1, 2012, for development of 

housing.   
Minn. Stat. § 469.1761, subd. 2 
or 3. 

 

These districts may not be used to assist housing that is developed to qualify 
for owner-occupied or rental housing, or similar requirements of other law, 
if construction of the project begins later than July 1, 2011. 

Minn. Stat. § 469.176, subd. 4m. 
 
 

Cities have temporary authority to spend TIF funds to stimulate construction 
using economic development districts for any type of project if three 
conditions are met:  

 • The municipality funds projects that will create new jobs in the state, 
including construction jobs, and the project otherwise would not have 
begun before July 1, 2012, without assistance.  

• Construction of the project begins no later than July 1, 2012.  
• The request for certification is made by June 30, 2012.  

Minn. Stat. § 469.176, subd. 4m 
(d). For a development consisting of housing, the authority to spend tax 

increments expires Dec. 31, 2011, and construction must commence before 
July 1, 2011, except the authority to spend tax increments on market rate 
housing developments expires July 31, 2012, and construction must 
commence before Jan. 1, 2012. This temporary authority to spend the tax 
increment expires Dec. 31, 2012. 

Minn. Stat. § 469.175, subd. 5. The city using TIF must report annually to the county board, the county 
auditor, the school board, and the state auditor as to the status of the TIF 
district or districts and publish the report. The state auditor has established a 
uniform system of accounting and financial reporting for TIF districts. The 
city must annually submit to the state auditor a financial report in 
compliance with these standards. 

Minn. Stat. § 469.1771, subds. 1, 
2b. 

The state auditor may audit TIF districts. If the state auditor notifies a TIF 
authority of an alleged violation, a copy of the notice is also forwarded to 
the county attorney. If no corrective action is brought within one year, the 
county attorney must notify the state auditor, who then notifies the attorney 
general. If the attorney general finds a substantial violation, the attorney 
general will petition the state tax court to suspend the authority’s power to 
use TIF for a period of up to five years. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176#stat.469.176.4c
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.1761
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.1761
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.176
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.175
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.1771
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.1771


 CHAPTER 15 

 

15:16 LEAGUE OF MINNESOTA CITIES  
This chapter last revised 12/1/2012 

Minn. Stat. § 469.177, subd. 8. 
Lake Superior Paper Indus. v. 
State, 624 N.W.2d 254 (Minn. 
2001). Brookfield Trade Center, 
Inc. v. County of Ramsey, 609 
N.W.2d 868 (Minn. 1998).  

The TIF agreement with the developer is a complex document. Assistance 
from a financial advisor and the city attorney is necessary in order to 
anticipate the many potential problems. An agreement can establish a 
minimum market value for tax increment assessment purposes, as well as 
provide that the developer pay a certain level of taxes regardless of any 
classification rate changes or levy decreases. The agreement should be 
entered into before the assembly and acquisition of the land on which the 
completed improvements are to be located. 

See Minn. Stat. §§ 469.177, 
subds. 1b, 11, Minn. Stat. § 
469.1771, subd. 1. Minn. Stat. § 
469.1793. Minn. Stat. § 
469.1814. 

The 2001 tax reform legislation, which reduced class rates and provided for 
the state takeover of the general education levy, resulted in several changes 
to various statutes to accommodate the changes. These changes considerably 
reduce the continued viability of TIF in the future.  

Minn. Stat. § 469.174. The law imposes a 180-day statute of limitations on actions to challenge the 
creation or modification of a TIF district. The law is complex including a 
“but-for” finding before a city approves a TIF plan and the creation of a TIF 
district. Cities must follow statutory requirements including but not limited 
to administrative expenses, plan modifications, reporting requirements, use 
of increment in pre-1979 districts, excess increments, pooling, 
decertification, and use of funds outside the district. 

Minn. Stat. § 469.175. Before a district can be created, the law requires a detailed estimate of the 
impact of a proposed district on city-provided services, such as police and 
fire protection, public infrastructure, and borrowing costs attributable to the 
district, in addition to other complex estimations must be prepared. 

Walser Auto Sales, Inc. v. City of 
Richfield, 635 N.W.2d 391 
(Minn. Ct. App. 2001); aff’d, 644 
N.W.2d 425 (Minn. 2002) 

Cities should use extreme care in establishing a TIF district and should 
follow all procedural requirements; otherwise, a court may find the district 
was not properly established. In one case, a TIF district was not properly 
established where minimal effort was made to ensure the thorough 
inspection of the properties, inaccurate methodology was used to establish 
the condition of the buildings, and the buildings found structurally 
substandard were not reasonably distributed throughout the district. 

Chenoweth v. City of New 
Brighton, 655 N.W.2d 821 
(Minn. Ct. App. 2003). 

In another case, a cause of action for inverse condemnation does not arise 
where a city’s involvement with an adjacent property owner’s development 
consists of establishing a TIF district, entering into a contract with a private 
developer specifying the size and value of structures to be built, and 
providing for substantial city assistance to facilitate development. 

