
           

City of Ramsey
Agenda

Environmental Policy Board (EPB)
Monday, March 20, 2017

6:30 pm
The Lake Itasca Room, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW

             

1. Call to Order
 

2. Citizen Input
 

3. Approve Agenda
 

4. Approve Minutes
 

1.   Approve February 22 Meeting Minutes
 

5. Policy Board Business
 

1.   Consider Natural Resources Elements of Homestead Road Subdivision
 

2.   Receive Update on Covenant Meadows and Consider Environmental Review Options (Project #17-102);
Case of Eric Thomsen

 

3.   Consider Draft 2017-2018 Work Plan
 

6. Board/Staff Input

Comprehensive Plan Update Workshop on Natural Resources Chapter -- June 12, 2017 

 

7. Adjournment
 

Our Mission: To work together to responsibly grow our community, and to provide quality, cost-effective, and efficient government
services
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ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY BOARD  

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

On Wednesday, February 22, 2017, the Environmental Policy Board (EPB) met in the Lake Itasca 

Room at the Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive N.W., Ramsey, Minnesota. 

 

Members Present: Chairperson Thomas Stodola 

   Board Member Colleen Anderson 

   Board Member Reid Bernard 

   Board Member Jane Covart 

Board Member Lucas Trossen 

   Board Member Michael Valentine 

 

Members Absent:  Board Member Michael Hiatt 

 

Also Present:  City Planner Chris Anderson 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairperson Stodola called the meeting to order at 6:33 p.m. 

 

2. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

None. 

 

3. APPROVE AGENDA 

 

Motion by Board Member Valentine and seconded by Board Member Anderson to approve the 

agenda as submitted. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Stodola, Board Member Valentine, Anderson, Bernard, 

Covart, and Trossen.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Hiatt. 

 

4. APPROVE MINUTES 

 

4.01: Approve Meeting Minutes Dated January 18, 2017 

 

Motion by Board Member Covart and seconded by Board Member Bernard to approve the regular 

meeting minutes dated January 18, 2017. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Stodola, Board Member Covart, Bernard, Anderson, 

Trossen, and Valentine.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Hiatt. 
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5. POLICY BOARD BUSINESS 

 

5.01: Consider Landscape and Tree Preservation Plan for Covenant Meadows; Case  

 Brookview Estates, LLC  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report.  He noted that the City has received an 

application for Preliminary Plat and Rezoning for a proposed 12 lot subdivision on the property 

legally described as Outlot A, Meadowbrook.  The request includes rezoning the subject property 

from R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) to Planned Unit Development (PUD).  He stated that a 

PUD allows for some negotiation regarding bulk standards (lot size, setbacks, etc.) if there is a 

definitive public benefit as an outcome of the project.  He stated that in this instance the developer 

is proposing to deed to the City approximately 15 acres of land that straddles Trott Brook.  He 

stated that through this request there would be high quality resources protected as well as steep 

slopes.  He noted that staff is supportive of the landscape and tree preservation plans.   

 

Chairperson Stodola asked and received clarification on the location of the land the City would 

receive through deed.  He asked how the smaller lot sizes would compare to the existing 

neighborhoods nearby. 

 

City Planner Anderson noted that the proposed lot sizes range from one to almost three acres.  He 

noted that some of the neighboring land is currently an outlot.  He noted that the proposed lot sizes 

would be fairly compatible with the adjacent neighborhood to the east. 

 

Board Member Valentine asked and received confirmation that the properties would not be served 

by City sewer and water. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that if there were a rebate or incentive program enacted for irrigation 

systems, these properties would not be eligible as in that instance only those on municipal services 

would possibly be eligible for a rebate. 

 

Chairperson Stodola noted that the explanation provided by staff covered all the questions he had. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that the Parks and Recreation Commission will also review this item 

at their March meeting.   

 

Motion by Board Member Valentine and seconded by Chairperson Stodola to recommend 

approval of the Landscape Plan and Tree Preservation Plan, contingent upon compliance with the 

Staff Review Letter. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Stodola, Board Member Valentine, Anderson, Bernard, 

Covart, and Trossen.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Hiatt. 

 

5.02: Consider Draft Ordinance Amendment Addressing Irrigation Requirements  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report.  He stated that over the past two months, the 

Board has discussed a potential ordinance amendment regarding irrigation requirements for multi-

family and commercial/industrial developments.  He stated that based on the discussion at the 

January meeting, staff has updated a draft ordinance that eliminates the irrigation requirement and 
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also stipulates that if an irrigation system is installed (including single family parcels), it must be 

equipped with a rain sensor, per state statute, as well as one or more water efficient technologies.  

This could include, but would not be limited to, a smart controller, soil moisture sensor(s), and/or 

an evapotranspiration (ET) sensor(s).  He stated that this provides enough flexibility so that as 

future advances in water efficient irrigation technologies are developed, it will not require 

additional ordinance amendments.  He noted that while not specifically included in the draft 

ordinance, it may be worth noting that this could be an opportunity to encourage more native 

landscaping within projects; noting that the Board could contemplate some sort of landscaping 

credit for projects incorporating a native grass and plant community.  He noted that staff is not 

suggesting that this be contemplated as part of the draft ordinance but something that the Board 

may wish to keep in mind from a broader water conservation perspective.  He noted that staff is 

still assessing how the water efficient requirement would be verified in the field and any potential 

action on the draft ordinance could be contingent upon finalizing an effective and efficient 

inspection methodology.   

 

Board Member Anderson asked if there is some sense of how an inspection could occur. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that the building official did not say he could not do an inspection 

but simply stated that it would not fit in with an existing inspection.  He stated that he believes that 

there is a way to fit in the inspection but simply wants to ensure that the proper methodology can 

be identified.  He stated that he has heard positive comments from the staff members he has spoken 

with, noting that they all agree that it makes sense to have the sensors as a requirement.   

 

Board Member Anderson asked whether staff would be looking for the sensor or ensure that it is 

functional during the inspection. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that staff is most likely going to check to ensure that it’s installed.   

 

Chairperson Stodola stated that he likes the language proposed as it provides flexibility for future 

technology that is developed.  He asked if City Planner Anderson believed that the Council would 

agree with the vague language or whether they would like it more defined. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that there are specific examples listed, but the language simply leaves 

the door open for future technologies.  He stated that if the Council is in agreement with the concept 

he did not believe that there would be a problem with the language.   

 

Board Member Anderson noted that another option would be to use different language and state 

other approved technologies.  She stated that she does prefer the language as proposed but was 

simply providing an alternative. 

 

City Planner Anderson noted that the City Attorney has reviewed the language and approves of 

the proposed language.  He confirmed the consensus of the Board to use the language as proposed 

and if there is a problem the alternate suggested could be used. 

 

Motion by Chairperson Stodola and seconded by Board Member Covart to recommend adoption 

of Ordinance #17-04, Amending Multiple Sections of the Ramsey City Code Relating to Irrigation 

Requirements, contingent upon staff developing an efficient and effective inspection methodology.   
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Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Stodola, Board Member Covart, Anderson, Bernard, 

Trossen, and Valentine.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Hiatt. 

 

It was the consensus of the Board to direct staff to vet out the opportunity to encourage more native 

landscaping within project, with the use of some sort of landscaping credit for projects 

incorporating a native grass and plant community; as well as the possibility to retrofit existing 

irrigation systems. 

 

5.03: Consider Potential Topics for a 2017 Work Plan  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report.  He stated that in 2016 the Board focused on 

developing a Statement of Purpose to better define the role of the EPB.  He stated that this was 

done in lieu of a Work Plan for the year.  He stated that with that process now complete and 

implemented, the Board can once again focus on developing a Work Plan to outline what their 

efforts will focus on in 2017, and possibly beyond.  He asked the Board to suggest some topics 

that they would like to focus on and include some reasoning as to why the Board should focus on 

the topic.  He provided an update on recent Council action noting the Council approved Mayor 

Strommen to take the Mayors for Monarchs Pledge.  He stated that he would suggest pollinator 

initiatives as one of the Work Plan items.  He also suggested including the development of the 

incentive/rebate program as discussed by the Board.  He also suggested including prioritization of 

the shoreline inventory along the Mississippi. 

 

Board Member Valentine asked for more details on how the Board would be involved on the 

pollinator item. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that at one point in time the Board was proactively working on 

articles for a standing column on the City newsletter.  He stated that there are some underutilized 

areas in the parks that the Board could work cooperatively with the Parks and Recreation 

Commission to determine where native planting could occur to support pollinators.  He noted that 

the Parks and Recreation Commission is on board for the idea as well.  He noted that education 

would also be a possibility for the Board, explaining that the Board Members would not themselves 

be in the field doing the work.   

 

Board Member Valentine stated that he was also confused on how the Board would fit into the 

prioritization of the shoreline inventory. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that after potential properties are identified and there are willing 

property owners identified, the Board could work on letters of support for grant applications and 

other items of that level.  He stated that if there are a lot of interested property owners the Board 

could also help to prioritize and select the candidates.  He explained that the Work Plan is a tool 

that staff uses mainly with input and assistance from the Board.   

 

Board Member Covart stated that perhaps the potential landscaping credits mentioned at the end 

of the last case would also be a good fit. 

 

City Planner Anderson noted that item could fit in well under the pollinator item and would not 

need to be a standalone item.   
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Chairperson Stodola stated that perhaps the second item could be broader to state explore rebates 

and incentives for water conservation initiatives which could include retrofitting and native 

plantings, among other things. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that the intention tonight is not to draft the Work Plan to present to 

the Council next week, but simply be able to discuss some potential ideas that can be mentioned 

with the Council.   

 

Board Member Anderson stated that perhaps some alternative grasses could be planted in the parks 

with educational signage.  She explained that would lower the maintenance responsibilities and 

educate visitors as a demonstration.   

 

It was the consensus of the Board that the pollinator initiative could include a bullet that states to 

work with the Parks and Recreation Commission to identify areas within existing parks to convert 

to sustainable pollinator friendly landscaping. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that he wanted to encourage any ideas that come forward as the Work 

Plan could span more than the course of one year but suggested that the plan not span more than 

three years. 

 

Board Member Valentine stated that it is hard to predict the plans the Board will need to review 

and consider and therefore he would not want to see the plan contain too many items. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that he would still welcome any ideas and staff could then vet out 

the type of resources that would be necessary to accomplish the items.  He recognized that some 

items on the plan will be delayed depending on the amount of regular work that comes in for the 

Board to consider.   

 

It was the consensus of the Board for the Work Plan to include the following objectives: explore 

pollinator initiatives, develop rebates and incentives for water conservation initiatives, and 

prioritization of the shoreline inventory along the Mississippi. 

 

City Planner Anderson noted that water resources could cover the water conservation initiatives 

and other items such as discovering the relationship between ground water, surface water, and 

aquifers.  He stated that water supply continues to be a high priority for the City and confirmed 

the consensus of the Board to include that item on the plan.   

 

Board Member Anderson stated that she recently received a flyer from Anoka County regarding 

organics recycling and asked for more information on that topic. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that is a great question, noting that he met with Ace Solid Waste 

today to discuss a pilot program that could provide organics recycling within Ramsey.  He noted 

that topic could be added to the Work Plan as well.   

 

Board Member Anderson noted that education would be a vital component as some people want 

to do the right thing but are unsure of the category items would fall into. 

 

It was the consensus of the Board to add organics recycling to the Work Plan.   
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City Planner Anderson confirmed the consensus of the Board to have the main topic be water 

resources with the water conservation initiatives as a bullet under that item.  He also confirmed 

the Board Members that would be available to attend the joint meeting with the City Council the 

following week. 

 

6. BOARD / STAFF INPUT 

 

There was none. 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Board Member Anderson and seconded by Board Member Covart to adjourn the 

meeting. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:55 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

________________________________ 

Chris Anderson 

City Planner 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

________________________________ 

JoAnn Shaw 

Community Development Secretary 

 

 

Drafted by Amanda Staple 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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Information
Title:
Consider Natural Resources Elements of Homestead Road Subdivision

Purpose/Background:
The City has received an application for a three (3) lot subdivision known as Homestead Road. The application
includes review of a Preliminary Plat and a Variance to lot depth. No new roads are proposed with the development.
The site already has municipal utilities stubbed in as a result of a previous road improvement project. The
development site is located at 7131 166th Ave NW (the "Subject Property"). A significant portion of the Subject
Property is encumbered with wetland and floodway.

Observations/Alternatives:
The submittal does include a Tree Inventory, which identifies all significant trees on the Subject Property. It also
notes that a majority of the trees are within the delineated wetland area and thus, outside the limits of construction.
Based on the inventory, the project remains well below the removal threshold outlined in City Code. The narrative
that accompanies the Tree Inventory notes that existing trees satisfy the landscaping requirements. The Tree
Inventory is generally acceptable with necessary revisions outlined in the Staff Review Letter.

As previously noted, a significant portion of the Subject Property consists of wetland. Per the City's NRI, there is a
moderate quality natural area across a portion of the Subject Property. However, this area consists primarily of
wetland and would not be disturbed as part of the proposed subdivision. The plans include the required sixteen and
half foot (16.5') wetland setback.

A variance to the lot depth standard is being sought for Lots 1 & 3. Lot 1 is deficient 268 sq. ft. while Lot 3 is
deficient seventy-eight (78) sq. ft. (out of a minimum required 6,000 sq. ft.). Staff is supportive of the variance for
both lots. The area of deficiency is minor. On Lot 3, an alternative site for a house pad was originally proposed, but
public input during the Sketch Plan review resulted in the Applicant shifting the home location. On Lot 1, the plans
include a twelve by twelve (12' x 12') possible deck as evidence that the slight reduction in the lot depth standard
would not impact the ability to install such a common homeowner improvement in the future. Finally, as part of the
negotiations with the former property owner when 166th Ave was reconstructed, the City did include five (5) sets
of utility stubs for future development of the Subject Property. Based on current standards though, the number of
potential lots has been reduced to three (3) already. Staff does not believe that these minor deficiencies should
result in a further reduction in the number of lots.

Rain gardens are being proposed on Lots 1 & 3 to address the Lower Rum River Watershed Management
Organization's (LRRWMO) infiltration requirements. Engineering Staff are reviewing this aspect of the plan set to
ensure compliance from a stormwater perspective. Revisions to the plan set are needed and are outlined in the Staff
Review Letter. 

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

Action:
Motion to recommend approval of the Tree Preservation Plan and the Variance request contingent upon compliance



Motion to recommend approval of the Tree Preservation Plan and the Variance request contingent upon compliance
with the Staff Review Letter.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Plan Set
Staff Review Letter

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill MaryJo Warner 03/17/2017 01:46 PM
Form Started By: Chris Anderson Started On: 03/17/2017 12:05 PM
Final Approval Date: 03/17/2017 
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Preliminary  Plat  of  Homestead  Road Subdivision

166th Ave. NW

166th Ave.
 NW

# 42379

LICENSE NO.

