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PLANNING COMMISSION 

 CITY OF RAMSEY 

 ANOKA COUNTY 

 STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting on Thursday, April 9, 2015, at 

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

 

Members Present:  Chairperson Gary Levine 

    Commissioner Andrew Andrusko 

    Commissioner Randy Bauer 

    Commissioner Ralph Brauer (arrived at 7:04 p.m.) 

    Commissioner Matthew Maul 

    Commissioner Cindy Nosan 

    Commissioner Gary VanScoy 

 

Members Absent:  None 

 

Also Present:   Community Development Director Timothy Gladhill 

    City Planner Chris Anderson 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

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

 

2. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

None. 

 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

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

presented. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners VanScoy, Nosan, Andrusko 

Bauer, and Maul.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Commissioner Brauer. 

 

4. APPROVE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

 

4.01: Approve the Following Planning Commission Minutes: 

 

 4.01.1: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated March 5, 2015 
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Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Maul, to approve the following 

minutes as presented:  Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated March 5, 2015. 

 

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

Brauer, and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None.  Abstain: Commissioner Andrusko. 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS/COMMISSION BUSINESS 

 

5.01: Appoint Chairperson and Vice Chairperson  

 

Presentation 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill requested the Planning Commission appoint a 

Chairperson and Vice Chairperson for 2015. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner Brauer, to appoint Gary Levine as 

Chairperson of the Planning Commission.  

 

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

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

 

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Maul, to appoint Randy Bauer 

as Vice Chairperson of the Planning Commission. 

 

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

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

 

5.02: Public Hearing: Consider Request for a Variance to Side Yard Setbacks for an 

Accessory Building on the Property Located at 6520 170th Avenue NW; Case of Jeff 

Rieck 

 

Public Hearing 

 

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

 

Presentation 

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report stating the City has received an application from 

Jeff Rieck for a variance to the required side yard setback for an addition to an existing, attached 

garage at the property located at 6520 170th Avenue NW.  The proposed addition to the garage 

would be located five (5) feet from the eastern side property boundary of the property.  Staff 
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discussed the request in detail and recommendation the Commission approve a variance to the 

minimum side yard setback for an accessory building addition. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

Jeff Rieck, 6520 170th Avenue NW, the applicant, thanked staff for the thorough report. 

 

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

hearing. 

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Levine closed the public hearing closed at 7:09 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner VanScoy asked if the City had any restrictions with regard to the size of an 

attached garage.  He feared that attached garages would soon become larger than principle 

structures. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated the City did not have any size restrictions for attached garages.  He 

commented that a three-car garage was not out of the norm. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner Maul, to adopt Resolution #15-04-

077 approving the Findings of Fact. 

 

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

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

 

Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner Maul, adopt Resolution #15-04-078 

approving a variance to the minimum side yard setback for an accessory building addition at 

3520 170th Avenue NW. 

 

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

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

 

5.03: Public Hearing: Consider Resolution #15-04-092 Granting Preliminary Plat 

Approval to Harvest Estates, a Major Plat; Case of G S Land, LLC 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Levine called the public hearing to order at 7:12 p.m. 
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Presentation 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill presented the staff report stating the purpose of this 

case is to review the official Preliminary Plat prepared by G S Land, LLC for the redevelopment 

of the former municipal campus located at 15153 Nowthen Boulevard NW as a 44-lot single-

family residential development.  It was noted each of the lots meet or exceed the City’s 

residential lot requirements.  The site is currently owned by the City of Ramsey, which has 

approved a Purchase Agreement to sell the site in two (2) phases to G S Land, LLC.  It was noted 

the Commission has reviewed a previous sketch plan and approved a recommendation to rezone 

the property from Public/Quasi-Public to R-1, Residential (MUSA) and a land use change from 

Public/Quasi in the Comprehensive Plan.  Staff explained that Fire Station No. 2 currently 

operates from the existing building on the site.  The Final Plat will be proposed in two phases to 

allow the Fire Department to be located at 5650 Alpine Drive, adjacent to the site until the 

construction of a new Fire Station 2 is completed.  It was noted that a temporary cul-de-sac 

would be needed and that a connection to Nowthen Boulevard would not be granted.  The fill 

needs for Phase II were discussed.  Staff reviewed the plat in further detail and recommended 

approval of the Preliminary Plat of Harvest Estates. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

Commissioner Bauer requested further information on the purchase agreement. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill noted that the former municipal campus would be 

sold in two phases and Phase I would be sold in 2015.   

 

Chairperson Levine asked when the access to Nowthen Boulevard would be closed. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained that the access point will remain open as 

long as Fire Station 2 remains open.  After that time, the access point to Nowthen Boulevard will 

be cut off and no longer be available. 

 

Commissioner Bauer saw no reason to eliminate this access point.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated the Council had concerns with the cost of the 

local road connection.  He reported that the overall safety of County Road 5 was also a concern.  

He explained that a study could be completed to address the safety of this roadway but would 

take a year to complete.  He indicated that the Commission could make a recommendation to the 

Council regarding this access point. 

 

Commissioner Nosan expressed confusion why it would cost the City more money to keep the 

access point as is. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained the local road connection would require 

maintenance, noting public road standards would have to be met.  In addition, the City would 
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need to buy back a parcel through a property acquisition.  He indicated that peak traffic may also 

require turn lanes on County Road 5.   

 

Commissioner Andrusko questioned the expense of leaving the access point open.  