 Given the complexity of the laws governing the use of TIF, cities or HRAs 
should not undertake this method of financing community development 
projects without the advice of an attorney and professional consultants. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.177
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/supct/0104/c000598.htm
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/supct/0104/c000598.htm
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/supct/0004/c4991164.htm
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/supct/0004/c4991164.htm
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.177
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.177
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.1771
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.1771
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.1793
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.1793
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.1814
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.1814
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.174
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=469.175
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/ctappub/0111/c401694.htm
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/ctappub/0111/c401694.htm
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/supct/0205/c401694.htm
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/supct/0205/c401694.htm
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/ctappub/0301/c002945.htm
http://www.lawlibrary.state.mn.us/archive/ctappub/0301/c002945.htm


 

 

  

PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

COUNTY OF ANOKA 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 

 

RESOLUTION NO.  13-11-186 

 

 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF RAMSEY PLANNING COMMISSION 

FINDING THAT A MODIFICATION TO THE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

FOR DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT NO. 1 AND A MODIFICATON TO THE TAX 

INCREMENT FINANCING PLAN FOR TAX INCREMENT FINANCING 

DISTRICT NO. 2 CONFORM TO THE GENERAL PLANS FOR THE 

DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT OF THE CITY. 
 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council for the City of Ramsey, Minnesota, (the "City") has proposed to adopt 

a Modification to the Development Program for Development District No. 1 (the "Development Program 

Modification") and a Modification to the Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing 

District No. 2 (the "TIF Plan Modification) therefor (the Development Program Modification and the TIF 

Plan Modification are referred to collectively herein as the "Modifications") and has submitted the 

Modifications to the City Planning Commission (the "Commission") pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, 

Section 469.175, Subd. 3, and 

 

  WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed the Modifications to determine their conformity with the 

general plans for the development and redevelopment of the City as described in the comprehensive plan 

for the City. 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Commission that the Modifications conform with 

the general plans for the development and redevelopment of the City as a whole. 

 

 

Dated:  November 7, 2013 

 

 

 

        _______________________________________ 

        Chair 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Secretary 

 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 7.           
Meeting Date: 11/07/2013  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
FOR UPDATE ONLY: Staff Update 

Receive Development Update
Acknowledge Public Process Schedule for Armstrong West (Future Business Park)

Purpose/Background:
The attached reports provide an update on development review and land use policy activities completed by City
Council, Boards and Commissions, and City Staff. The attached reports provide the most recent updates on
development projects within the community.

Notification:

Observations/Alternatives:

Funding Source:
Preparation of the monthly updates are being handled as part of regular Staff duties.

Recommendation:

Action:
For update only. No action requested.

Attachments
Development Update dated October 17, 2013
Development Summary dated October 24, 2013
Armstrong West - Future Business Park Summary

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill (Originator) Tim Gladhill 11/01/2013 11:13 AM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 11/01/2013 11:11 AM
Final Approval Date: 11/01/2013 



 

 

 

City of Ramsey Development Update 

October 17, 2013 

Report Background 
The following report is updated as necessary.  

Molin Concrete Expansion and New Operations [Updated]  
The City has received an application for Site Plan Review from Moline Concrete at 6820 143rd Ave NW. The site was 

purchased in 2008 by Molin Concrete Products Company, and has been leased for storage purposes since that time. 

Molin has now made the business decision to begin production on the site. The proposed expansion will add 

approximately 10,000 square feet to the existing 60,000 square foot facility. The Site Plan will be forwarded to the 

October 3, 2013 Planning Commission and the October 22, 2013 City Council for review. 

The Planning Commission reviewed the request on Thursday, October 3, 2013 and recommended approval of the 

site plan. The City Council is tentatively scheduled to review the site plan on Tuesday, October 22.  

The City received an Application for Building Permit that is now under technical review. The Building Permit will be 

eligible for issuance upon City Council approval of the site plan and completion of Plan Review. [Updated October 17, 

2013] 

Brookfield 4th Addition [No Update]  
The City has received an application for Major Plat – Preliminary Plat Review for Brookfield 4th Addition. The 

Brookfield Addition is an existing subdivision adjacent to Nowthen Boulevard (CSAH 5). The proposed plat 

encompasses a majority of the remaining lots from the original Preliminary Plat. The proposed plat includes 77 new 

lots, which may be phased over a series of Final Plats, according to the Developer (Capstone Homes). The proposed 

Preliminary Plat is set to be reviewed by the Planning Commission on October 3, 2013 and the City Council on 

October 23, 2013. 

The Planning Commission reviewed the request on Thursday, October 3, 2013 and recommended approval of the 

Preliminary Plat. The City Council is tentatively scheduled to review the Preliminary Plat on Tuesday, October 22. The 

Final Plat would be reviewed after that date and is anticipated for final approval by the end of the year. [Updated 

October 10, 2013] 

Sweetbay Ridge [Updated] 
The inventory of vacant lots currently platted (ready for Building Permit) have been substantially completed within 

the current phase of Sweetbay Ridge. The original Preliminary Plat indicated two (2) future phases. City Staff has 

been approached by a prospective buyer to plat an additional 85 lots (approximately). The potential developer is 

considering submitting an application this fall in order to commence construction in the spring of 2014. 