Thomas M. Bloom

DATE:

SHEET 1 OF 2

S1

OCTOBER 18, 2016

AUGUST 24, 2016

Minnetonka, Minnesota  55345

Phone (952) 474-7964

17917 Highway 7

Web: www.advsur.com

OCTOBER 18, 2016

80400

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
That part o fthe Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter, Section 10, Township 32, Range 25, Anoka County,
Minnesota described as follows :
Commencing at a point in the south line of said Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter distant 670.30 feet east of
the Southwest comer of said Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter; thence North, parallel with the east line of said
Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter a distance of 758.10 feet; thence at a right angle West a distance of 222.00
feet, to the actual point of beginning of the tract of land to be described; thence northerly, parallel with the west line of
said Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter, a distance of 565.92 feet to the north line of said Southwest Quarter of
the Southwest Quarter; thence westerly along the north line of said Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter a
distance of 448.32 feet to the northwest comer of said Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter; thence southerly
along the west line of said Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter a distance of 799.89 feet to the intersection with
the north line of the south 523.30 feet of said Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter; thence East, along said north
line of the south 523 .30 feet, a distance of 386.90 feet to the northeast comer of the west 386.90 feet of the said south
523.30 feet of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter; thence northeasterly 240.62 feet, to the actual point of
beginning.

SCOPE OF WORK & LIMITATIONS:
1. Showing the length and direction of  boundary lines of  the legal description listed above.  The scope of  our services

does not include determining what you own, which is a legal matter.  Please check the legal description with your
records or consult with competent legal counsel, if  necessary, to make sure that it is correct and that any matters of
record, such as easements, that you wish to be included on the survey have been shown.

2. Showing the location of observed existing improvements we deem necessary for the survey.
3. Setting survey markers or verifying existing survey markers to establish the corners of the property.
4. Showing contours via the Anoka County GIS map.
5. While we show a proposed location for this home or addition, we are not as familiar with your proposed plans as

you, your architect, or the builder are.  Review our proposed location of  the improvements and proposed yard grades
carefully to verify that they match your plans before construction begins.  Also, we are not as familiar with local
codes and minimum requirements as the local building and zoning officials in this community are.  Be sure to show
this survey to said officials, or any other officials that may have jurisdiction over the proposed improvements and
obtain their approvals before beginning construction or planning improvements to the property.

STANDARD SYMBOLS & CONVENTIONS:
"●" Denotes iron survey marker, set, unless otherwise noted.

LEGEND
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JOB ADDRESS

JOB NUMBER DATE DRAFTED

DATE SURVEYED SURVEYED BY

Minnetonka, Minnesota  55345

Phone (952) 474-7964

17917 Highway 7

Web: www.advsur.com

MINIMUM SETBACKS

FRONT               30 FEET
SIDE (HOUSE)        10 FEET
SIDE (GARAGE)        6 FEET
REAR                30 FEET
WETLAND           16.5 FEET
POND (NWL)        16.5 FEET
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Minnetonka, Minnesota  55345
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Preliminary  Plat  of  Homestead  Road Subdivision

166th Ave. NW

166th Ave.
 NW

# 42379

LICENSE NO.

Thomas M. Bloom

DATE:

SHEET 2 OF 2

S2

OCTOBER 18, 2016

AUGUST 24, 2016

Minnetonka, Minnesota  55345

Phone (952) 474-7964

17917 Highway 7

Web: www.advsur.com

OCTOBER 18, 2016

80400

LEGEND

STORMWATER RUNOFF INFO.

PRE CONDITIONS STORMWATER

RUNOFF TOTALS:

POST CONDITIONS STORMWATER

RUNOFF TOTAL: 

*BASED ON HYDROCAD (V-10) MODELING

SOFTWARE UTILIZING THE ATLAS-14

STORM EVENTS*

10-YEAR= 28.35 CFS

100-YEAR= 51.09 CFS

10-YEAR= 28.35 CFS

100-YEAR= 51.09 CFS

INFILTRATION REQUIREMENT (WATERSHED):

INFILTRATE 1" OF RAINFALL OVER IMPERVIOUS SURFACE.

LOT 1 LOT 3

2,626 SF 2,962 SF

(SQUARE FEET)

TOTAL IMPERVIOUS AREA

219 CF 247 CF

(CUBIC FEET)

REQUIRED INFILTRATION VOLUME

255 CF 280 CF

(RAIN GARDEN)(CUBIC FEET)

INFILTRATION VOLUME PROVIDED

NOTE: NO GRADING PROPOSED ON LOT 2, THEREFORE

INFILTRATION IS NOT REQUIRED.

1
.
5
'

1
.
0
'
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Preliminary  Plat  of  Homestead  Road Subdivision
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DATE:

SHEET 2 OF 2

S2
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2809 78th Ave. N., Brooklyn Park, MN 55444
pbrandt@soilinvestigations.us | 651-260-3783

February 13, 2017

Mr. Alex Delendik
Homestead Road

5402 Parkdale Drive, Suite 101

St. Louis Park, MN 55416

Re: Tree Survey 7131n – 166th Lane, Ramsey, Mn

Thank you for this opportunity to conduct a tree survey on the named property. We conducted the tree survey in
conformance the City of Ramsey tree ordinance.

The tree survey was conducted from the northerly property boundary to the southern. The City of Ramsey tree
ordinance requires that:

1. A Delineation of all areas located within a 100-year floodplain;

2. Dead trees shall not be part of the survey, however diseased trees shall be included in the survey:

3. All species of oak that have a DBH of four inches or greater;

4. All evergreen species that have a DBH of four inches or greater; and

5. All other trees that have a DBH of eight inches or greater;

Further it requires:
6. A tree survey overlay on the grading plan, which locates all significant trees within the developable

areas of the site, identifying both diameter and species.

7. Existing soil conditions throughout the parcel; and

8. Existing contour data for the entire property with vertical contour data consistent with city standards for
all areas to be disturbed by proposed tree removal operations, extending for a distance of at least 50 feet
beyond the limits of such areas.

Items 6, 7, and 8 will be completed by the project engineer.

The trees were identified, species determined, the diameter at breast height was measured, the GPS location was
determined using a Mesa 2 GPS system by Juniper systems, and all of the information was recorded in the
attached table.
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A total of 1081 inches of tree diameter measured at breast height was recorded. The City of Ramsey requires
that a minimum of 40 percent of this number be maintained on the site. This means that of the 1081 inches of
tree diameter a minimum of 432 inches must be maintained. If all of the trees in the proposed construction areas
were removed a total of 154 inches of tree diameter would be removed. This volume is significantly lower than
the 40 percent threshold. Therefore according to the City of Ramsey tree ordinance a landscape plan does not
need to be submitted.

Attached below is the tree preservation plan required by the City of Ramsey. Please incorporate this into permit
application materials.

Please note that we have not been supplied the grading plan and therefore cannot go into more detail. Please
find attached the tree survey table along with the figure detailing tree locations.

Thank you for your time, please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Best Regards

Paul Brandt PSS,
Principal Scientist, Principal Forester
Soil Investigation & Design, Inc.
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GPS
ID Species Tag Number DBH Longitude Latitude PDOP StdDevLon StdDevLat

1 Aspen 4588 8 -93.449159 45.27366 1.2 1.79 1.79

2 Aspen 4587 9 -93.448973 45.27351 1.2 1.827 1.827

3 Aspen 4586 8 -93.449044 45.27341 1.4 1.896 1.896

4 Aspen 4585 8 -93.449143 45.27343 1.4 2.303 2.303

5 Aspen 4584 8 -93.449107 45.27329 1.4 2.145 2.145

6 Aspen 4583 9 -93.449193 45.2733 1.4 2.289 2.289

7 Aspen 4582 10 -93.449164 45.27324 1.4 2.032 2.032

8 Aspen 4581 10 -93.449119 45.27322 1.4 2.195 2.195

9 Aspen 4580 8 -93.449017 45.27326 1.4 2.844 2.844

10 Aspen 4579 10 -93.448906 45.27324 1.4 2.846 2.846

11 Aspen 4578 9 -93.448899 45.27321 1.1 2.049 2.049

12 Aspen 4577 9 -93.448655 45.27304 1.3 2.334 2.334

13 Aspen 4576 11 -93.448513 45.27308 1.4 3.964 3.964

14 Aspen 4575 8 -93.448536 45.27306 1.4 4.884 4.884

15 Aspen 4574 8 -93.448529 45.27306 1.4 2.983 2.983

16 Aspen 4573 10 -93.44852 45.27306 1.4 2.769 2.769

17 Aspen 4571 9 -93.448538 45.27307 1.4 2.623 2.623

18 Aspen 4572 8 -93.448542 45.27305 1.4 2.666 2.666

19 Aspen 4570 8 -93.448622 45.27306 1.5 3.337 3.337

20 Aspen 4569 8 -93.448534 45.27303 1.5 2.806 2.806

21 Aspen 4568 9 -93.448828 45.27303 1.4 2.204 2.204

22 Aspen 4567 8 -93.448881 45.27305 1.4 2.486 2.486

23 Aspen 4566 8 -93.448867 45.27303 1.3 1.909 1.909

24 Aspen 4565 8 -93.448854 45.27301 1.3 1.851 1.851

25 Aspen 4564 9 -93.449078 45.273 1.3 2.397 2.397

26 Aspen 4563 8 -93.449112 45.27301 1.3 2.849 2.849

27 Aspen 4562 8 -93.449143 45.27299 1.3 2.253 2.253

28 Aspen 4561 8 -93.449033 45.27294 1.3 2.026 2.026

29 Aspen 4560 9 -93.448949 45.27293 1.3 2.072 2.072

30 Aspen 4556 8 -93.448852 45.27291 1.3 2.116 2.116

31 Aspen 4555 12 -93.44873 45.27294 1.3 2.102 2.102

32 Aspen 4554 10 -93.44871 45.27292 1.2 2.11 2.11

33 Aspen 4559 9 -93.448746 45.27288 1.2 2.085 2.085

34 Aspen 4558 9 -93.448766 45.27288 1.2 2.065 2.065

35 Aspen 4557 10 -93.448788 45.27284 1.2 2.116 2.116

36 Aspen 4552 10 -93.44875 45.27283 1.3 3.163 3.163

37 Aspen 4551 8 -93.448658 45.27295 1.3 2.707 2.707
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38 Aspen 4550 8 -93.448645 45.27296 1.2 2.65 2.65

39 Aspen 4549 8 -93.448617 45.27294 1.3 2.367 2.367

40 Aspen 4548 8 -93.448644 45.27278 1.2 3.467 3.467

41 Aspen 4544 8 -93.448695 45.27278 1.2 2.529 2.529

42 Aspen 4545 8 -93.448693 45.27275 1.2 2.731 2.731

43 Aspen 4546 8 -93.448683 45.27276 1.2 2.459 2.459

44 Aspen 4547 8 -93.448673 45.27276 1.2 2.867 2.867

45 Aspen 4543 9 -93.4488 45.27278 1.2 2.804 2.804

46 Aspen 4542 10 -93.4488 45.2728 1.3 3.023 3.023

47 Aspen 4541 10 -93.448772 45.27277 1.3 2.815 2.815

48 Aspen 4540 9 -93.448769 45.27272 1.3 2.204 2.204

49 Aspen 4539 9 -93.448753 45.27267 1.4 2.246 2.246

50 Aspen 4537 10 -93.448655 45.27267 1.2 2.539 2.539

51 Aspen 4538 8 -93.448689 45.27262 1.2 4.736 4.736

52 Aspen 4536 8 -93.448711 45.2726 1.2 5.273 5.273

53 Aspen 4535 12 -93.448817 45.27262 1.2 8.018 8.018

54 American Elm 4534 10 -93.448835 45.27267 1.2 5.658 5.658

55 Aspen 4533 8 -93.44889 45.27268 1.3 5.21 5.21

56 Aspen 4532 8 -93.44886 45.27263 1.3 7.672 7.672

57 Aspen 4531 8 -93.448875 45.27261 1.3 6.435 6.435

58 Aspen 4530 10 -93.44887 45.27257 1.3 15.719 15.719

59 Aspen 4589 8 -93.448766 45.2726 1.2 4.515 4.515

60 Aspen 4529 10 -93.448764 45.27255 1.3 4.748 4.748

61 Aspen 4527 10 -93.44873 45.27252 1.3 5.012 5.012

62 Aspen 4528 10 -93.448825 45.27248 1.3 6.428 6.428

63 Aspen 4526 8 -93.44884 45.27245 1.3 5.257 5.257

64 Aspen 4525 8 -93.448853 45.27247 1.3 4.334 4.334

65 Aspen 4520 8 -93.448824 45.2724 1.2 8.885 8.885

66 Aspen 4521 8 -93.448845 45.27241 1.2 7.435 7.435

67 Aspen 4801 8 -93.448824 45.2724 1.2 6.902 6.902

68 Aspen 4518 12 -93.448858 45.27236 1.2 8.4 8.4

69 Aspen 4519 9 -93.448813 45.27236 1.2 9.78 9.78

70 Aspen 4517 10 -93.44892 45.27238 1.2 7.701 7.701

71 Aspen 4515 10 -93.448956 45.27239 1.2 11.083 11.083

72 Aspen 4516 9 -93.448894 45.27234 1.2 8.79 8.79

73 Aspen 4514 9 -93.449049 45.27248 1.2 6.589 6.589

74 Aspen 4807 10 -93.449007 45.27241 1.2 10.641 10.641

75 Aspen 4513 10 -93.449069 45.27245 1.2 8.264 8.264

76 Aspen 4512 9 -93.449113 45.27243 1.2 7.523 7.523
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77 Aspen 4511 8 -93.449101 45.27245 1.3 10.193 10.193