 

Community Development Director Gladhill estimated that the land acquisition would be several 

hundred thousand dollars plus additional capital maintenance expenses. 

 

Commissioner Brauer asked if a barrier would be placed at the access point during Phase I. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated the turning movement would have a barricade 

to eliminate traffic from driving through the site.  

 

Further discussion ensued regarding the alignment of an access point to County Road 5. 

 

Commissioner Brauer expressed frustration with how Anoka County was dictating the traffic 

projections.  He felt this was not fair to the City of Ramsey. 

 

Jason Johnson, 5545 152nd Avenue NW, explained he recently moved from St. Paul to Ramsey.  

He opposed the proposed development and expressed concern with how the additional traffic 

would impact 152nd Avenue.  He suggested that a park be placed on the old municipal campus. 

 

Robert Hartman, 5475 151st Avenue NW, questioned the price range of the new houses.  He 

inquired what the size of two outlots shown on the plan.  Mr. Hartman believed that access to 

Nowthen Boulevard should be maintained as Helium would not provide enough access to the 

residential traffic. Mr. Hartman questioned how many accidents have occurred at the Nowthen 

Boulevard access to Ramsey Elementary School. Mr. Hartman also questioned if the closure of 

Nowthen Boulevard would create a public safety issue on Helium Street. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported zoning code does not dictate the price range 

of homes, but rather sets regulations on building materials, design and lot sizes.  Based on his 

conversations with the applicant, he believed that the homes would be similar in price to The 

Meadow development.  He then discussed the size of the outlot, which was actually approved 

with a previous development, not the current request. 

 

Jeanne Hannin, 5545 152nd Avenue NW, stated she moved to Ramsey from St. Paul to get away 

from the noise and light pollution found in other communities.  She did not believe that 44 

homes would fit in her backyard.  She discussed how the increased traffic would adversely 

impact her neighborhood.  She wanted to live in peace and quiet and feared that she would be 

living in a construction zone for the next three or four years, noting a concern over potential 

increased crime due to theft from the construction site.  She noted concern about additional 

maintenance needs for existing roads. She questioned if the City would require streetlights, City 

water, sewer and sidewalks in the new development.  She questioned if sidewalks would be 

required to construct on existing roads in existing development. She expressed a great deal of 
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frustration with how this new development would negatively impact her neighborhood.  She 

noted that she moved out of St. Paul to get away from the noise and she would do the same with 

Ramsey. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy requested clarification from staff on the process, which led the 

municipal campus being zoned residential. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill discussed the history of the municipal campus site.  

He explained zoning this site for low density residential was made after a great deal of thought 

after previously considering a data center.  He noted that sidewalks were not being considered by 

the City along existing roads.  He indicated that City water and sewer would be provided to the 

development.   

 

Michael Piza, 15129 Helium Street, asked if homes would be built before or after lot sales.  He 

believed that a large number of houses were being stacked along 152nd Avenue.  He feared that 

this would be a safety concern for children trying to reach the school without proper access.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained there would be a combination of home 

sales with a buyer and other sales on spec.   He reported that the City could not control how the 

properties were sold.  He indicated that a trail connection would be created to Nowthen 

Boulevard through Alpine Drive to access the school.  He then discussed the residential lots sizes 

within Harvest Estates. 

 

Kent Cunningham, 15211 Helium Street, had hoped that green space would have been included 

in the development.  He questioned how this was being addressed by the City. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported the City has a master park and trail plan that 

breaks the City into districts.  He commented that Solstice Park and Alpine Park were already 

located within this district of the City.  He stated that trail connections would be improved to 

these parks rather than creating a small tot lot within the development. 

 

Matt Crampton, 5710 152nd Way, asked what the lots behind his home would look like.  He was 

concerned how the elevation difference would impact his property.  He recommended that the 

City police this site while being constructed to ensure that miscellaneous construction debris was 

not allowed to remain on site. He noted existing construction debris left on site from the previous 

development. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill indicated the stormwater pond would remain in 

place along 152nd Way.  He discussed how the new homes would look behind 152nd Way noting 

the lots were slightly larger which meant the homes would be further apart.  He reported that 

code enforcement officers would react to any complaints received at City Hall. 

 

Phillip Kryzaniak, NIK Management representing the developer, noted the homes would range in 

price from $250,000 to $350,000, which was similar to the surrounding homes.  He did not 
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believe the proposed neighborhood would be a deterrent as the lot sizes were larger than required 

by the City.  He explained that only one builder was being selected and that he had a long-

standing professional relationship with this builder. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy was pleased by the layout of the development.  He requested further 

information on the density for the proposed development. 

 

Mr. Kryzaniak reported that City standards would allow him to have 3 units to the acre or 61 lots 

on the site.  He indicated he was proposing to build 44 homes on larger cul-de-sac lots.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill discussed how the City calculated net density noting 

right-of-way was removed from this calculation.  He also noted that the City is not proposing to 

regulate minimum home prices. 

 

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

hearing. 

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Levine closed the public hearing closed at 8:33 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner Bauer expressed concern with how access to Nowthen Boulevard was being lost 

within this development.   

 

Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to recommend the City 

Council adopt Resolution #15-04-092 granting Preliminary Plat Approval of Harvest Estates – 

Phase I with no change made to the Nowthen Boulevard access until Phase II was considered by 

the City. 