Staff has been in contact with the prospective buyer, who anticipates a decision on the purchase and land use 

application in the near future [Updated October 17, 2013] 

Noble Roman’s Pizza at Northstar Marketplace [No Update] 
Staff has received an Application for Building Permit for a tenant build-out at Northstar Marketplace (Coborn’s 

Anchored retail center). Noble Roman’s is a ‘take and bake’ pizza restaurant. Noble Roman’s is proposed to be 

located next to Anytime Fitness and the newly opened ‘dollar store’. 



 

 

Residence at The COR [No Update] 

Primary Reviewer: Tim Gladhill (tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us; 763-576-4308) 

The Residence at The COR is a 230 unit apartment development along Sunwood Drive next to the Ramsey Municipal 

Center. For more information, visit www.corapts.com or call 763-208-5931.  

Temporary Certificates of Occupancy have been issued for all units. However, there are a number of close out items 

remaining for exterior improvements. [Updated September 26, 2013] 

 

The above photo of Residence at the COR was taken August, 2013 along Sunwood Drive looking west. 

Seasons of Ramsey [Updated: New Photos Only] 

Primary Reviewer: Tim Gladhill (tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us; 763-576-4308) 

The Seasons of Ramsey is a 50 unit rental townhome development located in the Town Center Gardens plat at the 

northeast intersection of Bunker Lake Boulevard and Town Center Drive (also known as Center Street). The Planning 

Commission reviewed the Sketch Plan of the Plat on December 6, 2012. The Planning Commission held a Public 

Hearing on the Preliminary Plat and reviewed the Site Plan on January 31, 2013. The City Council approved the 

Preliminary Plat, Final Plat, Site Plan, and associated requests of February 12, 2013. The Developer was able to 

successfully close on the Property on Tuesday, March 19, 2013. The Developer anticipates to complete the entire 

project by December 31, 2013. The City is awaiting a request from the contractor to issue the Building Permit. Leasing 

information is available at www.essenceproperties.com, 320-255-9910, or info@essenceproperties.com.  

Building Permits have been issued for 46 of the 50 planned units. Construction on 147th Lane has commenced (initial 

grading and staking). Staff continues to complete a number of building inspections on the project. 

 

Photo taken on October 16, 2013 on the north side of Bunker Lake Boulevard looking west. 

mailto:tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us
http://www.corapts.com/
mailto:tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us
http://www.essenceproperties.com/
mailto:info@essenceproperties.com


 

 

 

Photo taken on October 16, 2013 from 147th Lane looking southwest. 

The Developer was issued a Certificate of Occupancy for one (1), four (4) unit building on Friday, August 30, 2013. 

Some of those units are now occupied.   

Staff anticipates a request for an addition eight (8) to ten (10) Certificates of Occupancy by the end of October. Staff 

has been informed that there is currently a waiting list for Phase I units (approximately 1/3 of the development). 

[Updated October 3, 2013] 

McDonalds (Sunwood Retail in The COR) [No Update] 

Primary Reviewer: Chris Anderson (canderson@ci.ramsey.mn.us; 763-433-9905) 

The Planning Commission reviewed a Request for Site Plan Review for McDonalds on January 3, 2013. The site is 

located along the re-aligned Sunwood Drive at Armstrong Boulevard, located just north of Northstar Marketplace. 

The City Council approved the site plan and associated requests on January 22, 2013. The project is now eligible to 

submit a Building Permit. The City has received an Application for Building Permit. The Plat (COR TWO) has been 

recorded. 

 

Staff met with representatives from McDonald’s USA on Wednesday, August 22, 2013. Progress continues for both 

parties on completion of respective obligations. The Stage I Improvements (access and utilities) is substantially 

complete, subject to verification of correct installation. [Updated August 22, 2013] 
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Northgate Performing Arts Center [Updated: New Photos Only] 

Primary Reviewer: Consulting Planner (Contact: Tim Gladhill (tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us; 763-576-4308) 

The Planning Commission reviewed a Request for Site Plan Review and Conditional Use Permit for Northgate 

Performing Arts Center located at 7295 Sunwood Drive NW (northeast intersection of Sunwood Drive and Peridot 

Street NW on October 4, 2012. The City Council approved the request on October 23, 2012.  

Construction has officially commenced on the facility. Staff will continue to update on the progress of construction 

at key milestones. 

  
Photo taken October 16, 2013 at Sunwood Drive 
looking north west. 

Photo taken October 16, 2013 at Sunwood Drive and 
Peridot Street looking north east. 

 

North Commons (COR THREE) [No Update] 

Primary Reviewer: Tim Gladhill (tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us; 763-576-4308) 

The Planning Commission reviewed a Request for Minor Plat Review of COR THREE, a seventeen (17) lot single-family 

development located north of Bunker Lake Boulevard in The COR on June 19, 2012. The City Council approved the 

request on July 10, 2012.  