78 Aspen 4510 8 -93.449151 45.27243 1.4 11.999 11.999

79 Aspen 4508 9 -93.449121 45.27236 1.4 13.637 13.637

80 Aspen 4507 11 -93.449026 45.27237 1.3 13.1 13.1

81 Aspen 4506 8 -93.449047 45.27234 1.3 6.839 6.839

82 Aspen 4808 8 -93.448909 45.27233 1.3 8.496 8.496

83 Aspen 4806 8 -93.448897 45.2723 1.3 9.158 9.158

84 Aspen 4504 8 -93.448952 45.27231 1.2 10.231 10.231

85 Aspen 4503 9 -93.448964 45.27228 1.1 17.495 17.495

86 Aspen 4502 9 -93.448982 45.27226 1.1 14.726 14.726

87 Aspen 4805 8 -93.44894 45.27228 1.1 15.847 15.847

88 Aspen 4501 8 -93.448926 45.27228 1.1 16.696 16.696

89 Aspen 4803 10 -93.448941 45.27227 1.1 8.182 8.182

90 Aspen 4505 12 -93.449042 45.2723 1.1 13.942 13.942

91 error

92 error

93 Aspen 4509 11 -93.449213 45.27235 1.2 4.58 4.58

94 Aspen 4810 8 -93.448716 45.27228 1.2 8.01 8.01

95 Aspen 4809 9 -93.4487 45.27222 1.2 6.558 6.558

96 Aspen 4819 11 -93.4487 45.2722 1.2 6.204 6.204

97 Aspen 4821 10 -93.448679 45.27218 1.3 5.08 5.08

98 Aspen 4820 11 -93.448711 45.27214 1.2 4.913 4.913

99 Aspen 4823 8 -93.448675 45.27213 1.2 5.689 5.689

100 Aspen 4822 8 -93.448735 45.27215 1.2 6.575 6.575

101 Aspen 4812 8 -93.448803 45.27214 1.2 5.524 5.524

102 American Elm 4817 12 -93.449095 45.27212 1.2 5.572 5.572

103 American Elm 4818 8 -93.449099 45.27214 1.2 4.436 4.436

104 BurOak 4824 36 -93.44916 45.27199 1.9 29.724 29.724

105 BurOak 4825 28 -93.44921 45.27184 1.9 21.183 21.183

106 BurOak 4811 10 -93.449178 45.27174 1.6 10.896 10.896

107 BurOak 4813 13 -93.449165 45.27179 1.5 9.468 9.468

108 BurOak 4814 14 -93.449218 45.27175 1.7 8.53 8.53

109 BurOak 4815 19 -93.449263 45.2718 1.6 13.54 13.54

110 BurOak 4816 12 -93.44928 45.27184 1.6 9.237 9.237

111 BurOak 4826 13 -93.4493 45.27173 1.6 8.114 8.114

112 BurOak 4827 11 -93.449313 45.27175 1.4 8.652 8.652

113 BurOak 4828 16 -93.449362 45.27176 1.5 10.273 10.273

114 BurOak 4829 16 -93.449424 45.27172 1.4 7.653 7.653

115 BurOak 4830 19 -93.449365 45.27181 1.4 8.461 8.461
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116 BurOak 4831 19 -93.449343 45.27182 1.4 9.343 9.343

117 BurOak 4832 12 -93.449419 45.27185 1.4 14.459 14.459

118 White Pine 4833 14 -93.448801 45.27174 1.3 7.704 7.704

119 White Pine 4834 14 -93.448805 45.27172 1.4 7.916 7.916

120 Eastern Red Cedar 4835 15 -93.44869 45.27171 1.3 7.702 7.702

121 Eastern Red Cedar 4837 8 -93.448695 45.2717 1.3 5.602 5.602

122 Eastern Red Cedar 4838 10 -93.448576 45.27186 1.2 5.398 5.398

123 Red Pine 4839 17 -93.448445 45.27192 1.2 11.863 11.863

124 Eastern Red Cedar 4840 10 -93.448435 45.27211 1.2 5.667 5.667

125 American Elm 4841 11 -93.449771 45.27185 1.4 12.021 12.021

126 BurOak 4834 20 -93.449805 45.2719 1.4 9.783 9.783

127 Aspen 4851 8 -93.449812 45.27202 1.4 7.038 7.038

128 Aspen 4847 8 -93.449827 45.27202 1.4 9.376 9.376

129 Aspen 4845 10 -93.44973 45.27203 1.4 11.635 11.635

130 Aspen 4846 12 -93.449704 45.27204 1.4 10.614 10.614

131 Aspen 4857 9 -93.449736 45.27196 1.4 9.946 9.946

132 American Elm 4852 10 -93.449725 45.27194 1.5 6.514 6.514

133 Aspen 4848 8 -93.449672 45.27207 1.4 10.428 10.428

134 Aspen 4853 9 -93.449643 45.27208 1.4 13.599 13.599

135 Aspen 4849 12 -93.449633 45.27216 1.5 11.602 11.602

136 Aspen 4855 11 -93.449755 45.27219 1.4 8.687 8.687

137 Aspen 4854 8 -93.449645 45.27223 1.5 7.312 7.312

138 Aspen 4850 11 -93.449717 45.27226 1.4 9.478 9.478

139 Aspen 4856 11 -93.449798 45.27255 1.5 6.234 6.234

140 Aspen 4842 8 -93.449678 45.27266 1.6 7.551 7.551

141 Aspen 4699 9 -93.449303 45.27194 1.3 11.112 11.112

142 Aspen 4698 8 -93.449276 45.27194 1.2 12.089 12.089

143 Aspen 4697 12 -93.449319 45.27195 1.1 5.155 5.155

144 Aspen 4696 12 -93.44943 45.2724 1.2 5.648 5.648

145 Aspen 4695 8 -93.449424 45.27237 1.2 4.479 4.479

146 Aspen 4694 9 -93.449464 45.27237 1.2 3.771 3.771

147 Aspen 4693 8 -93.44945 45.27232 1.2 5.043 5.043

148 Aspen 4692 10 -93.449388 45.27233 1.1 6.68 6.68

149 Aspen 4691 9 -93.44941 45.27228 1.1 5.282 5.282

150 Aspen 4690 8 -93.4494 45.27225 1.1 6.082 6.082

151 Aspen 4689 8 -93.449489 45.27221 1.2 11.926 11.926

152 Aspen 4688 8 -93.449495 45.27223 1.2 9.147 9.147

153 Aspen 4687 8 -93.449541 45.27217 1.2 8.232 8.232

154 Aspen 4686 12 -93.449526 45.27215 1.2 8.464 8.464
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155 Aspen 4685 8 -93.449428 45.2722 1.2 7.993 7.993

156 Aspen 4684 9 -93.449378 45.27214 1.2 8.94 8.94

157 Aspen 4683 10 -93.449453 45.27212 1.2 7.483 7.483

158 Aspen 4682 9 -93.449474 45.27207 1.2 8.153 8.153

159 Aspen 4681 11 -93.449524 45.27206 1.2 5.088 5.088

160 Aspen 4680 11 -93.449561 45.27205 1.2 6.339 6.339

161 Aspen 4679 8 -93.449571 45.27204 1.1 10.152 10.152

162 Aspen 4678 10 -93.449589 45.27203 1.1 6.023 6.023

163 Aspen 4677 10 -93.449467 45.27205 1.1 6.131 6.131

164 Aspen 4676 9 -93.449435 45.27205 1.1 4.542 4.542

165 Aspen 4675 8 -93.449425 45.27203 1.1 6.631 6.631

166 Aspen 4674 10 -93.449408 45.27204 1.1 4.741 4.741

167 Aspen 4673 11 -93.449358 45.27207 1.1 3.703 3.703

168 Aspen 4672 8 -93.449364 45.27204 1.1 4.747 4.747

169 Aspen 4671 8 -93.449403 45.27196 1.2 5.603 5.603

170 Aspen 4670 9 -93.449444 45.27195 1.2 5.453 5.453

171 Aspen 4669 8 -93.449436 45.27196 1.2 7.219 7.219

172 Aspen 4668 8 -93.449522 45.27187 1.2 6.141 6.141

173 Aspen 4666 10 -93.449608 45.27195 1.2 4.831 4.831

174 Aspen 4667 10 -93.449588 45.27188 1.3 4.885 4.885

175 Aspen 4665 10 -93.449576 45.27186 1.3 6.213 6.213

176 Aspen 4664 8 -93.449504 45.27187 1.3 7.107 7.107

Total DBH
Inches 1081

Total DBH
Inches in
Construction
Area 154

40%
Threshold 432
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Tree preservation plan.

Purpose

To control epidemic tree diseases and insect infestations which threaten the health of trees in the community.
Comply with regulations that ensure the placement of trees along the street right-of-way for the purpose of
protecting against excessive noise, heat, and glare, and to enhance the attractiveness and value of property.

To ensure that landscaping is an integral part of development, not an afterthought. To support community
forestry programs and encourage good tree management. To maintain and preserve the many benefits that trees
provide including, but not limited to character, aesthetics air/water quality, erosion/flood control, and provide
habitat for wildlife.

Trees enhance property values; and

Trees aid in the stabilization of soil by the prevention of erosion and sedimentation; and
Trees reduce stormwater runoff and the costs associated therewith and aid in the replenishment of groundwater
supplies.

Definitions:
A landmark tree: shall be any tree, public or private, that has been designated as such by the city council, after
public hearing and due notice to the owner of the tree. The criteria of such designation shall include, but not
necessarily be limited to, notable historical interest and value to the city because of its location or historical
association with the community.

Removal of public trees: No trees, brush, vines, shrubs and/or ground cover are to be removed by anyone,
including adjacent landowners or agents of any landowner, from any city-owned land, greenways or access
corridors from greenways without the permission of the city.

Storage upon public land: No person shall deposit, place, store, or maintain upon any public place of the
municipality any stone, brick, sand, concrete, vehicles, equipment, toxins, animals, tree carving, or other
materials which may impede the free passage of water, air, or fertilizer to the roots of any tree growing therein,
except by written permit of the city.

Signage: It shall be unlawful for any person, firm, or public utility to attach any sign, advertisement, political
endorsement or notice to any public tree.

Operation of equipment.

(1) All maintenance equipment, implements, machines and tools shall be used or operated in such a manner
as not to damage or destroy any tree, shrub or plant in any public right-of-way or park.
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(2) During the erection, repair, alteration or removal of any building, house or structure, in the city, any
person, firm, or corporation in charge of such work shall protect any tree in any public place within the
city in the vicinity of such building or structure with sufficient guards or protectors to prevent injury to
such tree.

(3) Notifying adjacent property owners of maintenance work. An attempt may be made to inform adjacent
property owners of maintenance work on trees and landscaping along boulevards, city property, and
easements. This notification will be left with direct and adjacent property owners. Suitable precautions
shall be taken to protect and warn the public that spraying is being done to public trees. Spraying will be
done only if following an integrated pest management plan as exemplified under such topic within the
state department of agriculture.

(4) Adjacent landowners' limited responsibility. Trees planted along city property lines will be watered by
those property owners adjacent to said trees. No one other than city employees or their designee may
trim, prune, or remove public trees.

(5) There shall be no movement, clearing, or storage of equipment within a designated tree protection zone.
The owner, developer, or agent shall not permit the placement of construction materials, debris, soil
deposits, or fill; nor cause or permit disposal of waste materials such as paints, oils, solvents, asphalt,
concrete, mortar or any other harmful material within the dripline of any protected tree area.
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The tree preservation plan includes:

A Delineation of all areas located within a 100-year floodplain;

A tree survey overlay on the grading plan, which locates all significant trees within the developable areas of the
site, identifying both diameter and species. Dead trees shall not be part of the survey, however diseased trees
shall be included in the survey:

All species of oak that have a DBH of four inches or greater;

All evergreen species that have a DBH of four inches or greater; and

All other trees that have a DBH of eight inches or greater;

Existing soil conditions throughout the parcel; and

Existing contour data for the entire property with vertical contour data consistent with city standards for all
areas to be disturbed by proposed tree removal operations, extending for a distance of at least 50 feet beyond
the limits of such areas.

Tree preservation barriers:

• All tree protection areas signed with "Tree Save Area" signs posted in addition to the required protective
fencing.

• Signs requesting sub-contractor cooperation and compliance with tree protection standards are
recommended for site entrances.

• Before any construction or grading takes place, snow fencing or erosion control fencing shall be placed
around the borders of woodlots at the dripline of large trees to be preserved. Signs shall be placed along
this fence line prohibiting grading beyond the fence line.

• These fences will be orange polyethylene laminar safety fencing or of woven polyethylene fabric (silt
fencing).

• No construction shall begin until this work has been completed, inspected, and accepted by the city.
• Silt barriers or similarly effective erosion control barriers shall be required in any area where erosion or

siltation may cause damage to protected trees.
• All protective tree fencing, staking or continuous ribbon and all erosion control barriers must be

installed prior to and maintained throughout the land disturbance and construction process, and should
not be removed until acceptable vegetation is established.

• Critical root zone. The root system within the dripline is generally considered to be the critical root
zone. To protect these critical root zones, a tree protection area shall be established around each tree or
group of trees to be retained.
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• The tree protection area shall include no less than the total area beneath the tree canopy as defined by
the dripline of the tree or group of trees collectively.

• Wherein authorized excavations it becomes necessary to expose or cut roots more than one inch in
diameter, it shall be the duty of the contractor to protect such root under advice from the city.

• All open trenching is prohibited. Utility installation within the dripline of protected trees, during
construction or thereafter, can only occur using trenchless methods.

• The mowing, clearing, and grubbing of brush located within or under the dripline of protected trees may
be allowed, provided such mowing, clearing, or grubbing is accomplished by hand or by mowers. The
use of heavy equipment for this purpose shall not be allowed.

Removal threshold.

Within residential developments, at least 40 percent of the inches of existing significant tree DBH shall be
retained on site.

Reforestation/restitution requirement. If a development exceeds the removal threshold specified in “Operation
of Equipment section 3” above, the developer shall either reforest areas within the site, pay restitution, or some
combination thereof.

For every one significant tree inch that is removed in excess of the removal threshold, the developer shall
replant 1.25 inches (diameter) of new trees or provide the city with $125.00 in restitution.

Significant trees removed for water quality treatment ponds, public trails and sidewalks, and arterial and
collector streets, or that are considered invasive species, are exempt from the removal threshold calculation.

Tree Protection:

Protection from disease and pestilence: All clearing in oak stands shall be performed prior to April 15 or after
July 15 of each season. Any development involving oak trees on or adjacent to the development area must
submit a plan in conjunction with the preliminary plat that identifies what precautionary steps will be taken to
protect the trees from oak wilt.

Encroachment: If encroachment into a tree preservation area occurs that causes irreparable damage to a
tree(s), the tree preservation plan shall be revised to compensate for the loss. Under no circumstance shall the
developer be relieved of responsibility for compliance with the provisions of this division, nor shall planned
revision activities prevent the city from instituting action for violation of this division.

Planting requirements: All trees chosen shall be from the acceptable/preferred list (or have approval of the
city) and native and/or adaptable to this region and climate as described in the Ramsey Tree Book. The quantity
of the required plantings shall be in accordance with the performance standards established for the respective
zoning district.
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A. Size of trees at planting. For all required plantings, deciduous trees shall be a minimum of one-inch caliper at
time of planting and all evergreen trees shall be a minimum of five feet in height at time of planting.
Specifications shall be determined by the American Nurseryman's Standards.