 

Further discussion 

 

Commissioner Andrusko asked if it was common to consolidate access points within residential 

neighborhoods. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported this was the case as this would limit 

congestion and improved safety. 

 

Further discussion ensued regarding the Nowthen Boulevard access point. 

 

Commissioner Andrusko believed that access management would improve safety along Nowthen 

Boulevard, given the high level of speed along this roadway.  He reiterated that the current access 



 

 

Planning Commission/April 9, 2015 

Page 8 of 16 

point to Nowthen Boulevard was not up to code and was not engineered to manage the increase 

in traffic.  It was his opinion that the developer’s solution was ideal and should be pursued.   

 

Commissioner Bauer commented the school and church had much higher traffic counts than the 

new neighborhood would. 

 

Commissioner Nosan did not understand why it was better to force traffic to Highway 47.  She 

was thoroughly against the proposed traffic flow and believed the access point on Nowthen 

Boulevard should remain open. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported that this was the last opportunity for the 

Planning Commission to review the request. He noted that the Council would consider the final 

plats for the two phases separately.   

 

Commissioner Bauer misunderstood how the parcel was being platted.  He explained that his 

motion would be to approve Phase I of the Harvest Estates Plat. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained that this would entitle the developer to 32 

lots within the development at this time.  It would then be the hope that the remaining 12 lots 

would be developed at some point in the future, but there was a risk to the developer. 

 

Assistant City Administrator/Economic Development Manager Brama reported that Phase I of 

the development coincides with the Purchase Agreement and the remaining lots would remain 

outlots for development in the future.  He questioned what the risk to the developer would be on 

the remaining 12 lots. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill indicated there would be added risk to the developer, 

but reiterated that the Planning Commission was a recommending body to the City Council.   

 

Chairperson Levine questioned if the motion on the floor would breach the current Purchase 

Agreement. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated there was a potential that the motion would 

conflict with the Purchase Agreement.   

 

Assistant City Administrator/Economic Development Manager Brama reviewed the approval 

process for the Preliminary and Final Plats of Phase I and II.  He noted that this evening the 

applicant was requesting Preliminary Plat approval for both Phases I and II, while the 

Commission was suggesting approval of only Phase I.  He commented that the Final Plat of 

Phase II could not be approved until after the property for Phase II was closed.  He did not 

believe the intent of the Purchase Agreement would be broken by approving only Phase I of the 

Preliminary Plat.  The only change would be the entitlement assumed by the developer.  He 

indicated that the Commission was not proposing to change the lot sizes or design of Phase II.  

He questioned if the developer supported moving forward in this manner. 
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Community Development Director Gladhill commented that there would be added costs to hold a 

second public hearing for Phase II of the Preliminary Plat approval process. 

 

Commissioner Andrusko called the question.  There was no second and discussion continued. 

 

Commissioner Brauer was unclear what the existing road would look like if the access point 

were to remain open.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reviewed the alignment of the roadway with 

Nowthen Boulevard. 

 

Commissioner Brauer was in favor of approving Phase I and II of the development with the 

stipulation that the access point to Nowthen Boulevard remain open.   

 

Commissioner Bauer noted he could amend his motion to approve the Preliminary Plat for Phase 

I and II requiring that the Final Plat have 152nd Lane maintain the connection to Nowthen 

Boulevard.   

 

Friendly Amendment  

 

Commissioner Bauer amended his motion to approve the Preliminary Plat for Phase I and II of 

Harvest Estates requiring the Final Plat have 152nd Lane maintain the connection to Nowthen 

Boulevard. 

 

Friendly Amendment 

 

Commissioner Brauer suggested that this amendment also include the following language: That 

the City maintain existing access to Highway 5 until further study can be made of the traffic 

consequences with Nowthen Boulevard at which time a decision will be made about the closure 

of the road.   

 

Commissioner VanScoy questioned how and when a determination would be made.  He stated he 

could support the proposed modification. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained that a determination would be made prior 

to approving the Final Plat of Phase II.   

 

Commissioner Bauer and Commissioner VanScoy supported this friendly amendment. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated the proposed amendments were consistent 

with the developer’s plans for the project. 
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Randy Hedlund, Hedlund Engineering, wanted to see the preliminary plat approved for all 44 

lots.  He explained that the current alignment would allow for a connection to Nowthen 

Boulevard. 

 

Assistant City Administrator/Economic Development Manager Brama indicated there could be a 

gap in time between the demolition of the fire station and work on Phase II.  

 

Community Development Director Gladhill believed that this issue could be resolved at a staff 

level. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Andrusko and seconded by Commissioner VanScoy to call the 

question. 

 

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

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

 

Friendly Amended Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners Bauer, 

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

 

5.04: Public Hearing: Consider Resolution #15-04-093 Granting Approvals for COR 

Parkview Addition and Parkview East 

 

1. Preliminary Plat for Major Subdivision 

2. Site Plan for 121 Unit Apartment Building  

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Levine called the public hearing to order at 9:08 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill presented the staff report stating the purpose of this 

file is to review the official Preliminary Plat and Site Plan Review for the Parkview East 

Apartment Complex.  The subject property is located south of Ramsey Parkway, east of Town 

Center Drive East and west of Rhinestone Street NW and north of Sunwood Drive.  The property 

is located in COR-1 zoning sub-district.  The application includes a plat to be called COR 

Parkview Addition and development of phase one apartment complex consisting of one (1), four 

(4) story building with a total of 121 units with tuck under, detached garage and surface parking.  