Preliminary grading and utility work commenced at the end of 2012. The Plat will need to be recorded prior to any 

Building Permit issuance.  

On May 28, 2013, the HRA amended the scope of the project to focus on four (4) of the seventeen (17) lots that are 

located abutting North Commons (park). The remaining thirteen (13) lots that were approved along Bunker Lake 

Boulevard could be re-evaluated in the future as market conditions improve. Utilities have been installed for the 

four (4) ‘park lots’.  

Final details are being completed on the revised Final Plat. Consideration of approval of the Final Plat by the HRA 

and City Council is anticipated within 30 days. [Updated October 3, 2013] 

Stoney River [Updated] 

Primary Reviewer: Tim Gladhill (tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us; 763-576-4308) 

The Planning Commission reviewed the request for Site Plan Review of Stoney River, a 72 unit assisted living and 

memory care development at the northwest intersection of Nowthen Boulevard and Saint Francis Boulevard in 

August, 2011. The site is adjacent to the Lord of Life Lutheran Church Campus. The City Council approved the request 

in August, 2011.  

Site work and footing foundation construction has commenced. [Updated October 17, 2013] 

mailto:tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us
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Artist rendering of front façade. 

  
Photo taken October 16, 2013 from Water Tower #1 
looking north. 

Photo taken October 16, 2013 from Water Tower #1 
looking north. 

 

Housing Assistance Policy [Updated] 

Primary Contact: Tim Gladhill (tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us; 763-576-4308) 

The City Council has directed Staff to complete a Housing Assistance Policy. The intent of the policy is to provide a 

framework for which to review requests for housing assistance and provide a mechanism to review proposals for 

compatibility with the City’s housing goals. The Policy was forwarded to the Planning Commission for development. 

The Planning Commission has established an ad-hoc sub-committee to assist in the development of the policy.  

The Housing Sub-Committee has met on two (2) occasions to date. Current accomplishments include completion of 

an Interim Policy Statement (until the final policy is adopted), agreement on the framework of the policy, and 

establishment of housing-type priorities. All drafts must still be approved by the City Council.  

Staff provided an update to the City Council on June 11, 2013, and received positive feedback on direction to 

continue along the current path for completion.  

To date, the sub-committee has completed an initial review of demographic data, established an Interim Policy 

Statement, and established a framework of the proposed policy (product type priorities, minimum thresholds, and 

scoring/ranking matrix). The ad-hoc sub-committee met on Tuesday, June 25, 2013 and finished a draft of the 

Minimum Thresholds. The Minimum Thresholds are based on the Housing Chapter Goals and Implementation 

Strategies of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan. The final step is to complete a draft of the Scoring/Ranking Matrix. This 

is anticipated to be completed over two (2) to three (3) sub-committee meetings. At that point, a full draft would be 

reviewed by Planning Commission, EDA, and City Council.  

Staff is actively completing a draft of the final piece of the draft policy and has is currently reviewing the content of 

the draft. That draft is anticipated to be complete within two (2) weeks. The draft will then be reviewed by the sub-
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committee, forwarded to the Planning Commission in September, and then to City Council review at the end of 

September.  

Staff has completed a draft of the scoring matrix and has had reviewed by area experts as to format and content. 

Staff will be forwarding a full draft for review in the near future.  

Staff is placing the final edits to the preliminary draft document for consideration by the Planning Commission on 

November 7, 2013 and the City Council on November 26, 2013. [Updated October 17, 2013] 

Cullinan Rigging [Updated: New Photos Only] 
Cullinan Rigging was granted approval of a Variance and Site Plan Approval for an expansion of their existing facility 

at 6815 McKinley St NW. The Building Permit has been issued and construction is underway. [Updated August 29, 

2013] 

 

Photo taken on October 16, 2013 at McKinley Street and Ebony Street looking northwest. 

Diamond Graphics Expansion [Updated] 

 

Diamond Graphics was granted site plan approval for their existing facility at 14350 Azurite Street.  



 

 

The City has issued the Building Permit and site preparation work has commenced. Please note: construction impacts 

the existing parking area for the existing facility. There will be periods of on-street parking required during the 

construction period. [Updated October 16, 2013] 

Ramsey Office Plaza Interior Tenant Build-out [No Update] 
The City has issued Building Permits to Ramsey Office Plaza located at 7553 Sunwood Drive for multiple tenant build-

outs. The tenant build-outs include relocation of PSD, LLC offices, expansion of the 10th Judicial District 

Administrative Offices, and expansion of Trott Brook Financial Offices. [Updated August 29, 2013] 

5300 Alpine Drive NW (Former Allina Clinic) Tenant Build-out [No Update] 
The City has issued Building Permits for 5300 Alpine Drive for two (2) new tenants: 1) Weikel Law Firm and 2) Metro 

Hydro Graphics. [Updated August 29, 2013] 

167th Avenue Retail Node [Updated] 

Primary Contact: Tim Gladhill (tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us; 763-576-4308) 

The Planning Commission and EDA have both discussed the status of the retail node located at the intersection of 

167th Avenue and Saint Francis Boulevard (TH 47). The City had previously been asked to review two (2) potential 

users at 6001 167th Ave NW (indoor shooting range and clothing recycling warehouse distribution.  