B. Type of tree stock. For all required plantings, trees shall be free of insects, diseases, or mechanical injuries
and have straight trunk and a form characteristic of the species.

C. Spacing at time of planting. The spacing of new trees must be compatible with spatial site limitations and
with the responsible consideration toward species size when mature as outlined in the Ramsey Tree Book.

D. Planting standards. As outlined in the Ramsey Tree Book.

E. Planting standard: Soil amendment. As outlined in the Ramsey Tree Book.

F. Planting standards: Mulch. As outlined in the Ramsey Tree Book.

G. Planting distance along rural section streets. Shall be at the right-of-way unless approved by the city.

H. Planting distance from hydrants. Trees shall be planted a minimum of ten feet from hydrants.

I. Vision clearance (sight triangle). Tree plantings should not be within the vision clearance triangle as defined
in the City of Ramsey.

J. Planting distance from utilities. Trees shall be planted a minimum of two feet from any joint utility trench
whenever practicable.

K. Reforestation/restitution plan.
a. If the total number of tree inches exceeds the removal threshold, the developer shall provide a

reforestation plan (can be included as part of landscaping plan, but must clearly identify those trees that are
intended to satisfy the reforestation requirement), or a calculation of restitution, or a combination thereof.

b. Size at the time of planting shall comply with the planting standards outlined in the
respective zoning district.
c. No more than 25 percent of the trees to be planted shall be from any one species.
d. Reforestation trees included in the reforestation plan may count toward the trees
required for landscaping purposes within the applicable zoning district.

Hazardous and/or nuisance trees.
• The contractor shall remove of any dead or diseased trees on private property, when such trees constitute a
hazard to life or property, or harbor insects or disease which constitute a potential threat to other trees

• Disease- or pest-infested trees. Any tree located within the city, which is determined by a certified
professional to be afflicted with any dangerous or infectious insect infestation or plant disease, may be declared
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pbrandt@soilinvestigations.us | 651-260-3783

a public nuisance. This shall include trees and shrubs harboring injurious insects or pathogens that may cause
significant potential danger to the community forest.





CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE MARCH 17, 2017 PROJECT ADDRESS  7131 166TH AVE NW 

PROJECT. TITLE HOMESTEAD ROAD 

ESCROW #  

DEPARTMENT: Community Development: Planning Division (Landscape Plan & Environmental 
Resources) 

TECHNICAL REVIEWER: 
Name:  Chris Anderson, City Planner 
Phone:  763-433-9817 

Email:  canderson@cityoframsey.com  
 

We offer the following comments regarding the Tree Inventory and Protection Plan prepared by 
Soil Investigation and Design Inc. and dated February 13, 2017:  
 
The City’s Natural Resources Inventory (NRI) identifies some 
moderate quality aspen forest (saturated soils) and non-native 
graminoid (grass) vegetation. Most, if not all of the moderate 
quality natural area is within wetland and/or floodplain area and 
thus, would not be impacted (or experience very little impact) as 
a result of the proposed development.  
 
The Tree Preservation Plan indicates that only fourteen percent 
(14%) of the significant tree DBH inches will be removed, well 
below the allowable removal threshold.  However, the plan set 
does not specify which trees will be removed and preserved, nor 
does it graphically depict the trees on the Preliminary Plat. 
 
There is no Landscape Plan included in the plan set.  While 
preserved trees can be credited toward the landscape requirements, it is not clear whether they 
would constitute front yard trees or not as they are not included on the Preliminary Plat.  The 
plan set needs to be revised to include the tree layer on the Preliminary Plat before a 
determination can be made on compliance with landscaping requirements. 
 
Topsoil is required for all lots being improved with a principal building.  A note must be added to 
the plan set stating that topsoil, meeting the City’s topsoil specification.  There shall be no fill, 
including topsoil and sod, placed within the floodway or wetland areas. 
 
The project is proposing the use of rain gardens on Lots 1 and 3 to address the infiltration 
requirements of the LRRWMO.  Engineering Staff are reviewing that information to determine 
compliance.  At a minimum, the rain gardens will need to be encumbered with Drainage and 
Utility Easement as well as a Maintenance Agreement to address responsibilities to ensure 
functionality.  Planting plans and specifications must be provided for the rain gardens. 

mailto:canderson@cityoframsey.com


Review File: Homestead Road 
Preliminary Plat Review: Tree Preservation and Landscaping 
March 17, 2017 
Page 2 of 2 

 

 

A variance to lot depth is required for both Lot 1 and Lot 3.  Note that the plans were revised to 
reposition the house pad on Lot 3 in response to comments received during review of the Sketch 
Plan (previous location did not require a variance, but was not supported by neighboring property 
owner due to position behind their home).  Lot 3 is deficient by only seventy-eight (78) square 
feet.  Lot 1 is deficient by 268 square feet.  However, the Preliminary Plat does include a twelve 
by twelve (12’ x 12’) deck to demonstrate that this common home owner improvement would 
still fit on the property.   
 
Required Revisions  
 
Tree Preservation Plan 

 Tree layer must be added to plan set that includes the lot boundaries, grading contours, 
and proposed house pads. 

 Revise plan to clearly indicate trees being removed and trees being preserved. 
 If preserved trees do not qualify as front yard trees, a Landscape Plan shall also be 

prepared and submitted including proposed species, caliper (size), root stock, and it 
shall include a planting detail as well. 

 Revise to show tree preservation fence. 
 Tree preservation fence must be installed and then approved by City prior to any 

clearing work. 
 Add note stating that any clearing within oak stands shall be performed prior to April 15 

or after July 15 to minimize exposure to and/or introduction of oak wilt. 
 Add precautionary steps to be taken on site to protect oak trees from Oak Wilt and/or 

reference said plan and that it is incorporated by reference. 
 
Sheet S2 

 Encumber rain gardens with Drainage and Utility Easements. 
 Add note to sheet specifying that a Maintenance Agreement will be prepared for review 

and approval by the City. 
 Maintenance Agreement will need to be recorded against each lot containing a rain 

garden. 
 Update the plan sheet with planting design, species, and specifications. 

 
Sheet S3 

 Revise Drainage and Utility Easements to include rain gardens. 
 



   
Environmental Policy Board (EPB)   5. 2.           
Meeting Date: 03/20/2017  
By: Chris Anderson, Community

Development

Information
Title:
Receive Update on Covenant Meadows and Consider Environmental Review Options (Project #17-102); Case of
Eric Thomsen

Purpose/Background:
This case is for update purposes only. No action is being requested at this time. The Planning Commission
postponed action at their March 2 meeting to spend more time addressing concerns raised by neighboring property
owners regarding impacts to ecological and wildlife resources. It was requested that the City explore a
discretionary Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) or Citizen Petition EAW. The City will be hosting a
workshop on the project on Thursday, April 6 at 5:30 p.m. to discuss neighbor concerns in more detail.

The project does not reach the threshold for a mandatory EAW. The mandatory threshold for Ramsey's community
type is based on number of unattached units (250). The proposed project is twelve (12) lots. Additionally, there are
a number of requirements of an EAW that go beyond the concerns raised by adjoining neighbors. Finally, Staff
believes the Planned Unit Development process that permanently protects fifteen (15) acres of prime ecological
resource along the Trott Brook Corridor is the correct approach to protect ecological resources in the area. In
order to bridge the gap, Staff has made a request to the DNR for a database of potential endangered or threatened
species, a component of an EAW.

Staff updated the City Council at their March 14 meeting based on the level of feedback at the Public Hearing. City
Council supported the Planning Commission's approach of stepping back and hosting a workshop with the
surrounding neighbors to try and address their concerns and ordering the Natural Heritage Information System file
from the MN DNR for additional information about potential threatened and/or endangered species. At this point,
Staff's original recommendation remains unswayed as the Planned Unit Development (PUD) approach provides, in
perpetuity, protection to fifteen (15) acres of high value natural area, including Trott Brook. Original case for the
Planning Commission starts below.

The purpose of this case is to review an application for a Rezoning of the Subject Project from R-1 Rural
Developing to Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Preliminary Plat. The site is generally located south of Trott
Brook and west of Germanium Street and is identified as PID 02-32-25-44-0004. 

The Applicant has proposed to subdivide the approximately thirty-eight (38) acre Subject Property into twelve (12)
single family homes that would be serviced by individual private utilities. The Preliminary Plat proposes deeding
approximately fifteen (15) of the thirty eight (38) acres to the City as the public benefit in relation to the PUD
application. The proposed fifteen (15) acres straddles both sides of the Trott Brook, has steep slopes, and is also
considered to be high quality natural open space.

Notification:
Staff attempted to notify all Property Owners within a 700 foot radius of the Subject 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 Applicant is proposing a rezoning of the Subject Property from R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) to Planned



The Applicant is proposing a rezoning of the Subject Property from R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) to Planned
Unit Development (PUD) and Preliminary Plat approval of Covenant Meadows. 

Properties surrounding all sides of the Subject Property are currently zoned R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) and
guided as Rural Developing. While the Applicant is requesting reduced lot sizes than what would normally be
required in the R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) district, the proposed parcel sizes are similar in size and nature
to surrounding parcels in that an adjacent parcel is 1.04 acres and the smallest parcel being proposed within
Covenant Meadows is 1.00 acres. In exchange for the reduced lot size, the Applicant is proposing to deed to the
City approximately fifteen (15) acres of land. The land being proposed has a high natural value as it straddles both
sides of the Trott Brook and encompasses the steep slopes in the area. The Applicant is willing to provide a trail
easement between lots 5 and 6 of block 1 so as to provide all lots in the proposed development and the
neighborhood with access to this public amenity.

Upon further review of the contours of the steep slopes, Staff has identified that an ADA compliant trail is not
feasible; however, Staff has identified that a twenty (20) foot trail easement should still be included between lots 5
and 6 of block 1 and that an eight (8) foot bituminous trail be constructed within that easement and that the trail
terminate with a fifteen (15) foot bituminous bulb within Outlot A as part of the Stage I Improvements. The
bituminous trail will need to connect to the bituminous edge of Iodine St NW and that connection will need to be
ADA compliant. The Applicant is currently proposing a rural road section with a ditch system to convey runoff, so
a culvert will be necessary to allow for the free flowing of runoff as well as elevate the trail connection to the
roadway.

With the Preliminary Plat, the Applicant is proposing twelve (12) Single Family lots that would be serviced by
individual private utilities. The lots being proposed range in size from 1.00 acres to 2.92 acres in size and in lot
width of approximately 100 feet to over 200 feet. In addition to the reduced lot size and lot width, the proposed
cul-de-sac length also exceeds 600 feet. Public Safety has reviewed this request. Police does not have any
objections to the road configuration. The Fire Department has noted a couple potential concerns. One is that this is a
non-hydranted area and thus, if there were a structure fire, tanker trucks would be necessary and maneuverability
would be tough. Secondly, if there were trees down, it would also slow response time for first responders. It should
be noted though that these conditions already exist with Iodine Street in this same neighborhood (that cul-de-sac is
approximately 1,000 feet in length). No additional deviations from City Code are being requested in connection
with the Covenant Meadows Preliminary Plat application. Generally speaking the Preliminary Plat is acceptable to
Staff with changes to the plan set identified in the Staff Review Letter, which is attached to this case.

The proposed PUD and Subdivision are tentatively scheduled for review by the Parks and Recreation Commission
at their March meeting.

Alternatives for future consideration.
Alternative 1: Approval of Ordinance #17-08 rezoning the Subject Property from R-1 Residential (Rural
Developing) to PUD (Planned Unit Development) and recommend approval of Resolution # 17-02-053 granting
Preliminary Plat approval of Covenant Meadows, contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter. Staff
believes that the proposed development is reasonable, compatible with the character of the surrounding
development, minimizes impacts to steep slopes adjacent to the Trott Brook, and provides the City and its residents
with an important natural resource amenity surrounding Trott Brook. Staff supports Alternative 1 at this time.

Alternative 2: Denial of Ordinance #17-08 rezoning of the Subject Property from R-1 Residential (Rural
Developing) to PUD (Planned Unit Development). If the Planning Commission recommends denial of the rezoning
then it should also recommend denial of the proposed Preliminary Plat and Resolution #17-02-053 as the proposed
plat would only be considered under the zoning guidance of a PUD. However, the proposed development and
public benefit in connection to the PUD request is viewed as adequate by Staff and thus, Staff is not supportive of
this alternative at this time.

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



Recommendation:
No action being requested.

Action:
No action being requested. This case is an update only.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Application Document
Complete Plan Set
Staff Review Letter
Ordinance #17-08
Resolution Preliminary Plat
EQB Citizens Guide to Env Review
EQB Citizens Guide to Commenting on Env Review

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill MaryJo Warner 03/17/2017 01:46 PM
Form Started By: Chris Anderson Started On: 03/16/2017 10:29 AM
Final Approval Date: 03/17/2017 
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CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE FEBRUARY 24, 2017 PROJECT ADDRESS  TBD 

PROJECT. TITLE COVENANT MEADOWS: PRELIMINARY PLAT AND REZONING 

ESCROW # 115528 

DEPARTMENT: Community Development: Planning Division  

TECHNICAL REVIEWER: 
Name:  Eric Maass, Consultant Planner 
Phone:  763-433-4302 

Email:  EMaass@wsbeng.com  

  
Preliminary Plat Review 

 
We offer the following comments regarding 
the Preliminary Plat submittal for Covenant 
Meadows as it relates to the City’s Zoning 
Code. Preliminary Plat submittal consists of 
nine (9) sheets.  LHB prepared 1 sheet and  
Roshell Engineering, LLC prepared the 
remaining 8 sheets.  All of the plan sheets are 
dated February 2, 2017.   The proposal includes 
a request a Zoning Amendment and a 
Preliminary Plat. 
 
Staff provides the following comments that 
require revision: 
 
Preliminary Plat Sheet 

1. Trail easement between lots 5 and 6 of Block 1 will need to be shown. 
2. Note indicating “Temporary Cul De Sac” at the termination of 172nd Lane NW will need to be revised 

to read “Full Cul De Sac”.  Associated line work with the cul-de-sac will need to be revised in 
conjunction with the note change. 

3. Indicate location of soil borings completed for each proposed lot.  Adjust indicated primary and 
secondary septic locations in connection with location of actual soil borings.  Note that on Lot 8 Block 
1 the indicated primary and secondary septic areas are located in the center of the property. This is not 
acceptable and will need to be relocated to allow for the siting of the building pad. 