Staff reviewed the request in further detail and recommended approval contingent upon 

conditions in the Development Agreement. 

 

Citizen Input 
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Matt Kuker, PSD, appreciated staff’s assistance and for providing a thorough report on the 

preliminary plat and major subdivision.  He provided further comment on the design of the 

apartment complex with the Planning Commission.  He noted that parking was not being counted 

on off site.  He indicated the building could be shifted slightly to address staff’s concerns.  He 

reported that a community garden green space was located on the site.  He explained there would 

be great color variations on the building.     

 

Commissioner VanScoy reported this building was located in a mixed use zoning district.  He 

questioned what other uses were proposed for the site. 

 

Mr. Kuker indicated he was only proposing to locate an apartment building on the property. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill clarified that there would be a variety of uses on the 

block.  He noted the Ramsey Office Plaza was located on this block.   

 

Commissioner VanScoy requested further clarification from staff at a future meeting on how the 

City was defining a block.  He believed that the apartment complex was over parked and 

questioned why the applicant was proposing to have more than two parking spaces per 

apartment.  He recalled that the intent of the COR was to have shared parking. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated the 44 tuck under garages were not included in 

the surface parking.  He discussed the parking situation further and noted the site was just under 

the City’s requirements with its surface lot.  Staff was concerned with the level of surface 

parking within this development and the Commission could make a recommendation regarding 

this matter.   

 

Mr. Kuker indicated he would be willing to eliminate one row of parking to create additional 

green space.  

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported that he would work with the applicant to 

address the parking issue. He briefly discussed the expense of a parking structure. 

 

Commissioner Bauer believed that this was a fair compromise.   

 

Commissioner Andrusko asked if the developer would be connecting his site to the adjacent park 

or providing any retail amenities on the property. 

 

Mr. Kuker believed it would be difficult to draw a retailer to his property given the fact it was off 

the main drive and if a hotel was built, the retailer would have zero visibility.  He reported that if 

the demand was there, he would be open to the possibility. 

 

Commissioner Brauer was in favor of holding a joint meeting with the Council to further discuss 

The COR and how it was developing.  He wanted to see the COR develop successfully. 
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Community Development Director Gladhill indicated the Council was currently reviewing a 

strategic plan for The COR. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Brauer, seconded by Commissioner Maul, to close the public hearing. 

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Levine closed the public hearing closed at 9:38 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

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

Council adopt Resolution #15-04-03 granting Preliminary Plat and Site Plan Approval for COR 

Parkview Addition/Parkview East, with the stipulation that the amount of surface parking be 

reduced and the amount of greenspace be increased. 

 

Commissioner Brauer noted he would be abstaining from this vote as he did not have clear plans 

from the Council on how The COR should develop. 

 

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

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

 

5.05: Consider Approvals Related to Site Plan Review for Sunwood Village; Case of 

CommonBond Communities  

 

1. Resolution #15-04-088: Sketch Plan (Minor Plat) 

2. Resolution #15-04-089: Site Plan Review 

 

Presentation 

 

City Planner Anderson presented the Staff Report stating the City received an application for a 

Minor Plat and Site Plan for Sunwood Village, a proposed forty-seven (47) unit, three (3) story 

apartment building within The COR.  The project site is located on Outlot A, COR ONE, or upon 

recording of the plat, Lot 1 Block 1 Sunwood Village, between Sunwood Drive and Veterans 

Drive, directly adjacent to the Residence at the COR property.  The project proposes to replat 

Outlot A, COR ONE into a buildable lot to accommodate the proposed apartment building.  

There is an active Purchase Agreement between CommonBond Communities and the City for 

this parcel.  The Purchase Agreement was entered into on May 20, 2014.  Staff reviewed the 

request in further detail and recommended approval of the Site Plan contingent upon compliance 

with the Staff Review Letter dated April 3, 2015. 

 

Commission Business 
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Justin Eilers, CommonBond Communities, discussed his companies 35 year history with creating 

high quality housing.  He noted that the proposed complex would have 1, 2 and 3 bedroom units, 

along with a community room.   

 

Commissioner VanScoy asked if any of the units would have ground access to Sunwood Drive. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported that preliminary plans showed access to 

Sunwood Drive; however, this was altered through later architectural renderings of the building. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy questioned how large the tree trench would be. 

 

Ken Simon, Miller Hanson Partners Architects, reviewed the size of the tree trench on the west 

side of the parking lot.  He noted this trench would be a good way for the site to manage its 

stormwater.  He discussed the energy efficient options that would be pursued for this building. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy was not pleased with the aesthetics of the building and encouraged the 

architect to improve the design. 

 

Commissioner Andrusko wanted to see enhanced architectural elements around the doorways 

with access at street level. 

 

Mr. Eilers noted only five units would be served through access at street level. 

 

Chairperson Levine stated he supported the look of the building. 

 

Commissioner Nosan inquired if the new units would be market rate or affordable housing. 

 

Mr. Eilers indicated the units would be affordable. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Andrusko, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to recommend that 

City Council adopt Resolution #15-04-088 Approving the Plat entitled ‘SUNWOOD VILLAGE’ 

having staff speak further with the applicant regarding street level access to units on Sunwood 

Drive. 

 

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

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

 

Motion by Commissioner Andrusko, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to recommend that 

City Council adopt Resolution #15-04-089 Approving the Site Plan for Sunwood Village having 

staff speak further with the applicant regarding street level access to units on Sunwood Drive. 