Staff held a Stakeholder/Property Owner Meeting with owners of commercial/retail property in the area for 

Wednesday, June 5, 2013. The intent of the meeting is to outline options (land use and economic development 

related) for Property Owners and discuss a unified vision for the future of the current retail node. Staff will provide 

an update to the Planning Commission, EDA, and City Council following the Stakeholder Meeting.  

The EDA discussed the topic at their July 11, 2013 Meeting and a Special Meeting on July 18, 2013 to finalize a 

recommendation on formulating current policies and recommendations as well as potential next steps.  

A Collaborative Public Process was held on Thursday, September 26, 2013 for area residents and stakeholders. The 

outcome and summary of that process will be presented to the Planning Commission and Economic Development 

Authority in November to formalize a draft Policy Statement.  

Staff will be providing an update as part of the Joint City Council Meeting with the Planning Commission and Economic 

Development Authority (EDA) on October 29, 2013. [Updated October 17, 2013] 

Former Municipal Center Future Land Uses [Updated] 

Primary Contact: Patrick Brama (pbrama@ci.ramsey.mn.us; 763-433-9903) 

In 2006, the City relocated the Ramsey Municipal Center from 15153 Nowthen Blvd NW to 7550 Sunwood Dr NW. 

The former location still operates as Fire Station #2. The City has been exploring options for future use of this campus 

and relocation of Fire Station #2.  

To assist in the analysis of acceptable land uses for this campus for future development, an Open House was held on 

Thursday, April 18th from 6:00 to 9:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers (7550 Sunwood Dr NW). The Open House 

explored options for single-family and data center users. Multiple smaller group stations, with full size maps and 

ability for written comments were available.  

Staff presented preliminary findings to the City Council on Tuesday, April 23, 2013. Staff has updated the Planning 

Commission (5/2/13) and the EDA (5/16/13) on the status of the project.  

Staff presented a case to discuss possible next steps at the June 11, 2013 City Council Meeting. The City Council 

directed Staff to re-engage the surrounding public through a collaborative process utilizing a study to continue to 

review options for the site.  

mailto:tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us
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The City Council approved the development of a Study Group to begin a collaborative input process to be held at a 

later date, in order to continue discussions with surrounding property owners as to desired future land uses for the 

site. Staff will be seeking interested individuals to participate in the process in the near future. Interested names in 

participating in the process will be brought forward to the City Council at a later date. Staff has sent a mailing seeking 

individuals interested in participating in the public process later this year.  

Staff will be forwarding a recommendation to proceed with the Study Group at the October 8, 2013 City Council 

Meeting. A preliminary date was set for October 24, 2013; however, Staff will be looking to change that day to allow 

for sufficient preparation time.  

Staff will be providing an update as part of the Joint City Council Meeting with the Planning Commission and Economic 

Development Authority (EDA) on October 29, 2013. [Updated October 17, 2013] 

Building Permit Update 
The City has issued 1,720 permits year to date. Included in that total are 80 new single-family homes, and 66 new 

townhome units, 72 units of assisted living/memory care (for a total of 214 new households), and numerous 

commercial/industrial expansions and tenant build outs (see above). 

Detailed Report Information 
For more information regarding the project listed above, please contact the Tim Gladhill at 763-576-4308 or visit 

www.cityoframsey.com/planning-division.  

 

 
_____________________________________ 

Tim Gladhill, Development Services Manager 

http://www.cityoframsey.com/planning-division


Development Summary - City of 
Ramsey, Minnesota 
October 22, 2013 

Residence at The COR 
The Residence at The COR, a 230-unit apartment building located at 7700 Sunwood Drive, 

has been substantially completed. All units are eligible for occupancy at this time. There 

are minor site improvements that need to be completed. 

Seasons of Ramsey 
The Seasons of Ramsey, a 50-unit rental townhome development located just North of 

Bunker Lake Boulevard, approximately ½ mile from the Ramsey Municipal Center is well 

underway. Permit for all 50 units have been issued. All 50 units are anticipated to be 

completed by the end of 2013, or soon thereafter.  

Northgate Performing Arts Center 
Northgate Church is in the process of completing a 15,000 square foot, 500-seat 

auditorium at 7295 Sunwood Drive NW. The project is expected to be completed by the 

end of 2013. 

Stoney River 
Originally approved in August, 2011, the First Phoenix Group broke ground on their new 

72-unit Assisted Living/Memory Care Facility on September 25, 2013. The new facility is 

located 14401 Nowthen Boulevard at the intersection of Nowthen Boulevard and Saint 

Francis Boulevard, next to Lord of Life Church. 