4. Indicate total development acreage, acreage within proposed right-of-way, and proposed density of the 
development. 

5. Add lot width to each lot at the front yard setback line. 
6. Add the length of each segment of cul-de-sac. 

 
General Comment Requiring Revision 

1. The plan should delineate the boundaries of the shoreland district tiers as well as the structure setback 
and bluff impact zones outlined in City Code Section 117-225 titled Shoreland Overlay District 
Development Standards.  The identification and delineation of those zones will allow Staff to verify 
conditions of the shoreland management district are in fact met.  This information will need to be 
shown on a separate sheet.  The City has an example exhibit that it can provide. 

 

mailto:EMaass@wsbeng.com


Review File: Covenant Meadows 
Preliminary Plat and Rezoning Review 
February 24, 2017 
Page 2 of 4 

 

 
 
 
 
Staff provides the following comments for general review of applications: 
 
General.  The Preliminary Plat proposes re-platting Outlot A, MeadowBrook, Anoka County, Minnesota, into 
twelve (12) single family residential lots.  The twelve (12) new lots would be accessed by a one of two roadway 
extensions off of Germanium Street NW through the building of 172nd Lane NW and Iodine St NW.  The 
Applicant has requested a rezoning from R-1 Rural Developing to Planned Unit Development (PUD).  In 
exchange for allowing smaller lot sizes than what would generally be permitted, the proposed public benefit of 
this project is approximately fifteen (15) acres of the Subject Property being deeded to the City.  The fifteen 
(15) acres would straddle both sides of the Trott Brook trail and the steep slopes located on the property.   
 
Lot Sizes.  The minimum lot size in the R-1 Rural Developing District is 2.5 acres with a minimum lot width 
of 200 feet, measured at the building setback line.  Through a Planned Unit Development (PUD) the Applicant 
is permitted to deviate from those lot requirements due to the presence of a public benefit.  The Applicant is 
proposing lots which range in size from 1.00 acres to 2.92 acres in size.   
 
Setbacks and Dimensional Standards. 

R-1 Rural Developing Base Zoning / Proposed PUD Dimensions 

Required Proposed 

Front yard: 40 feet 40 feet 

Side yard: 10 feet 10 feet 

Rear yard: 10 feet 10 feet 

Minimum lot width*: 200 feet Minimum lot width*: 80 feet 

Lot depth**: 100 feet with a minimum width of 60 
feet 

Satisfactory 

*Note: Minimum Lot Width is measured at front yard setback line, property must abut built street. 
** Lot depth required is 100 feet for a width of 60 feet that is not encumbered by wetland, wetland setback area, floodway, or other unbuildable 

areas. 

 
The Applicant is not seeking any deviation from the R-1 Rural Developing bulk lot standards accept for lot 
size. 
 
Density.  The proposed density is 0.58 units per acre.  This density increase from the normally allowed 1 unit 
per 2.5 acres is permitted through the Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning. 
 
DNR Review. Metro Area Hydrologist Kate Drewry review the proposed development and indicated that the 
plan appeared to meet the open space requirement with 50% of the area along the Creek and the steep slopes 
proposed for dedication to the City and the smaller lots located in the tiers furthest from the Creek.  They 
indicated that the plan should delineate the boundaries of the shoreland district tiers as well as the structure 
setback and bluff impact zones. 
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Floodplains. There are floodplains within the boundaries of the project 
area, including both Floodway and Floodfringe.  There shall be no fill 
placed within the Floodway (purple shading).   
 
As proposed, the lots are laid out in such a fashion that each of the home 
sites is located in the upland area of the property.    
 
                                                                        
Trott Brook.  A portion of the lots will back up to Trott Brook, which is 
a tributary of the Rum River.  Thus, the project is subject to the Scenic 
River Overlay District, which includes a 100 foot setback from the OHW 
of Trott Brook and has controlled vegetative cutting standards as well.  
Additionally, lands within 300 feet of the OHW of Trott Brook are subject 
to Shoreland Management requirements.    
 
Landscaping.  A tech report regarding landscaping requirements including 
Tree Preservation requirements was produced and presented to the City’s Environmental Policy Board (EPB).  
Alterations to the plan set are provided in that report. 
 
The Environmental Policy Board (EPB) recommended approval of the landscape and tree preservation plans 
with revisions as noted in the landscaping tech report. 
 
Streets and Access. The Preliminary Plat indicates that 172nd Lane NW will be a new road and will connect 
to an existing road, Germanium St NW.  A second proposed roadway, Iodine St NW will connect to the 
proposed 172nd Lane NW.  Cul-de-sac length is limited to a maximum of 600 feet; the proposed length of the 
cul-de-sac is in excess of that limit.  The Applicant is showing a complete cul-de-sac at the termination of 172nd 
Lane NW; however, the platted right-of-way for 172nd Lane NW does extend to the edge of the plat which 
would allow for 172nd Lane NW to be extended in the future eventually eliminating its status as a cul-de-sac.  
Exceeding the allowed length of a cul-de-sac is being requested as a deviation to the City’s Code in connection 
with the Applicants Planned Unit Development (PUD) application.   
 
Trails.  The Applicant has indicated the intention to include a trail easement between Lots 5 and 6 of Block 1 
that would provide the area necessary to eventually construct a trail that would connect to an extension of the 
Trott Brook Trail at which time the Trott Brook Trail was constructed in this area.  After further review and 
discussion with our review team, it was determined that an eight (8) foot wide bituminous trail should be 
constructed as a Stage I Improvement provide access now to the land being deeded to the City.  That cost can 
be credited toward the Trail Development Fees that would be due on the plat.  It will be required that that 
proposed trail connection to the road be ADA compliant. 
 
Grading and Drainage Plans.  Please see Engineering Comments with regard to grading and drainage. 
 
Development Fees. Development Fees will be due with the Plat including, but not limited to, Park Dedication, 
Trail Development, and Stormwater Management. These fees are collected at the time the Final Plat is recorded 
and at the rate in effect when the plat is recorded.   
 
Development Agreement: An executed Development Agreement will be required prior to releasing the plat 
for recording.  
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ReZoning Application Review 

 
As proposed Covenant Meadows would result in the creation of twelve (12) new single family lots.  

The Applicant has proposed rezoning the property from R-1 (Rural Developing) to PUD (Planned Unit 
Development).  The Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning designation would allow for the Applicant to 
exceed the normal 1 unit per 2.5 acres in exchange for providing approximately 15 acres of high quality 
natural land surrounding the Trott Brook Trail.  The proposed lots would range between 1.00 acres and 2.92 
acres in size with an overall development density of 0.58 units per one acre in comparison to the usual 1 unit 
per 2.5 acres. 

Staff is supportive of the proposed rezoning due to the high quality natural land proposed to be deeded to the 
City as a result of this project and would provide local residents with access to open space upon the a trail 
eventually being completed down to the Trott Brook. 

Standard Required  Proposed 

Lot Size 2.5 acres 1.00 + acres 

Lot Width 200 feet 100 + feet 

Front Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

Rear Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

Side Setback 10 feet 10 feet 

Side Corner Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

Cul-de-Sac Length 600 feet 1000 +/- feet 

 

 



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE FEBRUARY 24, 2017 PROJECT ADDRESS  TBD 

PROJECT. TITLE COVENANT MEADOWS 

ESCROW # 115528 

DEPARTMENT: Community Development: Planning Division (Landscape Plan & Environmental 
Resources) 

TECHNICAL REVIEWER: 
Name:  Chris Anderson, City Planner 
Phone:  763-433-9817 

Email:  canderson@cityoframsey.com  
 

We offer the following comments regarding the Tree Inventory and Protection Plan and the 
Landscape Plan, both prepared by Roshell Engineering, LLC and dated February 2, 2017:  
 
The City’s Natural Resources Inventory 
(NRI) identifies some moderate quality 
forest floodplain and oak woodlands 
adjacent to Trott Brook and a high 
quality oak woodland in the north 
central portion of the site.  Most, if not 
all of the moderate quality areas are 
within the proposed Outlot A, which is to 
be deeded to the City as part of the 
Planned Unit Development (PUD).  Per 
the Tree Inventory and Preservation 
Plan, it appears that much of the high 
quality oak woodland will also be 
preserved through the development 
process. 
 
As part of this proposed project, almost sixteen (16) acres of land, straddling Trott Brook, would 
be deeded to the City.  The City would like to work with the Developer to ensure that there is a 
trail corridor reserved along the common lot line of either Lots 4 and 5 or Lots 5 & 6 for future 
access to the Trott Brook trail. 
 
The Landscape Plan is acceptable.  
 
The Tree Plan indicates that fifteen percent (15%) of the existing significant trees will be removed, 
excluding those removed for ponding purposes, which is below the allowable threshold of thirty 
percent (30%).  Due to the presence of larger stands of oak trees, tree clearing activities shall 
occur prior to April 15 or after July 15 to minimize the potential introduction of Oak Wilt to the 
site.  This note must be added to both the Grading, Plan and the Tree Plan.  Additionally, please 

mailto:canderson@cityoframsey.com
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consult with the Certified Arborist that prepared the Tree Preservation Plan to prepare a plan 
that identifies the precautionary steps to be taken on site to protect oak trees from Oak Wilt.  
This should be included with the submittal of the Final Plat. 
 
Required Sheet Revisions  
 
Sheet G1 (Preliminary Grading Plan) 

 Revise to show tree preservation fence. 
 Tree preservation fence must be installed and then approved by City prior to any 

clearing work. 
 Add note stating that any clearing within oak stands shall be performed prior to April 15 

or after July 15 to minimize exposure to and/or introduction of oak wilt. 
 Add precautionary steps to be taken on site to protect oak trees from Oak Wilt and/or 

reference said plan and that it is incorporated by reference. 
 
Sheet L1 (Tree/Landscape Plan) 

 Add note stating that any clearing within oak stands shall be performed prior to April 15 
or after July 15 to minimize exposure to and/or introduction of oak wilt. 

 Add precautionary steps to be taken on site to protect oak trees from Oak Wilt and/or 
reference said plan and that it is incorporated by reference. 

 Revise to show tree preservation fence. 
 
Sheet T1 (Tree Plan) 

 Add note stating that any clearing within oak stands shall be performed prior to April 15 
or after July 15 to minimize exposure to and/or introduction of oak wilt. 

 Add precautionary steps to be taken on site to protect oak trees from Oak Wilt and/or 
reference said plan and that it is incorporated by reference. 

 Revise to show tree preservation fence. 
 

 



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 

TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE FEBRUARY 

22, 2017  

PROJECT ADDRESS  WEST OF GERMANIUM 

STREET, NORTH OF 172ND
 

LANE (NEW) 

PROJECT. TITLE COVENANT MEADOWS 

ESCROW # 115528 

DEPARTMENT: Engineering  

TECHNICAL 

REVIEWER: 

Name: Leonard Linton 

Phone:  763 433-9834 

Email:  llinton@ci.ramsey.mn.us 

 

The Engineering Department offers the following comments regarding the Preliminary Plat 

Exhibits for Covenant Meadows.  The submittal consists of 9 sheets. LHB prepared 1 sheet and 

Roshell Engineering, LLC prepared the remaining 8 sheets. All of the plan sheets are dated 

February 2, 2017.  

 

General comments: 

 

1. A cover sheet must be added to the plan set with a location map, sheet index and general 

project information.   

2. A partial legend is shown on all sheets.  All symbols used on that sheet must be added to 

the legend for the sheet. The symbols must be the same size in plan view and in the legend.  

3. Ramsey City Details are not included in the set and must be added. 

4. Class 5 shall meet the Ramsey modified gradation.  This gradation must be included in the 

details. 

5. Plan readability – Proposed grading lines and symbols must be the most prominent items 

on the grading sheets. Proposed storm sewer lines and symbols and pavement edges must 

be the most prominent on the street and storm sewer sheets. All other lines on the sheet 

must be screened so the lines and symbols for proposed features standout.  This includes 

the symbols in the legends which must match the plan view in size, pattern, weight, and 

color. 

6. Underlying lines must be broken where they are under text boxes to enhance readability. 

Underlying text must be moved so there is not text on text.   

7. This project will require a stormwater permit from the Lower Rum River Watershed 

Management Organization (LRRWMO).   

8. The LRRWMO requirements are presented at the end of this memo. 

9. Add Street/ Storm Sheets to the plan set that show the center line profile, horizontal and 

vertical curve information.  The street width must be dimensioned on these sheets. 
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10. Move the typical street section to one of the Street/ Storm Sheets. 

11. Add match lines and continuation notes to all sheets where part of the street is shown on a 

different page.  Station numbers must be darker in plan view. 

 

Sheet Specific Comments: 

 

Preliminary Plat: 

 

1. All line types and symbols on sheet must be added to the legend. 

 

G1: 

 

1. All line types and symbols used on the sheet must be added to the legend. 

2. Must demonstrate positive drainage away from rear of all houses.  Label existing contours 

in back yards, add spot elevations as needed to show that runoff flows away from walkout/ 

lookout area. 

3. Identify rectangular boxes on lots 1 & 2, Block 1 that touch houses. 

4. The edge of pavement should be a lighter pen weight so that the grading is most prominent. 

5. Soil classification information is required for the proposed drainfield areas. 

6. Infiltration areas shall be excavated to final grade and vegetated after upland areas have 

permanent cover and are stabilized. Add a note to the plan: The secondary silt fence must 

remain in place until the infiltration basin vegetation is established. 

7. The easement on lot 3, block 1 must be wide enough to allow maintenance vehicles to 

reach the pond without disturbing the bottom of the swale or driving on the steep side slope. 

8. Identify or remove the black symbols along 172nd Lane adjacent to the existing lots. 

9. The scale of the sheet must be changed so that spot elevations in the proposed ditches can 

be added. 

10. Tree protection fencing must be shown on this sheet.  It must be installed by hand prior to 

installing silt fence. 

11. The potential flow route from each  

 

C1, C2: 

1. All line types and symbols on sheet must be added to the legend. 

2. The pad grading information must only be shown on the grading plan. 

3. Verify slope of all culverts in profile view. 

 

SW1, SW2: 

1. An area map must be added to the set. 

2. A table listing erosion control measures to be installed and quantities of each item must be 

added to the sheet. 

 

L1, T1, T2: 
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1. Trees to be removed must be clearly identified on the plan and in the tables.  Add a column 

to the tables identifying trees to be removed. 

2. Tree protection fencing must be shown on the plan and installed as noted above. 

 

Detail Sheets: 

1. Detail sheets must be added to the plan set. 

 

Stormwater Calculations 

A stormwater summary report was provided. The report states the 100 year storm is retained 

in the pond.  The LRRWMO rules require sizing the basins for back to back 100 year storms 

if there is no outlet. The ponds will need to be enlarged. 