 

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

Brauer, Maul, and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 
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5.06: Public Hearing: Consider the Surface Water Management Plan Update 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Levine called the public hearing to order at 10:10 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

Civil Engineer II Linton presented the staff report stating the purpose of this case was to review 

the proposed updates to the Surface Water Management Plan (SWMP).  As most of the 

regulatory provisions outlined within the SWMP are in the Zoning Ordinance, staff thought it 

appropriate to conduct a public hearing through the Planning Commission.  He reviewed State 

Statute and watershed requirements regarding the SWMP.  Staff reviewed the SWMP in further 

detail with the Commission along with the documents goals and recommended approval of the 

updated Surface Water Management Plan. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

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

hearing. 

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Levine closed the public hearing closed at 10:12 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner VanScoy questioned if the City’s infrastructure would be impacted in any way by 

the proposed changes. 

 

Civil Engineer II Linton did not anticipate this to be a concern, but would be investigated by 

staff. 

 

Commissioner Brauer and Chairperson Levine commended staff on their efforts on the Surface 

Water Management Plan Update. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Brauer, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to approve the Surface 

Water Management Plan and direct staff to forward this document to City Council. 

 

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

Bauer, Brauer, Maul, and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 
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5.07: Public Hearing: Consider Ordinance #15-08 Amending Off-Street Parking 

Regulations 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Levine called the public hearing to order at 10:19 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report stating City Code Section 117-355 (Residential 

Development Off-Street Parking) currently outlines permissible locations for parking motor 

vehicles and equipment on residential lots.  There are different standards for lots less than two 

(2) acres in size then there are for lots two (2) acres or larger in size.  The purpose of this 

proposed amendment is to consider a standardized setback for parking motor vehicles and/or 

equipment in the side and rear yard of residential lots, regardless of their size.  Staff reviewed the 

code amendment further and recommended approval of Ordinance #15-08. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner Maul, to close the public hearing. 

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Levine closed the public hearing closed at 10:22 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

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

Council adopt Ordinance #15-08. 

 

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

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

 

6. COMMISSION / STAFF INPUT 

 

6.01: Zoning Bulletins 

 

The Zoning Bulletins were noted. 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Commissioner Bauer, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to adjourn the meeting. 
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Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners Bauer, VanScoy, Andrusko, 

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

 

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 10:26 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Tim Gladhill 

Community Development Director 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

JoAnn Shaw 

Community Development Assistant 

 

Drafted by Heidi Guenther 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

 CITY OF RAMSEY 

 ANOKA COUNTY 

 STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey Planning Commission conducted a special meeting on Monday, April 20, 2015, at 

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

 

Members Present:  Chairperson Gary Levine 

    Commissioner Andrew Andrusko 

    Commissioner Randy Bauer 

    Commissioner Ralph Brauer 

    Commissioner Matthew Maul 
     

Members Absent:  Commissioner Cindy Nosan 

    Commissioner Gary VanScoy 

 

Also Present:   Community Development Director Timothy Gladhill 

    City Planner Chris Anderson 

    City Council Liaison John LeTourneau 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairperson Levine called the regular meeting to order at 8:25 p.m. 

 

2. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

None. 

 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

None. 

 

4. COMMISSION BUSINESS 

 

4.01: Review and Recommend a Response to the Metropolitan Council Regional Housing 

Policy Plan 2015 Amendment 

 

Presentation 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained that the Planning Commission was 

discussing an amendment to the Metropolitan Council Housing Plan that has been released for 

public comment.  Housing is one of four Metropolitan Council plans (Water Resources, 
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Transportation, Parking and Housing) that influence the City’s Comprehensive Plan. He stated 

that the Housing Plan was different in that it was not necessarily infrastructure improvements but 

it does guide some of the investments the Metropolitan Council makes, especially grants that the 

City works to access through the Livable Communities Program.  He stated that the City does 

participate in the voluntary Livable Communities Program with the Metropolitan Council. With 

this program, housing performance scores are utilized to help gauge our grant applications in a 

competitive scoring process against other participating communities.  He stated that the City has 

received several grants through this process and that this is an important document as it relates to 

regional investments within the City of Ramsey.   He stated that the City is not opposed to the 

amendment as long as these are not required mandates but are voluntary goals that the 

community aspires to.  There would be no penalty for not meeting the affordable housing 

thresholds published in the document but it gives the City something to strive for.  He stated that 

this has been a controversial document for many of the suburbs in the area.  He stated that the 

City did respond to the preliminary document based on the standards being voluntary and the 

plan not requiring amendments to the City’s current Future Land Use Plan or its Housing 

Assistance Policy, or the housing chapter of the Comprehensive Plan.  He stated that the Council 

did make minor adjustments to the language as it relates to the land use plan and not wanting to 

restrict the City from expanding the MUSA or urban service area in the future.  He highlighted 

things that were incorporated from the City’s previous comments including trying to normalize 

the City’s housing performance score across years.   

 

Commissioner Bauer spoke about issues not becoming mandates.  It is important to have 

guidelines that the City tries to follow.   

 

Commissioner Andrusko stated it is his understanding that the Metropolitan Council doesn’t 

have the necessary staff to review, in depth, every land use plan submitted to them.  So along 

with that line, these should be guidelines until the Metropolitan Council can fully say, with every 

page and every policy that each individual municipality recommends.  He felt it needs to come 

full circle before it does become a requirement.   