Brookfield 4th Addition 
The City is currently reviewing a 77-lot single-family subdivision within the existing 

Brookfield Development. Brookfield is located along Nowthen Boulevard north of 167th 

Avenue. These lots were previously reviewed with the original Plat and are anticipated to 

be phased in over 2-3 years. The builder is anticipated to be Capstone Custom Homes, a 

Ramsey business. 

Molin Concrete 
The City is currently reviewing a proposal for a 10,000 square foot expansion to their 

existing facility located at 6820 143rd Avenue. This site was previously occupied by Oldcast 

Precast. 

Cullinan Rigging 
Cullinan Rigging, a business that relocated by building a new facility in Ramsey in 2007, is 

completing an 11,000 square foot expansion. Cullinan Rigging is located at 6815 McKinley 

Street. 

Diamond Graphics 
Diamond Graphics, another business that relocated to Ramsey and built a new facility in 

2007, is in the process of completing a 28,000 square foot expansion. Diamond Graphics 

is located at 14350 Azurite Street. 

Development Highlights 

through October 21, 2013 

Total Permits Issued = 1,755 

Total Inspections = 5,041 

New Single Family Homes = 81 

New Townhome Units = 66 

New Value to Community = $52 

Million 

Welcome Rick Jarson, our new 

Building Official! 

Welcome Brad Knott, Building 

Inspection Intern! 

Project Studies 

15153 Nowthen Boulevard: Former 

Municipal Center/Current Fire Station 

#2. The City is exploring this site as a 

data center or single-family 

development (or both). 

Armstrong West. The City is 

considering amending its 

Comprehensive Plan to create a new 

business park west of Armstrong 

Boulevard, north of Highway 10. 

Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area. 

The Minnesota Legislature has 

directed the DNR to update land use 

standards along the Mississippi River. 

Ramsey continues to review and 

analyze draft standards. 

Future Growth Forecasts. The 

Metropolitan Council has issued 

Household, Population, and 

Employment Forecasts through 2040. 

The City continues to review these 

policies and standards in preparation 

for our 2040 Comprehensive Plan 

Update. 

 



Vision Ease 
Vision Ease is in the process of completing a major investment to their existing facility by 

creating a ‘clean room’ for their optical lens manufacturing. Vision Ease is located at 7000 

Sunwood Drive. 

Former Grocery Store on 167th Avenue 
The site of the former Supervalu grocery store recently was purchased by Java 

Enterprises, LLC. The new owner is currently removing a number of damaged components 

to the building, returning it to ‘shell’ condition. The new owner is actively looking for a 

new end-user. The site is located at 6001 167th Avenue. 

McDonald’s 
The City’s HRA continues to finalize obligations of the Real Estate Contract with 

McDonald’s USA, LLC. Staff continues to work through closing information, with the intent 

for McDonald’s to begin construction in spring 2014. 

Noble Roman’s Pizza 
The City of Ramsey welcomes Noble Roman’s Take and Bake Pizza, located at Northstar 

Marketplace (7900 Sunwood Drive). 

Detailed Reports 
The City prepares a detailed Weekly Update on development projects. To view the 

detailed version of this summary report, view the Weekly Update available at 

www.cityoframsey.com/agendas-minutes.  

Contact Information 

City of Ramsey 

Community Development 

Department 

7550 Sunwood Dr NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

Phone: 763-433-9820 

Email: planning@cityoframsey.com 

Website: 

www.cityoframsey.com 

Building Permit Information 

Hotline: 763-433-9850 

Website: 

www.cityoframsey.com/permits  

http://www.cityoframsey.com/agendas-minutes
mailto:planning@cityoframsey.com
http://www.cityoframsey.com/
http://www.cityoframsey.com/permits


 

Project Summary – Armstrong West (Future Business Park)  (10/29/13) 

Project Summary 
Armstrong West (Future Business Park and Retail Area)  [October 29, 

2013] 

Background 
The current review of a potential, future business is currently focused on land 

use components as a way for the City to facilitate future economic 

development. The activities are currently limited to potential Comprehensive 

Plan and Zoning Amendments. 

In 2012, the Ramsey Economic Development Authority (EDA) and City Council 

identified a shortage existed in property available for development by 

businesses in Ramsey (outside of The COR). As a result, the Ramsey EDA and 

Council identified securing a future "Business Park" location as a strategic 

priority in early 2013. 

 

Beginning in May 2013, the EDA began reviewing potential future Business Park 

locations. In August 2013, the Ramsey EDA crafted a recommendation to be 

considered first by the Planning Commission and subsequently the City Council. 

Before said case is brought before the City Council, the EDA would like to 

conduct and review a feasibility study. Additionally, the Planning Commission 

would like to conduct a public open house to gather input regarding potential 

future land use changes. 

As part of the initial phase of looking towards a future business park, the EDA 

reviewed six (6) sites for consideration, narrowing these down to two (2) as part 

of Phase I efforts. These sites are referred to as 1) Pearson Properties of Ramsey 

and 2) Hageman Holdings. 