 

The LRRWMO requires volume reduction (infiltration) on all projects. The LRRWMO rules 

require that infiltration basins empty completely within 48 hours after a 1” rainfall.  The report 

must be revised to include the 1 inch, 2 year, 10 year, 100 year and 100 year back to back rain 

events.  The HydroCAD report needs the Project Name and the Company Name on the page 

headers.  These reports become part of the City’s permanent stormwater records. 

 

The report states onsite soils in the mitigation area will be removed and replaced with more 

permeable soils to promote infiltration.  Details for the soil replacement must be included in 

the plans. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency has produced the free MIDS calculator for 

evaluating stormwater practices like infiltration.  The pond and infiltration basin must be 

evaluated with the MIDS calculator.  The stormwater report must include the infiltration 

summary for each pond. 

 

Draft boring logs were included with the stormwater report. A location map for the borings 

was not included.  

 

A project manual which includes the bid form, contract and specifications must be submitted 

with the final plat. 

 

Revised plans which address all of these changes must be submitted. 



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE 2/24/17 PROJECT ADDRESS  

PROJECT. TITLE Covenant Meadows 

ESCROW #  

DEPARTMENT: Fire Dept.  

TECHNICAL REVIEWER: 
Name: Carey Schiferli 
Phone: 763-433-9832 

Email: cschiferli@ci.ramsey.mn.us 

 

General:  No issues with the development itself.  The primary concern is that there is no other entrance/exit from this 
neighborhood. At this time, the only entrance/exit to this entire neighborhood (existing and proposed) is 169th Ave NW. 
This creates potential for several issues.  First, if there were a structure fire in this area, we would have to transport water 
in tanker trucks and the maneuverability would be tough. Second, if we had a tree come down, it could block the only 
access for emergency responders.  



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE 2.24.17 PROJECT ADDRESS OUTLOT A, MEADOWBROOK  

PROJECT. TITLE COVENANT MEADOWS PRELIMINARY PLAT  

ESCROW #  

DEPARTMENT: Police Department  

TECHNICAL REVIEWER: 
Name: Tim Frankfurth 
Phone: 763-433-9846 

Email: tfrankfurth@ci.ramsey.mn.us  
 

 
Public Safety Review of Proposed Development: 
The Police Department has no issues with the development itself; however, some concern was raised with regard to 
access to the development as the area is already a one in/one out accessed neighborhood.  That access point is around 
Rum River Hills golf course from Highway 47.   
 
The Covenant Meadows preliminary plat is proposing twelve (12) lots for this development and while it would add 
additional people to an emergency response scenario, public safety does not view the proposed development as an 
additional risk over and above the risk already present due to the singular access point from Highway 47 for the entire 
neighborhood.  The proposed development provides for a westward roadway that may eventually lead to a connection 
back out to Highway 47 that would provide a second access point and lessen the risk in relation to an emergency 
response due to the secondary access point.  It remains to be seen if MnDOT would be supportive of such a connection 
that would result in another access onto Highway 47.  
 
 
 

 

 

 

mailto:tfrankfurth@ci.ramsey.mn.us


ORDINANCE #17-08 

 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 

AN AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 117 WHICH IS KNOWN AS THE ZONING AND 

SUBDIVISIONS CHAPTER OF THE CITY CODE OF RAMSEY, MINNESOTA. 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 117-90 "MAP" OF CHAPTER 117 OF THE 

CITY CODE OF RAMSEY, MINNESOTA. 
 

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT 
 

The following legally described properties or portions thereof, are hereby rezoned from R-1 

Residential (Rural Developing) to PUD (Planned Unit Development). 

  

Outlot A, MEADOWBROOK, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

(the “Subject Property”) 

 

The following table outlines what deviations are permitted through this rezoning: 

 
Standard Required  Proposed 

Lot Size 2.5 acres 1.00 + acres 

Lot Width 200 feet 92 + feet 

Front Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

Rear Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

Side Setback 10 feet 10 feet 

Side Corner Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

Cul-de-Sac Length 600 feet 1000 +/- feet 

 

SECTION 2. MAP 
 

The City is hereby instructed to cause this amendment to be shown on the "City of Ramsey Zoning 

Map", which map was adopted pursuant to Section 117-90 of the Ramsey City Code. 

 

SECTION 3. EFFECTIVE DATE 
 

This ordinance becomes effective 30 days after its passage and publication, subject to City Charter 

Section 5.04. 

 

 

PASSED by the City Council of the City of Ramsey, Minnesota the _______ day of______, 2017. 

              

       Mayor 

 



ATTEST: 

 

       

City Administrator 

 

Introduction date: 

Posting dates: 

Adoption date: 

Publication date: 

Effective date: 



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

 

RESOLUTION # 17-02-053 

 

RESOLUTION GRANTING PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL OF COVENANT 

MEADOWS 

 

 WHEREAS, Brookview Estates, LLC, hereafter referred to as “Developer”, properly applied 

for Preliminary Plat approval of the following described property located in the City of Ramsey: 

 

 Outlot A, MEADOWBROOK, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

 (the ‘Subject Property’); 

 

 WHEREAS, the City of Ramsey received a sketch plan for Brookview Estates from Brookview 

Estates, LLC on December 1, 2016; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed the sketch plan on January 5, 2017; and; 

 

 WHEREAS, the Developer changed the name of the proposed subdivision from Brookview 

Estates to Covenant Meadows due to a plat titled Brookview Estates already existing within Anoka 

County; and 

  

 WHEREAS, on March 2, 2017, the Ramsey Planning Commission conducted a public hearing 

regarding the proposed preliminary plat; and  

 

 WHEREAS, the Ramsey Environmental Policy Board (EPB) considered tree preservation, 

landscape plan, and potential wetland impacts pertaining to the preliminary plat on February 22nd, 2017; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, the Ramsey Parks Commission considered the preliminary plat on March 9, 2017; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, on March 14, 2017, the City Council reviewed the preliminary plat. 

 

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

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

 

1) That the Ramsey City Council hereby grants preliminary plat approval of Brookview Estates in 

accordance with relevant City Codes, subject to the following conditions: 

 

a) Compliance with the Staff Review Letter dated February 24, 2017. 

b) The Developer entering into a Development Agreement with 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: 

 

  



RESOLUTION #17-02-053 

Page 2 of 2 

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 14th 

day of March, 2017 

 

 

              

       Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

       

City Clerk 
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A Citizen’s Guide: Community Decision-Making Basics 

This information is provided as a resource and it is important to know that the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) has 

no jurisdiction over local government planning and community development. The primary role of the EQB is to advise 

organizations on the proper procedures for environmental review and to monitor the effectiveness of the process in 

general. It is encouraged to contact the EQB on matters related to environmental review.  
 

Overview 
The term “Local government” applies to: 

• Counties    • Towns (townships)    • Cities  

• Hospital districts   • Regional development commissions   • School districts 

• The Metropolitan Council  • Soil and water conservation districts  
 

While local governments have a great deal of authority to oversee activities that take place under their jurisdiction, they 

are also subject to the laws, permits and rules of the state and federal government. Cities, townships, counties and 

certain joint power organizations can be named the responsible governmental unit (RGU) for a project to carry out 

environmental review. Other forms of local government, such as school districts, cannot be the RGU.  

 

 

The diagram below shows some of the services/locations the three types of local government provide for: 

 

 
 

 

    

  

Cities 

Intensely developed 
areas including: 
 

● Residential 
● Commercial 
● Industrial 

Townships 

Areas including: 
 

● Agriculture  
● Rural residential 
● Open space 

Carry out certain mandates: 
 

●Public assistance  
● Corrective systems 

Counties 

● Land use 
● Planning      
   activities 
● Zoning 
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Below is an example of the typical community development process works. It is designed to provide you with a 

background on a typical community planning process; it is not meant as an authoritative guide: 

 

 

 
 Community development procedures 
Environmental review must be completed before any project approvals can be given or permits issued. If a project is 

large enough to require mandatory environmental review then local government planning staff will inform the developer 

of these requirements during the initial staff meeting. If a citizen petition is filed and the project has proceeded through 

some of the community’s approval steps, the approval process is suspended until all requirements of the environmental 

review program have been met. In many local governments the environmental review decisions are made by the 

organizations governing authority, such as the council or board.   
 

Who is involved 
The following list provides a brief description of common local government positions, however it is recommended that 

individuals contact their local government or review its website to learn more about its normal staffing and operating 

procedures.  

Local government position Description 
Council/Board members · Council= city council 

· Board= township or county board 

· Generally made up by 5-7 members elected by local residents  

· Responsibilities vary between each entity, but generally they: 

§ Pass ordinances 

§ Set administrative policy 

§ Vote on major proposals and activities 

§ Order an EAW 

§ Deny a petition 

§ Require an EIS 

 

 

 
Project proposer 
selects the site 

location 
 
Initial meeting with 
local government 

staff 
 

Project proposer 
submits an 
application 

 
Planning department 
reviews project plans 

 
Planning commission 
reviews project plans  

Council/Board 
reviews project plans 
and makes a decision 

 
Project proposer 
completes other 

permit applications 
 

The permits are 
approved and 
construction 

begins/continues 

 
 



 

4 

A Citizen’s Guide: Community Decision-Making Basics 

Clerk · More densely populated areas often have one or more clerks 

· In most governments the clerk is the first administrative officer 

· Generally clerks will: 

§ Maintain official documents, resolutions, ordinances and records 

§ File documents with proper officials/offices 

§ Answer questions from the public regarding ordinance/official actions 

§ Administer licenses and permits 

§ Coordinate council/board meeting agendas, packets and meeting minutes 

§ Interact with citizens filing for petitions  

§ Obtain/file/forward submitted comments for EAW, EIS, etc. to 

appropriate staff person for a response 

Attorney  · Either full-time staff or hired as a consultant on an as-needed basis  

· Generally attorneys will: 

§ Provide legal guidance  

§ Draft/review contracts, ordinance resolutions and other legal documents 

§ Represents local government in judicial and administrative matters 

Zoning administrator  · Either full-time staff or hired as a consultant 

· Generally Zoning administrators will: 

§ Review/process requests for zoning changes, conditional use permits, 

variances and subdivision applications 

§ Analyze project proposals 

§ Prepare reports for the planning commission or local government 

council/board 

§ Oversee and coordinate the environmental review process 

Planning commission · Serves as a preliminary step in the review of zoning and development proposals 

· Generally planning commissions will: 

§ Provide recommendations to the council/board on all proposed 

developments, annexations, zoning changes, special uses and variances 

§ Investigate new development proposals and provide insight to the 

council/board 

Engineer  · More densely populated areas often have one or more Engineers 

· Either full-time staff or hired as a consultant 

· Generally Engineers will: 

§ Help with many aspects of planning and project design/inspections. 

Including: water mains, water distribution systems, storm/sanitary 

sewers, pumping stations and related water and sewer facilities 

§ Review environmental review documents and project proposals to ensure 

that the projects are designed appropriately for the current infrastructure 

capabilities of the community. 
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Becoming involved 
This list of provides some ways to become involved with your local government: 

§ Start regularly attending local government council/board meetings and planning commission meetings.  

§ Find out if communities have a regular newsletter or e-mail distribution list, or if they have a bulletin board on 

their website that is updated on a regular basis 

§ Join local committees or citizen groups in order to advocate more effectively (i.e. Becoming a member of your 

local park board or planning commission or council/board) 

 

The best time to have input and discussion in a community’s land use decisions is when a comprehensive plan is being 

prepared or updated or when new ordinances are being considered for approval. Before a project proposal is presented 

and environmental review documents are prepared, the stage is often already set for how a community will grow and 

develop. Through regular, cooperative work with local government officials it is possible to be able to design 

procedures and ordinances that can accomplish more for a community’s environmental protection than the 

information/analysis that is a part of the environmental review process.  
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About the EQB 
The Environmental Quality Board (EQB) draws together the Governor’s Office, the heads of nine state agencies 

and five citizens in order to develop policy and review proposed projects that could significantly influence 

Minnesota’s environment. The Board staff is housed in the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency building.  

 

About this document 

This document was prepared as a result of an undergraduate research assistantship provided by the Center for 

Urban and Regional Affairs (CURA) New Initiatives Program. In 2005 University of Minnesota undergraduate 

student April Loeding and a team of EQB staff members, including Gregg Downing, Jon Larsen and John 

Wells, first prepared this document to streamline public understanding of the environmental review process. 

Heidi Johnson at the Department of Administration provided assistance in graphic design work for the 

publication. Dr. Terrence Cooper, a Professor at the University of Minnesota, served as the supervising faculty 

member for this project.  

 

In 2014 the document was revised by University of Minnesota undergraduate student Amy Whooley and a team 

of EQB staff members, including Kate Frantz and Caroline Magnuson. 

 

This document is not intended as a substitute for Environmental Quality Board rules and should be used in 

conjunction with the rule provision parts 4410.1000 to 4410.1700. Copies of the rules are available from 

Minnesota’s Bookstore, www.minnesotasbookstore.com, or at the Revisor of Statues homepage 

at www.revisor.mn.gov. Further information about the environmental review process is available in the Guide 

to Minnesota Environmental Review Rules, located on the EQB website. Upon request, this document will be 

made available in an alternate format, such as braille, large print or audiotape. For TTY, contact Minnesota 

Relay Service at 800-282-5077 and ask for the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board.  

 

Addition information 

Contact the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board at: 

 

 Environmental Review Program 

 520 Lafayette Road North 

 Saint Paul, MN 55155 

 (651) 757-2873 

 Website: www.eqb.state.mn.us 

 E-mail: Env.Review@state.mn.us 

 

 

This document is available in PDF format on the Environmental Quality Board’s website: 

https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/EnvironmentalReview  
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http://www.revisor.mn.gov/
http://www.eqb.state.mn.us/
mailto:Env.Review@state.mn.us
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It is simple and valuable for citizens to comment on proposed projects in their community. Comments can provide the 
Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU) with missing/inaccurate information on the proposal and /or provide input on 
possible solutions or alternatives that would reduce environmental impacts. The purpose of commenting on an 
environmental review project is not to cease the project, but to improve it. 
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Environmental 
review document is 

made ready for 
public notice. 

 RGU Distributes its 
Final Decision   Notification in the 

EQB Monitor 
 

RGU Review and 
Responds to 
Comments 

 RGU Makes a 
Decision 

Commenting can: 
· Help state and local government make informed decisions that may reduce the potential for serious unintended 

environmental impacts. 
· Provide information to the RGU that might not be available through other sources.  
· Ensure that the RGU is addressing specific concerns raised by citizens.  
· Give a project proposer and the RGU a better understanding of the public perception and concerns about the 

project.  
· Lead to voluntary/required modifications, permit conditions or agreements.  
· May encourage RGUs and project sponsors to consider environmental impacts and citizen concerns earlier in 

the projects’ planning process. 
· Ultimately result in better projects.  