 

Commissioner Brauer stated he sent an e-mail to Community Development Director Gladhill 

outlining his issues with the Metropolitan Council document and the City’s response omissions.  

He stated that out of 53 members, there was only one from Anoka County and the document 

favors rich gated communities over communities like Ramsey because of the criteria it uses.    

 

Chairperson Levine asked if the communities are privately owned property. 

 

Commissioner Andrusko stated that there are community-associated properties but they still have 

to provide the legal amount for the federal government. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that the Metropolitan Council’s role is to look 

at how much is necessary and then looks at the various local land use plans.  Looking at what the 

plan could sustain with regard to density was important.   He noted that the City’s allocation was 

less than it was in the past.   
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Commissioner Brauer stated that the criteria they use doesn’t take into account the individuality 

of the communities.  Just to use income and population takes out geography and environmental 

considerations.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that wetlands and developmental areas are 

excluded from the calculation.  He stated other socio economic factors are involved.    

 

Commissioner Brauer stated that if their figures on the population increase are correct, every city 

is going to reach a stage where there is no room and the criteria doesn’t make allowance for that.  

He talked about Ramsey Three being implemented as a result of a Metropolitan Council report 

that thought the City could continue to grow at the rate it had been in the past. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that that is why the City included the comment 

that it generally supports the document as long as it is not a required allocation that the City 

needs to meet and the City doesn’t need to change their current/future land use map/vision.  

 

Commissioner Brauer talked about the aging population trend and stated he doesn’t see the 

Metropolitan Council doing anything about it.  He talked about Aitkin County’s dilemma with 

their large snowbird population.  

 

Chairperson Levine asked if the scenario is going to play out the same everywhere. 

 

Commissioner Bauer asked about age in Ramsey County. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that he did not know that information, but that 

the community will experience the baby boomer bubble and that is seen in the need for senior 

independent housing.  He asked for consensus on including Commissioner Brauer’s headers in 

the document response.  

 

Chairperson Levine stated he is struggling with Commissioner Brauer’s point about the gated 

communities because the property is privately owned.   

 

Commissioner Brauer stated he would not have a problem leaving that header out and that it may 

not be appropriate in a document like this. 

 

Chairperson Levine could have consensus on the rest of headers. 

 

Commissioner Andrusko stated that he doesn’t agree with putting in the 1 out 53 members were 

from Anoka County header.  He would rephrase it as there should be more representation from 

Anoka County.   

 

Commissioner Brauer stated that Staff could reword the headers. 
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Community Development Director Gladhill stated that the headers will be reworded before they 

go to the City Council.  He confirmed that there was consensus to include the headers, to take out 

the section about the gated communities, to reword the header regarding Anoka County 

representation and to give latitude to Staff to reword the headers as needed. 

 

Commission Business 

 

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

Council approve the draft response to the Metropolitan Council’s Housing Policy Plan with the 

changes noted. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Levine, Commissioners Brauer, Maul, Andrusko, and 

Bauer.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Commissioners Nosan and VanScoy. 

 

5. COMMISSION / STAFF INPUT 

 

None. 

 

6. ADJOURNMENT 

 

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

 

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

Brauer. Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Commissioners Nosan and VanScoy. 

 

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 8:44 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Tim Gladhill 

Community Development Director 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

JoAnn Shaw 

Community Development Assistant 

 

Drafted by Denise Berndt 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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Meeting Date: 05/07/2015  
By: Chris Anderson, Community

Development

Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Request for a Variance to Accessory Building Height Restrictions on the Property Located at
9491 Inverness Lane NW; Case of Allen and Alycia Skogquist

Purpose/Background:
The City has received an application from Allen and Alycia Skogquist (the "Applicants") for a variance to exceed
the allowable mean gable height for a detached accessory building (the "Building") on the property located at 9491
Inverness Lane NW (the "Subject Property"). The Subject Property is approximately 1.71 acres in size and is
limited to a mean gable height of sixteen (16) feet for detached accessory buildings. The proposed Building would
have a mean gable height of twenty (20) feet.

Notification:
Staff attempted to notify all Property Owners within a 350 foot radius of the Property of the Public Hearing via
Standard US Mail. The Public Hearing was also published in the City's official newsletter, the Anoka County Union
Herald.

Observations/Alternatives:
The Applicants desire to construct a 2,204 square foot (38' x 58') Building that would replace an existing, smaller,
detached accessory building. The proposed Building has a mean gable height of twenty (20) feet, which exceeds
the allowable height based on the size of the Subject Property. The purpose of the Building would be to
accommodate indoor storage of items owned by the Applicants, including a larger motorhome and a fish house with
a rooftop air conditioning unit. The height of these two (2) items in particular result in the need for an overhead
door that is at least twelve (12) feet in height, rather than a more typical eight (8) foot overhead door.

The Applicants reside in the Northfork subdivision. The Northfork Homeowners Association (NHA) has restrictive
covenants that prohibit the outside storage of motor vehicles and equipment other than for temporary (1 week)
timeframes. Additionally, the NHA also has standards for accessory buildings, one of which is to have the roof
pitch of an accessory building match that of the home. The home has an 8/12 roof pitch and thus, the proposed
Building has an 8/12 roof pitch as well, which increases the mean gable height of the Building.