Both of these areas are located in the area west of Armstrong Boulevard. The 

City can look at the other four (4) sites in the future. Attached to this memo as 

Exhibit A is a map indicated the Study Area. Also attached to this memo is a 

summary sheet of the two (2) sites under review as Exhibit B, both of which 

require Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Amendments. 

Pearson Properties 
Pearson Properties is interested in amending the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 

Map as well as an interested seller. 

Hageman Holdings 
Although not actively marking their site, Hageman Holdings does desire to amend 

the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map for business park activities. The site is 

currently located within the B-2 Highway Business District, which is focused on 

retail activities.  

Future Retail/Redevelopment Area 
Additionally, the City has received a number of inquiries related to the Hi-Ten 

existing business park directly adjacent to Armstrong Boulevard and the two 

sites noted above. Although this is an existing business park, the current 

Project Webpage 
Coming Soon! 

Project Contact – Land Use 

and Zoning 
Tim Gladhill 

Development Services Manager 

763-576-4308 

tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us 

 

Project Contact 
Patrick Brama 

Assistant to the City Administrator 

763-433-9903 

pbrama@ci.ramsey.mn.us 



 

Project Summary – Armstrong West (Future Business Park)  (10/29/13) 

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map indicate this area as a retail area under 

The COR Zoning. The City has responded to a number of inquiries regarding 

design requirements and build-to (setback) requirements. 

It is the intent of the City to look at this area holistically to review a number of 

components related to the area west of Armstrong Boulevard. 

Proposed Timeline: 
 09/24/13 CCWS Update 

 10/31/13 Engineering Estimations Complete 

 11/07/13 Planning Commission Review 

 11/14/13 EDA Review 

 12/2013 TBD date, Collaborative Public Process 

 01/02/14 Planning Commission Review of Collaborative Public Process; 

and final Recommendation 

 01/09/14 EDA Review of Collaborative Public Process; and final 

Recommendation 

 01/14/14 City Council receive EDA and Planning Commission 

Recommendations (update) 

 01/28/14 City Council take action 

  
  

City of Ramsey 

7550 Sunwood Drive NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

763-427-1410 

www.cityoframsey.com  

http://www.cityoframsey.com/


 

Project Summary – Armstrong West (Future Business Park)  (10/29/13) 

Exhibit A – Site Location Map 



 

Project Summary – Armstrong West (Future Business Park)  (10/29/13) 

Exhibit B – Site Summaries 

Future Business Parks 
Primary: Al Pearson Farm North, Secondary: Hageman Holdings 

Property Owner Location Willing Seller Zoning Size/Land Price Distance from Utilities/Road Benefits Drawbacks/Potential Issues 

1. Al Pearson North This property is a 
greenfield site located on 
the north side of U.S. 
Highway 10 at the 
intersection of Bunker 
Lake Boulevard and 
Puma Street; between 
the Links at Northfork 
golf course and the 
Legacy Christian 
Academy. 

Yes.  Mr. Pearson is a willing seller 
that is interested in a partnership 
with the City.  Mr. Pearson is willing 
to hold the land while the City 
markets and works with prospects. 

Mix of residential 
and retail.  Mr. 
Pearson has 
indicated he 
would be willing 
to rezone his 
property to allow 
for a business 
park. 

90 acres of land.  
$65,000 per acre 
or $1.49 per 
square foot. 

Bunker Lake Boulevard is located 
to the edge of this site.  Puma (a 
temporary street) is located 
adjacent to this site.  Utilities are 
located 1,000 feet from this site.   
 

 Willing seller 

 Willing partner 

 Willing to change zoning 

 Utilities close by 

 Road close by 

 Large piece of land 

 Location 
o Access 
o Close to Hwy 10 
o Far enough from Hwy 10 

 Uncertainty of Hageman Holdings 
(Bunker, Users) 

 Green Acres designation 

 Zoning change required.  

 Potential concerns from the Links 
and the neighborhood to the NE. 
 

2. Hageman Holdings 
 
Background 
Hageman Holdings owns 171.65 acres of land west of 
Armstrong Boulevard.  The City did approve a Plat and site 
plan for a new campus for Legacy Christian Academy.  
 
Hageman Holdings has informed the City that it is no 
longer actively pursuing a campus for Legacy Christian 
Academy at this time, but still desires to develop a similar 
concept with a different user.  
 
Hageman Holdings is not willing to sell any of their 
property located on the north side of Bunker Lake 
Boulevard now, or in the near future (i.e. 2-4 years); as 
they still would like to see their site developed into a 
school campus. 
 

The proposed business 
park portion (45 acres) of 
the larger Hageman 
Holdings property (171 
acres) is located on the 
north side of Highway 10 
west of Armstrong 
Boulevard; south of 
Bunker Lake Boulevard 
only.   
 
This site is located just 
south of the proposed 
Legacy Christian 
Academy. 
 
 

No (as of September 2013). Hageman 
Holdings is not interested in selling/ 
developing or rezoning their land for 
a future business park now or in the 
next 2-4 years.  At this point, they 
would like to maintain their original 
vision—a private school campus. 