 

Overview 
During the environmental review process, EAWs, EISs and AUARs require one or more mandatory comment periods 
that allows the public and other entities to review and submit comments on a project proposal. 
 
Below is an example of how the commenting process works: 
 

 

 
Finding comment periods 
The most reliable method for finding out about an environmental review public 
comment period is reading a notice in the EQB Monitor. The EQB Monitor is 
published every other Monday and is available on the EQBs’ website at: 
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/eqb-monitor 

 

Some other ways to find out about a project include: 
· Notice on the property    
· Press release in a local newspaper 
·  On the RGU’s website   
· Receiving a notice from a public interest group following the project 
· Notifying public or private groups that have an interest in the proposal 

 

 
 
Length of comment periods 
Environmental review requires a mandatory period of time during which RGUs can receive public comments. When an 
EAW, EIS or AUAR is available for comments the dates of the comment period will be listed in the EQB Monitor, 

Helpful tip: 
Anyone who wants to receive a 
document has a legal right to do 
so if they submit a written request 
to the RGU. However, the RGU 
may require a reasonable fee for 
making copies of publicly 
available documents.  
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which is available on the EQB’s website: https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/eqb-monitor. Make sure to file comments with 
the RGU before the comment period closes. The RGU can legally disregard untimely comments. 
 
The table below outlines the different commenting periods for each method of environmental review: 

 

Type of Environmental 
Review 

Description Comment 
Period 

Calendar/Business 
Days 

 
EAW 
 

Provides a brief analysis and overview of the 
possible environmental impacts of a project. 

 
30 Days 

 
Actual calendar days 

 
Draft AUAR 

Helps prepare for the Final AUAR and required 
mitigation plan. 

 
30 Days 

 

 
Actual calendar days 

 
Final AUAR and required 
mitigation plan 

A planning tool used to understand how different 
development scenarios would affect the 
environment of the community. 

 
10 Days 

 
Business/working days 

 
Scoping EAW (for an EIS) 

A document similar to an EAW, but is used to 
outline the issues that will be addressed in an 
EIS. 

 
30 Days 

 
Actual calendar days 

 
 
Draft EIS 
 

An in-depth environmental analysis that 
frequently takes more than one year to complete 
and includes a mandatory public meeting. 

 
≥ 25 Days 

 
Business/working days 

 
Final EIS 
 

Although there is a 10-day public comment 
period for a Final EIS, no response to comments 
by the RGU is required.  

 
10 Days 

 
Business/working days 

 

 

Accepted comments 
The RGU is required to evaluate and respond to substantive comments. Substantive comments address the content or 
issue raised in the EAW, AUAR or EIS. For example, “The project developer is a jerk,” or, “I am against this project,” 
would not be considered substantive. Public comments are particularly valuable and helpful the RGU when they: 

· List any inaccuracies in the EAW, EIS, AUAR or other accompanying documents. 
·  Show potential environmental impacts that haven’t been identified by the proposer or the RGU.  
· Show that certain environmental impacts have been identified, but haven’t been adequately addressed. 
· Suggest possible mitigation measures that should be added to the proposal 

 
Clearly written comments are more useful to RGUs and are more likely to get some kind of action. For example, “I’m 
concerned about water quality,” may express your concerns, but, “My 50 foot-deep drinking water well is within a 
quarter mile of the proposed gravel mine,” will draw the RGUs’ attention much better. Similarly, “I don’t want a landfill 
in my neighborhood,” may be a legitimate concern, but the RGU could actually be in violation of state law if it denied 
the landfill permit for that reason alone. It would be better to identify other potential impacts by saying something like, 
“The additional traffic from this project creates public safety and air quality issues. There is a public school and two 
day-care centers along the proposed haul road to the new landfill”. 

Writing a comment letter 
The goal of commenting is to communicate concerns about the potential environmental effects of the project. If the 
comment fails to be both understandable and believable, then the effort put into that comment will be wasted. The 
following tips will help effectively communicate a comment to the RGU.  
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· Be clear, concise and organized- Decide what information needs to be said before you begin. Developing an 
outline helps put comments into a logical order.  

 

· Be specific- Saying that you are against a project will not have as much of an effect as saying why you are 
against it. Try to give as much support as possible for each comment. Include as much factual information as 
possible. Refer to the page number or question number in your comment letter when responding to specific 
items addressed in the environmental review document. 

 

· Identify Possible Solutions- Suggest possible solutions that the project proposer could implement to alleviate 
concerns about the project. It is okay to ask for analysis of different project configurations. Suggestions on 
reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures can improve a project.  

 

· Include your return address - If submitting comments by e-mail make sure to include your home mailing 
address as well.  

 

Commenting at public meetings 
On occasion the RGU may hold a public meeting on a project, which will provide an opportunity to gather information 
and listen to comments. Public meetings are usually informal, so an exact record of public comments may not always be 
documented. You should bring a couple pieces of paper to write down concerns and questions, and then give your 
written comments to the RGU staff. Preparing written comments ahead of time or writing concerns on a comment card, 
if provided, and submitting it to the RGU staff is recommended. Submitting your comments in writing provides 
assurance that concerns and question are accurately recorded.   
 

Submitting comments 
Comments for the project must go to the RGU not the EQB, by letter or e-mail. To ensure that comments are properly 
received and addressed, always send letters to the contact listed in the notice of the EQB Monitor. Make sure to submit 
the original letter to the main RGU contact, if others would like to see the letter make photocopies for them. RGUs do 
not appreciate e-mail “spamming”. The RGU is required to evaluate the merit of the issues being considered and 100 
copies of the same e-mail will not contribute any additional information. 
 

RGU responses to comments 
According to environmental review rules, RGUs are required to provide a written response to all timely and substantive 
comments and distribute their responses to agencies on the EQB’s distribution list. RGUs are also required to send a 
copy of their response to anyone who submitted comments during the public comment period and to anyone who 
requests, in writing, a copy of the RGU response. While RGUs usually do not respond to each commenter with an 
individual letter, they usually compile all of the timely and substantive comments received and the RGUs’ responses to 
these comments into a single document. The RGU will then use public comments to determine if the proposer needs to 
make changes to the project or if the RGU needs to collect additional information about the likelihood for significant 
environmental effects. 

 
 
 
 
 

About the EQB 
The Environmental Quality Board (EQB) draws together the Governor’s Office, the heads of nine state agencies 

and five citizens in order to develop policy and review proposed projects that could significantly influence 

Minnesota’s environment. The Board staff is housed in the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency building.  
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About this document 

This document was prepared as a result of an undergraduate research assistantship provided by the Center for 

Urban and Regional Affairs (CURA) New Initiatives Program. In 2005 University of Minnesota undergraduate 

student April Loeding and a team of EQB staff members, including Gregg Downing, Jon Larsen and John 

Wells, first prepared this document to streamline public understanding of the environmental review process. 

Heidi Johnson at the Department of Administration provided assistance in graphic design work for the 

publication. Dr. Terrence Cooper, a Professor at the University of Minnesota, served as the supervising faculty 

member for this project.  

 

In 2014 the document was revised by University of Minnesota undergraduate student Amy Whooley and a team 

of EQB staff members, including Kate Frantz and Caroline Magnuson. 

 

This document is not intended as a substitute for Environmental Quality Board rules and should be used in 

conjunction with the rule provision parts 4410.1000 to 4410.1700. Copies of the rules are available from 

Minnesota’s Bookstore, www.minnesotasbookstore.com, or at the Revisor of Statues homepage 

at www.revisor.mn.gov. Further information about the environmental review process is available in the Guide 

to Minnesota Environmental Review Rules, located on the EQB website. Upon request, this document will be 

made available in an alternate format, such as braille, large print or audiotape. For TTY, contact Minnesota 

Relay Service at 800-282-5077 and ask for the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board.  

 

Addition information 

Contact the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board at: 

 

 Environmental Review Program 

 520 Lafayette Road North 

 Saint Paul, MN 55155 

 (651) 757-2873 

 Website: www.eqb.state.mn.us 

 E-mail: Env.Review@state.mn.us 

 

 

This document is available in PDF format on the Environmental Quality Board’s website: 

https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/EnvironmentalReview  
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mailto:Env.Review@state.mn.us
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Environmental Policy Board (EPB)   5. 3.           
Meeting Date: 03/20/2017  
By: Chris Anderson, Community

Development

Information
Title:
Consider Draft 2017-2018 Work Plan

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to consider the DRAFT 2017-2018 Work Plan for the Environmental Policy Board. The
EPB had identified four (4) elements in February for inclusion in a work plan. Those items were presented to City
Council at a joint meeting in February as well. The DRAFT Work Plan has been formatted to mirror that of the City
Council's Strategic Plan as well as the Planning Commission's Work Plan as well.

Observations/Alternatives:
The following was identified by the EPB through discussions at their February meeting and was presented to the
City Council. 

Development of a Pollinator Initiative Program.1.

The Board found that this effort would address multiple initiatives of the City. Not only would it create more
pollinator habitat and attract more wildlife, but it would simultaneously result in a lower demand on water
supply as these sustainable landscapes do not require as many inputs as traditional turf grasses. 

Education and Awareness
Review of existing city practices for possible improvements
Incorporate pollinator friendly practices and concepts into the Natural Resources Chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan (a concept identified from the initial round of the Strategic Plan update)
Work collaboratively with the Parks and Recreation Commission to identify areas within existing parks
suitable for converting to pollinator friendly landscapes

Water Resources2.

Water supply continues to be an important issue for the City. Maintaining a focus on water resources will
help keep the community informed on the importance of potable water (both quality and quantity). 

Develop incentives and/or rebates for water conservation initiatives (e.g. retrofitting existing irrigation
systems with water efficient technologies)

Utilize the Mississippi River Shoreline Inventory to connect with potential candidates for riverbank
stabilization projects.

3.

The inventory that was completed in 2016 indicated that over 5,000 tons of sediment is being lost to the river
annually. This has a serious impact on water quality. This information was obtained with the intention of
potentially accessing grant funds to assist willing and suitable candidates with stabilization projects (this
seems to fit in with the concept identified in the initial round of the Strategic Plan update process of building
off the strength of the two rivers).
Organics Recycling.4.

Organics, which consists primarily of food waste and non-recyclable paper products, is the largest
component of trash and can be recovered and converted into compost. Not only would an organics program
help the City meet its annual recycling goal, but the finished product is a great soil amendment that acts as a
slow release fertilizer and has great water holding capacity as well. 



Develop a pilot program to offer residents a more convenient option that the County's compost sites
(nearest one is off Hanson Blvd in Coon Rapids).

Staff has attempted to synthesize this information, along with the feedback from the joint meeting with City
Council, into the established format for work plans. Additionally, Staff has estimated the additional resources that
would be necessary to accomplish these goals (in the form of Full Time Equivalent [FTE]).

Funding Source:
This is being handled as part of Staff's regular duties.

Action:
Motion to recommend forwarding the Draft Work Plan to City Council for approval.

Attachments
DRAFT EPB Meeting Minutes Dated Feb. 22, 2017
Joint City Council and EPB Meeting Minutes Dated Feb. 28, 2017
DRAFT Work Plan

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill MaryJo Warner 03/17/2017 01:46 PM
Form Started By: Chris Anderson Started On: 03/17/2017 09:50 AM
Final Approval Date: 03/17/2017 
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ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY BOARD  

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

On Wednesday, February 22, 2017, the Environmental Policy Board (EPB) met in the Lake Itasca 

Room at the Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive N.W., Ramsey, Minnesota. 

 

Members Present: Chairperson Thomas Stodola 

   Board Member Colleen Anderson 

   Board Member Reid Bernard 

   Board Member Jane Covart 

Board Member Lucas Trossen 

   Board Member Michael Valentine 

 

Members Absent:  Board Member Michael Hiatt 

 

Also Present:  City Planner Chris Anderson 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairperson Stodola called the meeting to order at 6:33 p.m. 

 

2. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

None. 

 

3. APPROVE AGENDA 

 

Motion by Board Member Valentine and seconded by Board Member Anderson to approve the 

agenda as submitted. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Stodola, Board Member Valentine, Anderson, Bernard, 

Covart, and Trossen.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Hiatt. 

 

4. APPROVE MINUTES 

 

4.01: Approve Meeting Minutes Dated January 18, 2017 

 

Motion by Board Member Covart and seconded by Board Member Bernard to approve the regular 

meeting minutes dated January 18, 2017. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Stodola, Board Member Covart, Bernard, Anderson, 

Trossen, and Valentine.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Hiatt. 

 

 

 



 

Environmental Policy Board / February 22, 2017 

Page 2 of 6 

5. POLICY BOARD BUSINESS 

 

5.01: Consider Landscape and Tree Preservation Plan for Covenant Meadows; Case  

 Brookview Estates, LLC  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report.  He noted that the City has received an 

application for Preliminary Plat and Rezoning for a proposed 12 lot subdivision on the property 

legally described as Outlot A, Meadowbrook.  The request includes rezoning the subject property 

from R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) to Planned Unit Development (PUD).  He stated that a 

PUD allows for some negotiation regarding bulk standards (lot size, setbacks, etc.) if there is a 

definitive public benefit as an outcome of the project.  He stated that in this instance the developer 

is proposing to deed to the City approximately 15 acres of land that straddles Trott Brook.  He 

stated that through this request there would be high quality resources protected as well as steep 

slopes.  He noted that staff is supportive of the landscape and tree preservation plans.   

 

Chairperson Stodola asked and received clarification on the location of the land the City would 

receive through deed.  He asked how the smaller lot sizes would compare to the existing 

neighborhoods nearby. 

 

City Planner Anderson noted that the proposed lot sizes range from one to almost three acres.  He 

noted that some of the neighboring land is currently an outlot.  He noted that the proposed lot sizes 

would be fairly compatible with the adjacent neighborhood to the east. 

 

Board Member Valentine asked and received confirmation that the properties would not be served 

by City sewer and water. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that if there were a rebate or incentive program enacted for irrigation 

systems, these properties would not be eligible as in that instance only those on municipal services 

would possibly be eligible for a rebate. 

 

Chairperson Stodola noted that the explanation provided by staff covered all the questions he had. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that the Parks and Recreation Commission will also review this item 

at their March meeting.   

 

Motion by Board Member Valentine and seconded by Chairperson Stodola to recommend 

approval of the Landscape Plan and Tree Preservation Plan, contingent upon compliance with the 

Staff Review Letter. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Stodola, Board Member Valentine, Anderson, Bernard, 

Covart, and Trossen.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Hiatt. 