The Subject Property slopes down from the front of the home to rear yard where the proposed Building would be
located, with an elevation difference of about six (6) Feet. Thus, the height of the proposed Building, at least from
the street and from the properties on the south side of the street, would appear compatible with the home. The
parcel north of the Subject Property is over five (5) acres in size and would be eligible for a mean gable height of
twenty-two (22) feet, to which the proposed Building would be compliant. The east side of the Subject Property
borders the Links at Northfork Golf Course rather another residential lot. The owner of the parcel west of the
Subject Property has submitted comments supporting the requested variance. Finally, the location of the proposed
Building would be partially screened from view from the public road by the home on the Subject Property, the home
on the parcel to the west, as well as from evergreen trees that are installed around the entire perimeter of the Subject
Property.

The proposed Building would comply with the required setbacks from both the side and rear boundaries of the
Subject Property. The proposed Building would have an exterior finish consisting of stone work and siding to
match the home, consistent with City Code and the NHA architectural standards.



When contemplating a variance request, there is a three (3) factor test for practical difficulties that must be met by
the Applicant. The following are the three (3) factors:
1. Is the property owner proposing to use the property in a reasonable manner?
2. Is the landowner's problem due to circumstances unique to the property and not caused by the landowner?
3. If granted, would the variance alter the essential character of the locality?

Detached accessory buildings are a common improvement in residential areas. The Applicants are attempting to
comply with the standards of their association by storing items indoors on the Subject Property and having a roof
pitch that matches their home, neither of which are requirements throughout the city. While storing the items off
site may be an alternative, the use of a detached accessory building to store the items is reasonable. The proposed
Building would not appear to alter the essential character of the locality. Several nearby properties already have
detached accessory buildings in their rear yards. Also, due to the grade change from the front of the Subject
Property to rear, where the Building would be located, the additional height would not be as evident and it would be
compatible with the home. The owner of the parcel west of the Subject Property, nearest to the proposed location of
the Building, supports the request. Finally, the parcel to the north, based on its size, could have an accessory
building with a mean gable height of twenty-two (22) feet, which is a greater height than what is proposed. 

Alternatives

Option #1: Adopt Resolutions #15-05-113 and #15-05-114 granting a variance to maximum allowable height for a
detached accessory building. The need for the excess height is the result of trying to match the roof pitch of the
home per the NHA architectural review committee standards as well as accommodating the inside storage of
vehicles/equipment per the NHA's restrictive covenants. The location of the proposed Building is about six (6) feet
lower than in front of the home on the Subject Property, which assists in maintaining a compatible appearance with
the home. Additionally, the land north of the Subject Property would be eligible for a mean gable height of
twenty-two (22) feet and the land east of the Subject Property is part of a golf course rather than another residential
property. Thus it does appear that it will not alter the essential character of the immediate neighborhood. Staff
supports this option.

Option #2: Approve a modified version of Resolutions #15-05-113 and #15-05-114. This option would be
predicated on discussion by the Planning Commission.

Option #3: Do not approve the request for a variance. While the items could potentially be stored off site, it does
not appear that the proposed Building would negatively alter the character of the neighborhood based on the reasons
previously mentioned. A detached accessory building is a reasonable use on a residential property and it would
comply with other standards such as setbacks, square footage allowance and exterior finish. The additional height is
an attempt to address provisions of the restrictive covenants and said covenants are unique to this subdivision rather
than applicable throughout the community. Staff does not support this option.

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

Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the variance.

Action:
Motion to adopt Resolutions #15-05-113 and #15-05-114 approving a variance to the mean gable height restriction
for a detached accessory building at 9491 Inverness Lane NW.
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Commissioner _________ introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 

 

RESOLUTION #15-05-113 

 

RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT #0945 RELATING TO A REQUEST 

FROM ALLEN AND ALYCIA SKOGQUIST FOR A VARIANCE TO THE MAXIMUM 

ALLOWABLE HEIGHT FOR A DETACHED ACCESSORY BUILDING ON A 

PROPERTY LESS THAN TWO (2) ACRES IN SIZE 

 

 WHEREAS, Allen and Alycia Skogquist, hereinafter referred to as “Applicant,” have 

properly applied for a variance from Section 117-349 (Accessory Uses and Buildings) of the 

Ramsey City Code regarding the allowable height for a detached accessory structure on the 

property generally known as 9491 Inverness Lane NW and legally described as follows: 

 

Lot 1, Block 1, Northfork Highlands Second Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota, 

subject to easement as shown on plat 

 

(the “Subject Property”). 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 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 117-53 (Variances) of the Ramsey City Code on May 7, 2015, 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. 

 

2. That the Subject Property is zoned PUD (Planned Unit Development) and is approximately 

1.71 acres in size. 

 

3. That the properties to the east, west, and south of the Subject Property are zoned PUD 

(Planned Unit Development) and the parcel to the north is zoned R-1 Residential (Rural 

Developing). 

 

4. That the properties to the west and south of the Subject Property are a similar size; the parcel 

to the north is almost six (6) acres in size, and the parcel to the east is part of the Northfork 

Golf Course. 

 

5. That City Code Section 117-349 (Accessory Uses and Buildings) states that on parcels less 

than two (2) acres in size, accessory buildings shall not exceed a mean gable height of sixteen 

(16) feet. 

 

6. That the Applicant is proposing to construct a detached accessory building with a mean gable 

height of nineteen feet eight inches (19 ft. 8 in.). 

 



RESOLUTION #15-05-113 

Page 2 of 3 

7. That the Applicant has stated that they have a large motorhome and fish house with a rooftop 

air conditioner unit that require a minimum door height of twelve (12) feet. 