Retail.   45.1 acres of land.  
Price TBD. 
Estimation 
$87,000-$108,900 
or $2.00-2.50 per 
square foot 

Utilities and roadway located 
adjacent to sight.  However, per 
the development agreement for 
the Legacy Christian Academy 
project, any improvements to any 
site will trigger a mandatory 
expansion of Bunker Lake 
Boulevard the west of Armstrong 
Boulevard to Puma Street.  This 
item needs to be discussed 
further.  This would be a 
substantial cost (multi-million). 

 Utilities adjacent and nearly 
ready to go 

 Road adjacent 

 Location 
o Access 
o Close to Hwy 10 

 Selective seller  

 Willing seller 2-4 years (maybe) 

 Development agreement/ 
requirements for Bunker Laker 
Boulevard--high cost. 

 For some businesses, too close 
to Hwy 10 

 Relatively high cost per square 
foot 

 Zoning change required.  
Potential concerns from 
surrounding property owners. 

 Not a large piece of land (fair) 
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	Proposed Outcomes
	Stewardship    (    Prosperity    (    Equity    (    Livability    (    Sustainability
	These five outcomes, identified during the Metropolitan Council’s two years of Thrive outreach and engagement, emerged as common themes defining a shared regional vision.  Plans, policies and projects that balance all five of these outcomes tend to cr...
	Stewardship advances the Council’s longstanding mission of orderly and economical development, responsibly managing the region’s natural and financial resources and making strategic investments in our region’s future.
	Prosperity results from investments in infrastructure, amenities and quality of life that create regional economic competitiveness, thereby attracting and retaining successful businesses, a talented workforce, and consequently wealth.
	Equity connects all residents to opportunity and creates viable options for people of all races, ethnicities and incomes so that all communities share the opportunities and challenges of growth and change.
	Livability focuses on the experience of our people and how places and infrastructure create and enhance the high quality of life that makes our region a great place to live.
	Sustainability protects our regional vitality for generations to come by taking a long-term perspective  to preserve our assets, resources, and strengths.
	Proposed Principles
	Thrive defines three principles to guide how the Council implements its policies both internally and externally to advance the five outcomes:
	Integration    (    Collaboration   (    Accountability
	These three principles reflect the Council’s understanding of its role integrating policy areas, supporting local governments and regional partners, and promoting and implementing this regional vision.  These principles govern how the Council implemen...
	Integration leverages multiple policy tools to address complex regional challenges and opportunities.
	Collaboration recognizes that shared efforts and effective partnerships among local and regional partners move our region forward most effectively toward our shared outcomes.
	Accountability requires a commitment to monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of our policies and a willingness to adjust course as necessary.
	Stewardship:
	 Prioritize protection of and minimize impacts to natural resources;
	 Focus on maintaining existing infrastructure – wastewater infrastructure, highways and bridges – rather than expanding to serve new areas;
	 Strategically invest in new infrastructure capacity that supports land use patterns;
	 Expand alignment of wastewater, transit and other infrastructure investments with local land use.
	Prosperity:
	 Foster the conditions for shared economic vitality by balancing major investments across the region;
	 Deliver cost-effective wastewater treatment and efficient transportation that reduces costs of doing business here;
	 Provide amenities and great places that attract and retain businesses and workers;
	 Reduce the cost differential between redevelopment and greenfield development sites;
	 Inventory industrial land across the region to preserve the best sites for jobs;
	 Partner to develop a shared economic competitiveness strategy.
	Equity:
	 Invest in the creation and preservation of racially-integrated, mixed-income neighborhoods across the region;
	 Use transportation investments to improve access to opportunity;
	 Preserve a mix of housing affordability along the region’s transitways and create new affordable housing close to jobs and education;
	 Convene leaders to develop shared investment strategies in racially-concentrated areas of poverty.
	Livability:
	 Provide transportation choices that reduce the financial and time cost of transportation;
	 Preserve natural resources and support outdoor recreational opportunities through the regional park and trail system;
	 Communicate the regional bicycle network to promote bicycling for transportation and recreation;
	 Align resources to support transit-oriented development that creates great places.
	Sustainability:
	 Promote the wise use of water through expanding water conservation and reuse, increasing aquifer recharge; and rebalancing surface water and groundwater use;
	 Continue sustainability practices in the Council’s wastewater and transit operations;
	 Offer leadership, information and technical assistance to local governments to support climate change mitigation, adaptation and resilience.
	Integration:
	 Align and leverage all of the Council’s divisions, roles and authorities to address regional issues;
	 Coordinate Council activities with partners and stakeholders across and throughout the region.
	Collaboration:
	 Convene conversations to address key regional issues;
	 Provide expanded information and technical assistance to support local planning and decisionmaking.
	Accountability:
	 Monitor performance against key regional indicators;
	 Adjust and revise policies as necessary.

	Item_5_5.6. Adopt Resolution of Comprehensive Plan Compliance for Tax Increment Finance District No. 2 Modification
	Item_5_5.7. FOR DISCUSSION ONLY_ Staff Update
	Item_5_5.8. Zoning Bulletins