 

5.02: Consider Draft Ordinance Amendment Addressing Irrigation Requirements  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report.  He stated that over the past two months, the 

Board has discussed a potential ordinance amendment regarding irrigation requirements for multi-

family and commercial/industrial developments.  He stated that based on the discussion at the 

January meeting, staff has updated a draft ordinance that eliminates the irrigation requirement and 
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also stipulates that if an irrigation system is installed (including single family parcels), it must be 

equipped with a rain sensor, per state statute, as well as one or more water efficient technologies.  

This could include, but would not be limited to, a smart controller, soil moisture sensor(s), and/or 

an evapotranspiration (ET) sensor(s).  He stated that this provides enough flexibility so that as 

future advances in water efficient irrigation technologies are developed, it will not require 

additional ordinance amendments.  He noted that while not specifically included in the draft 

ordinance, it may be worth noting that this could be an opportunity to encourage more native 

landscaping within projects; noting that the Board could contemplate some sort of landscaping 

credit for projects incorporating a native grass and plant community.  He noted that staff is not 

suggesting that this be contemplated as part of the draft ordinance but something that the Board 

may wish to keep in mind from a broader water conservation perspective.  He noted that staff is 

still assessing how the water efficient requirement would be verified in the field and any potential 

action on the draft ordinance could be contingent upon finalizing an effective and efficient 

inspection methodology.   

 

Board Member Anderson asked if there is some sense of how an inspection could occur. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that the building official did not say he could not do an inspection 

but simply stated that it would not fit in with an existing inspection.  He stated that he believes that 

there is a way to fit in the inspection but simply wants to ensure that the proper methodology can 

be identified.  He stated that he has heard positive comments from the staff members he has spoken 

with, noting that they all agree that it makes sense to have the sensors as a requirement.   

 

Board Member Anderson asked whether staff would be looking for the sensor or ensure that it is 

functional during the inspection. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that staff is most likely going to check to ensure that it’s installed.   

 

Chairperson Stodola stated that he likes the language proposed as it provides flexibility for future 

technology that is developed.  He asked if City Planner Anderson believed that the Council would 

agree with the vague language or whether they would like it more defined. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that there are specific examples listed, but the language simply leaves 

the door open for future technologies.  He stated that if the Council is in agreement with the concept 

he did not believe that there would be a problem with the language.   

 

Board Member Anderson noted that another option would be to use different language and state 

other approved technologies.  She stated that she does prefer the language as proposed but was 

simply providing an alternative. 

 

City Planner Anderson noted that the City Attorney has reviewed the language and approves of 

the proposed language.  He confirmed the consensus of the Board to use the language as proposed 

and if there is a problem the alternate suggested could be used. 

 

Motion by Chairperson Stodola and seconded by Board Member Covart to recommend adoption 

of Ordinance #17-04, Amending Multiple Sections of the Ramsey City Code Relating to Irrigation 

Requirements, contingent upon staff developing an efficient and effective inspection methodology.   
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Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Stodola, Board Member Covart, Anderson, Bernard, 

Trossen, and Valentine.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Hiatt. 

 

It was the consensus of the Board to direct staff to vet out the opportunity to encourage more native 

landscaping within project, with the use of some sort of landscaping credit for projects 

incorporating a native grass and plant community; as well as the possibility to retrofit existing 

irrigation systems. 

 

5.03: Consider Potential Topics for a 2017 Work Plan  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report.  He stated that in 2016 the Board focused on 

developing a Statement of Purpose to better define the role of the EPB.  He stated that this was 

done in lieu of a Work Plan for the year.  He stated that with that process now complete and 

implemented, the Board can once again focus on developing a Work Plan to outline what their 

efforts will focus on in 2017, and possibly beyond.  He asked the Board to suggest some topics 

that they would like to focus on and include some reasoning as to why the Board should focus on 

the topic.  He provided an update on recent Council action noting the Council approved Mayor 

Strommen to take the Mayors for Monarchs Pledge.  He stated that he would suggest pollinator 

initiatives as one of the Work Plan items.  He also suggested including the development of the 

incentive/rebate program as discussed by the Board.  He also suggested including prioritization of 

the shoreline inventory along the Mississippi. 

 

Board Member Valentine asked for more details on how the Board would be involved on the 

pollinator item. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that at one point in time the Board was proactively working on 

articles for a standing column on the City newsletter.  He stated that there are some underutilized 

areas in the parks that the Board could work cooperatively with the Parks and Recreation 

Commission to determine where native planting could occur to support pollinators.  He noted that 

the Parks and Recreation Commission is on board for the idea as well.  He noted that education 

would also be a possibility for the Board, explaining that the Board Members would not themselves 

be in the field doing the work.   

 

Board Member Valentine stated that he was also confused on how the Board would fit into the 

prioritization of the shoreline inventory. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that after potential properties are identified and there are willing 

property owners identified, the Board could work on letters of support for grant applications and 

other items of that level.  He stated that if there are a lot of interested property owners the Board 

could also help to prioritize and select the candidates.  He explained that the Work Plan is a tool 

that staff uses mainly with input and assistance from the Board.   

 

Board Member Covart stated that perhaps the potential landscaping credits mentioned at the end 

of the last case would also be a good fit. 

 

City Planner Anderson noted that item could fit in well under the pollinator item and would not 

need to be a standalone item.   
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Chairperson Stodola stated that perhaps the second item could be broader to state explore rebates 

and incentives for water conservation initiatives which could include retrofitting and native 

plantings, among other things. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that the intention tonight is not to draft the Work Plan to present to 

the Council next week, but simply be able to discuss some potential ideas that can be mentioned 

with the Council.   

 

Board Member Anderson stated that perhaps some alternative grasses could be planted in the parks 

with educational signage.  She explained that would lower the maintenance responsibilities and 

educate visitors as a demonstration.   

 

It was the consensus of the Board that the pollinator initiative could include a bullet that states to 

work with the Parks and Recreation Commission to identify areas within existing parks to convert 

to sustainable pollinator friendly landscaping. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that he wanted to encourage any ideas that come forward as the Work 

Plan could span more than the course of one year but suggested that the plan not span more than 

three years. 

 

Board Member Valentine stated that it is hard to predict the plans the Board will need to review 

and consider and therefore he would not want to see the plan contain too many items. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that he would still welcome any ideas and staff could then vet out 

the type of resources that would be necessary to accomplish the items.  He recognized that some 

items on the plan will be delayed depending on the amount of regular work that comes in for the 

Board to consider.   

 

It was the consensus of the Board for the Work Plan to include the following objectives: explore 

pollinator initiatives, develop rebates and incentives for water conservation initiatives, and 

prioritization of the shoreline inventory along the Mississippi. 

 

City Planner Anderson noted that water resources could cover the water conservation initiatives 

and other items such as discovering the relationship between ground water, surface water, and 

aquifers.  He stated that water supply continues to be a high priority for the City and confirmed 

the consensus of the Board to include that item on the plan.   

 

Board Member Anderson stated that she recently received a flyer from Anoka County regarding 

organics recycling and asked for more information on that topic. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that is a great question, noting that he met with Ace Solid Waste 

today to discuss a pilot program that could provide organics recycling within Ramsey.  He noted 

that topic could be added to the Work Plan as well.   

 

Board Member Anderson noted that education would be a vital component as some people want 

to do the right thing but are unsure of the category items would fall into. 

 

It was the consensus of the Board to add organics recycling to the Work Plan.   
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City Planner Anderson confirmed the consensus of the Board to have the main topic be water 

resources with the water conservation initiatives as a bullet under that item.  He also confirmed 

the Board Members that would be available to attend the joint meeting with the City Council the 

following week. 

 

6. BOARD / STAFF INPUT 

 

There was none. 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Board Member Anderson and seconded by Board Member Covart to adjourn the 

meeting. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:55 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

________________________________ 

Chris Anderson 

City Planner 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

________________________________ 

JoAnn Shaw 

Community Development Secretary 

 

 

Drafted by Amanda Staple 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 

 



CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey City Council conducted a City Council Work Session on Tuesday, February 28, 2017, 

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

 

Members Present: Mayor Sarah Strommen 

   Councilmember Jill Johns  

Councilmember Mark Kuzma 

Councilmember John LeTourneau 

Councilmember Chris Riley (arrived at 6:35 p.m.) 

Councilmember Melody Shryock 

   Councilmember Kristine Williams 

 

EPB Members  

Present:  Chairperson Thomas Stodola 

   Board Member Colleen Anderson 

   Board Member Jane Covart 

   Board Member Michael Hiatt 

   Board Member Michael Valentine 

 

Also Present:  City Administrator Kurtis Ulrich 

   Parks and Assistant Public Works Superintendent Mark Riverblood 

   Public Works Superintendent Grant Riemer 

City Planner Chris Anderson 

   Asst. City Administrator/Economic Development Manager Patrick Brama 

   Information Technology Manager Jason Fredrickson 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mayor Strommen called the City Council Work Session to order at 5:35 p.m. 

 

Members of the City Council and Environmental Policy Board and staff introduced themselves. 

 

2. TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 

 

2.01: EPB Work Plan 

 

City Planner Anderson reviewed the staff report. 

 

Chairperson Stodola stated that the comments summarized by City Planner Anderson provide the 

position of the Board and the conversations that have recently occurred. 

 



Board Member Valentine noted that the EPB has evolved over the past few years and is excited to 

be at the point of creating a work plan.  He stated that he attended the Steering Committee meeting 

the previous night and it appeared that the majority would like to keep the rural feeling of the 

community and reserve the trend of lawn irrigation to better conserve water. 

 

Chairperson Stodola noted that in the past year the Board has been involved in reviewed aspects 

of certain applications and welcomed any input the Council had on that process. 

 

Councilmember Kuzma stated that it seems that the Council is not receiving a lot of feedback 

directly but noted that the feedback from staff has been good. 

 

Mayor Strommen noted that although the information is passed to the Planning Commission, the 

Council does receive the input as well and also receives draft minutes from the EPB meetings. 

 

Councilmember Johns stated that she has enjoyed the involvement of the EPB and has appreciated 

that additional viewpoint. 

 

City Planner Anderson noted that the recommendation of the EPB is forwarded in the case to the 

Planning Commission and advised that the Commission has appreciated having that additional 

input when reviewing the case.   

 

Councilmember LeTourneau stated that he was not in attendance at the last meeting when the 

brainstorming occurred.  He stated that the statement of purpose was developed last year and asked 

if that changed at all through the discussion.  It was confirmed that the statement of purpose has 

not changed and this would simply be in addition to that work.  He stated that as the group matures 

he appreciates that they are self-directed.  He stated that he is in agreement with the items proposed 

for a work plan, noting that he is excited to see how some of the vaguer items evolve.  He suggested 

that some of the items become measurable. 

 

Board Member Valentine stated that the Board struggled with being able to balance the typical 

work of the Board, such as reviewing the applications, and wanted to ensure that the workload can 

be balanced. 

 

Councilmember LeTourneau stated that he appreciated that the Board was more cautious and 

recognized the need to balance with the typical workload. 

 

Councilmember Kuzma noted that there were grant funds received by the Lower Rum River Water 

Management Organization the previous year through the Anoka Conservation District (ACD) and 

advised that perhaps additional funds would be available this year. 

 

Mayor Strommen stated that she likes that the group is looking to be more aspirational.  She stated 

that she has appreciated the involvement of the EPB when reviewing applications as that provides 

yet another viewpoint and helps the Council to reach the best answer. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that the funds from the ACD prompted the work on the shoreline 

inventory, noting that the ACD felt more confident that with that shoreline inventory the City and 



the ACD would be more successful in obtaining grant funds.  He stated that this work plan is not 

fully complete and is simply the results of the brainstorming session in order to gauge the input of 

the City Council.  He noted that staff would take the work plan ideas and input from tonight in 

order to craft a more specific work plan. 

 

Councilmember Kuzma asked if the City has considered the use of gray water tanks in the parks 

to use for irrigating.   

 

City Planner Anderson stated that is, in essence, what the pond at The Draw currently does. 

 

Parks and Assistant Public Works Superintendent Riverblood further explained how the system at 

The Draw works as well as a similar system at Elm Crest Park.  He noted that the City hopes to do 

more of that with future park development.   

 

Mayor Strommen noted that she is excited to see the item regarding water resources and the 

shoreline inventory because of the importance of the rivers within Ramsey.  She stated that she is 

also excited to see the pollinator item as there has been a decrease in pollinators and monarchs. 

 

Councilmember LeTourneau encouraged the Board to be open to the input that comes out of the 

Steering Committee meetings. 

 

Mayor Strommen confirmed the consensus of the Council to support the work plan ideas brought 

forward by the EPB for further development into a work plan. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that he would take the input from tonight to develop a more formal 

work plan that will be reviewed by the EPB at their March meeting and will then come back before 

the Council. 

 



Environmental Policy Board Work Plan 2017 – 2018 
 
 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

The Environmental Policy Board (EPB) will promote environmental awareness and conservation practice by citizens by advising the City Council on policy issues, 

review of new development proposals, communication and education.  Through careful review, the EPB will present multiple perspectives, ideas, and new 

technologies that promote both discovery and accountability. 

 
 

Initiative Department Tactics Initiation 
Date 

Completion 
Date 

Additional 
Resources 
Required 

Additional 
Tools 
Required 

Responsible 
Party 

Key Outcome Indicators/Metrics 

Enhance 
Protection of 
Natural 
Resources 

Community 
Development/
Parks 

EPB 1.1 – Ensure sustainability of food 
supply and food web by promoting 
pollinator friendly practices and 
initiatives. 

2017 2018 0.25 FTE TBD Anderson/ 
Riverblood 

 Create polices to maintain and 
expand pollinator friendly 
landscapes on public lands 
through collaboration with the 
Parks & Recreation Commission 

 Improve communications and 
resources regarding pollinators to 
residents and businesses 

 Community 
Development 

EPB 1.2 – Protect water quality of 
Mississippi River from additional 
sediment loading due to shoreline 
erosion 

2017 2018 0.25 FTE TBD Anderson 
 

 Identify impacted properties 
owners interested in participating 
in bank stabilization projects 

 Identify applicable grant programs 
as source of funding for projects 

 Community 
Development/
Public Works 

EPB 1.3 – Extend the longevity of 
drinking water supply by reducing 
demand on groundwater  

2017 2018 0.25 FTE TBD Anderson  Develop incentives and or 
programs to promote water 
conservation throughout 
community 

 Develop resources and establish 
means to distribute the information 
to the general public 

 Community 
Development 

EPB 1.4 – Reduce amount of material 
entering waste stream and explore 
more reuse options 

2017 2017 0.25 FTE None Anderson 
 

 Implement an organics recycling 
pilot program to divert largest 
component of trash (organics) to 
reusable product (compost) 

 Improve communications and 
resources regarding composting to 
residents and businesses 
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