 

8. That the Applicant has stated that the Northfork Architectural Committee requires the roof 

pitch of accessory buildings to match that of the home, which increases the height of the 

proposed detached accessory building due to the 8/12 roof pitch of the dwelling unit on the 

Subject Property. 

 

9. That the proposed detached accessory building would be located in the northwest corner of 

the Subject Property, which is about six (6) feet lower than the grade where the dwelling unit 

is situated. 

 

10. That the increased height of the proposed detached accessory building will be compatible 

with the principal building on the Subject Property due to the grade difference and the overall 

height of the principal building on the Subject Property. 

 

11. That the proposed detached accessory building would comply with all required setbacks. 

 

12. That the proposed detached accessory building would replace an existing, smaller, detached 

accessory building currently on the Subject Property. 

 

13. That the detached accessory building would not exceed the allowable square footage for 

accessory buildings on the Subject Property. 

 

14. That the exterior finish of the proposed detached accessory building would match that of the 

dwelling unit on the Subject Property. 

 

15. That the owner of the parcel west of the Subject Property, adjacent to the proposed location 

of the detached accessory building, has stated that he supports the request for the additional 

height. 

 

16. That the parcel north of the Subject Property would be eligible for an accessory building with 

a mean gable height of twenty-two (22) feet based on its size. 

 

17. That the parcel to the east of the Subject Property is part of a Golf Course, not another 

residential parcel. 

 

18. That economic circumstances alone do not create the practical difficulties. 

 

19. That the plight is/is not due to circumstances unique to the Subject Property. 

 

20. That the plight was/was not created by the Applicant. 

 

21. That, if granted, the variance will/will not alter the locality’s essential character. 
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22. That, if granted, the variance will/will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to 

adjacent property. 

 

23. That, if granted, the variance will/will not have the effect of allowing a use that is prohibited 

in the applicable zoning district. 

 

24. That, if granted, the variance will/will not unreasonably increase the congestion on the public 

street. 

 

25. That, if granted, the variance will/will not adversely impact the degree of public health, safety 

and general welfare provided for in the Ramsey City Code. 

 

26. That, if granted, the variance will/will not diminish established property values within the 

neighborhood. 

 

27. That, if granted, the variance requested is/is not the minimum variance necessary to 

accomplish the intended purpose of the Applicant. 

 

28. That the unique circumstances on the Subject Property do/do not result from the actions of 

the Applicant. 

 

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

denied to the owners of other 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 the same: 

 

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 May, 2015. 

 

 

              

       Chairperson 

 

ATTEST: 
 

 

      

City Clerk 



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

 

RESOLUTION #15-05-114 

 

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF A VARIANCE TO EXCEED THE 

ALLOWABLE MEAN GABLE HEIGHT FOR A DETACHED ACCESSORY BUILDING 

ON A PROPERTY LESS THAN TWO (2) ACRES IN SIZE.  

 

 WHEREAS, Allen and Alycia Skogquist (Permittee) have properly applied for a variance  

to Section 117-349 (Accessory Uses and Buildings) of the Ramsey City Code regarding the 

maximum allowable mean gable height for a detached accessory building on the property generally 

known as 9491 Inverness Lane NW and legally described as follows: 

 

Lot 1, Block 1, Northfork Highlands Second Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota, 

subject to easement as shown on plat 

 

(Subject Property). 

 

 AND WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on May 7, 2015, 

pursuant to Section 117-53 of the Ramsey City Code, and adopted findings of fact relating to the 

request for a variance. 

 

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

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

1. That based on Findings of Fact #0945, a variance (the “Variance”) to the allowable mean gable 

height for a detached accessory building (the “Building”) on the Subject Property is hereby 

granted. 

 

2. That the mean gable height of the Building shall not exceed twenty (20) feet, measured from 

the mean grade adjacent to the Building.  

 

3. That the Building shall comply with all required setbacks on the Subject Property. 

 

4. That the exterior finish of the Building shall be the same as that of the principal building on 

the Subject Property. 

 

5. That the proposed Building shall comply with all other applicable Zoning, Building, and Fire 

Code standards. 

 

6. The Permittee shall be responsible for all costs incurred in administering and enforcing this 

Variance. 

 

7. That the Permittee shall obtain all necessary permits prior to commencing any construction 

activity related to the Building. 
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8. That the Building shall be used for storage of personal property and that no commercial 

activity of any type shall be permitted in the Building unless in accordance with City Code. 

 

9. That this Variance shall automatically expire if the use is not initiated by May 7, 2016, and 

issuance of the building permit shall constitute initiation. The Permittee may petition for an 

extension of time in which to complete the Variance.  Such extension shall be requested in 

writing and filed with the City at least 30 days before the expiration of the original Variance. 

 

The 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: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

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

the 7th day of May, 2015. 

 

PERMITTEE 

 

Allen and Alycia Skogquist hereby acknowledge 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. 

 

 

              

Allen Skogquist     Alycia Skogquist 

 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

    )ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

Allen and Alycia Skogquist, husband and wife, to me known to be the persons 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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CITY OF RAMSEY: 

 

 

By:       By:       

 Chairperson, Planning Commission   City Clerk 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

    )ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

Levine and JoAnn M 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 City Council, and said Gary 

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

Municipal Corporation. 

 

 

              

       Notary Public 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

This document drafted by: 

City of Ramsey  

7550 Sunwood Dr NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

This document reviewed by: 

Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney 

730 Second Ave. S., Suite 300 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 
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