
           

City of Ramsey
REVISED Agenda

Regular Planning Commission
Thursday, January 5, 2017

7:00 pm
Council Chambers, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW

             

1. Call to Order
 

2. Citizen Input
 

3. Approve Agenda
 

4. Approve Minutes
 

1.   Approve the Following Planning Commission Meeting Minutes: 
Planning Commission Special Meeting Minutes Dated December 1, 20161.
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated December 1, 20162.

 

5. Public Hearing/Commission Business
 

1.   PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Request for Zoning Amendment for Woodlands 4th Addition (Project
No. 16-102); Case of Lennar Corporation

 

2.   PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Request for an Interim Use Permit to Utilize a Membrane Tent Structure
for a Secondary Showroom; Case of Skeeter Boat Center

 

3.   Review Sketch Plan for Brookview Estates (Project #17-102); Case of Eric Thomsen
 

4.   PUBLIC HEARING: Adopt Resolutions #17-01-013, #17-01-014, and #17-01-015 Related to the
Preliminary Plat for Vistas at North Commons (Project No. 16-90); Case of Lifestyle Properties (Project
Originally Known as Ramsey Town Center 12th Addition/Gleason Plat)

 

5.   Consider Concept Plan for Potential Trott Brook Hall Expansion
 

6.   Stone Brook Children's Academy & Daycare Purchase Agreement for OUTLOT B of COR ONE
 

7.   Review Concept Plan for Pearson Farm; Case of Capstone Homes
 

8.   PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Ordinance to Amend Board of Appeals and Adjustement/Official Map
 

6. Comprehensive Plan Update Items
 

1.   Receive Progress Report for the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update
 

7. Commission/Staff Input

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

  



 

1.   Staff Update
 

2.   Zoning Bulletins
 

8. 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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Planning Commissioners in attendance: 
 
Planning Commissioner Bruce Anderson 
Planning Commissioner Randy Bauer 
Planning Commissioner Randy Brauer 
Planning Commissioner Cindy Nosan 
Planning Commissioner Patrick Surma 
Planning Commissioner Gary VanScoy 
 
Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee Members in attendance: 
 
Member Mickie Adams 
Member Bill Kingston 
Member Christopher Oullette 
 
Staff in attendance: 
 
Community Development Director Timothy Gladhill 
City Planner Christopher Anderson 
Consulting City Planner Breanne Rothstein 
 
The Planning Commission met in a training session regarding land use planning and zoning 
administration. The training session was called to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Community Development Director Gladhill led introduction of members in attendance. 
 
Consulting Planner Rothstein provided a presentation on Planning and Zoning 101. 
 
Commissioner Brauer noted that the Planning Commission previously reviewed one section of City Code 
per month several years ago, but has not done this in some time.  
 
Commissioner Brauer asked about the City’s policy for Planning Commission not reviewing Final Plats 
after Preliminary Plat after approval with conditions.  
 
Consulting Planner Rothstein noted the ultimate decision lies with the City Council. The Planning 
Commission is an advisory board.  
 
Discussion ensued about the merits of review of Final Plats by the Planning Commission. 
 
Director Gladhill suggested that this topic be brought forward for further discussion at a future meeting.  
 
Member Kingston inquired as to whether Conditional Use Permits ever expire.  
 
Consulting Planner Rothstein noted they do not expire and run with the land. She then explained the 
process for Interim Use Permits that are allowed an expiration date and run with the 
Application/Property Owner, not the property.  
 



Member Kingston inquired as to whether the City should enforce home owner association rules and 
regulations within a Planned Unit Development.  
 
Consulting Planner Rothstein noted that home owners associations are an added level of regulations, 
but are enforced by a group of neighbors, not the City.  
 
Director Gladhill noted that if the City has a rule it wants to enforce, it needs to be included within City 
Code. The City cannot enforce private covenants.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

 CITY OF RAMSEY 

 ANOKA COUNTY 

 STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting on Thursday, December 1, 2016, 

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

 

Members Present:  Vice Chairperson Randy Bauer 

    Commissioner Bruce Anderson 

    Commissioner Ralph Brauer 

    Commissioner Cindy Nosan 

    Commissioner Patrick Surma 

    Commissioner Gary VanScoy 

 

Members Absent:  None  

 

Also Present:   Community Development Director Timothy Gladhill 

    City Planner Chris Anderson 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

The regular meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

2. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

Randy Bauer, 146 Iodine Court NW, stated long-time Chair of the Planning Commission Gary 

Levine passed away two days after the November meeting.  He discussed the numerous ways 

Gary was involved in the community and his church.  He then opened the meeting in prayer in 

honor of Chairperson Gary Levine.  

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained the City Council would be recognizing 

Chairperson Gary Levine as well.   

 

Commissioner Brauer thanked Vice Chairperson Bauer for recognizing Gary Levine so 

appropriately. 

 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill requested Item 5.07 be added to the agenda to allow 

for the preliminary discussion of The COR Development Plan. 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to approve the 

agenda as amended. 
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Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Commissioners VanScoy, Anderson, Bauer, Brauer, Nosan, and 

Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

4. APPROVE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

 

4.01: Approve the Following Planning Commission Minutes: 

 

 4.01.1: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated November 3, 2016 

 

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

minutes as presented:  Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated November 3, 2016. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Commissioners VanScoy, Surma, Anderson, Bauer, Brauer, and 

Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS/COMMISSION BUSINESS 

 

5.01: Appoint Chairperson and Vice Chairperson  

 

Presentation 

 

Vice Chairperson Bauer requested the Planning Commission appoint a Chairperson and Vice 

Chairperson to serve through March 31, 2017. 

 

Commission Business 

 

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

as Chairperson of the Planning Commission through March 31, 2017. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Commissioners VanScoy, Brauer, Anderson, Bauer, Nosan, and 

Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Brauer, seconded by Commissioner Nosan, to appoint Gary VanScoy 

as Vice Chairperson of the Planning Commission through March 31, 2017. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Commissioners Brauer, Nosan, Anderson, Bauer, Surma, and 

VanScoy.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

5.02: Public Hearing: Consider a Request for a Variance to the Front Yard Setback on 

the Property located at 14950 Peridot Street NW; Case of Tara Wostrel and Justin 

Linder 

 

Public Hearing 
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Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 7:07 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

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

Tara Wostrel and Justin Linder (the "Applicant") requesting a variance to the minimum front 

yard setback on the property located at 14950 Peridot St NW (the "Subject Property") to allow a 

twenty-six (26) foot setback.  Staff reviewed the request in further detail and recommended 

approval. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

Commissioner Anderson stated he drove by the residence recently and understood the deck frame 

had already been constructed.  He understood the neighboring home was in the same location as 

the subject property.  His concern was that if the Commissioner were to grant a variance for this 

property, that another variance would have to be granted for the neighbors. 

 

City Planner Anderson commented staff could follow up with the neighbors to identify their 

setbacks. 

 

Commissioner Brauer indicated the developer could be at fault in this scenario.   

 

Commissioner Anderson explained all four lots in this neighborhood had no space to build or add 

on to their homes.   

 

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

hearing. 

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 7:15 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to adopt Resolution #16-

12-225 approving Findings of Fact #0974.  

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Surma, Anderson, 

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

 

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Nosan, to adopt Resolution #16-

12-226 granting a variance to the front yard setback.  
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Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Nosan, Anderson, 

Brauer, and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

5.03: Public Hearing: Consider Request for a Preliminary Plat for Woodlands 4th 

Addition and Variance Requests to the Lot Depth and Cul-de-Sac Length (Project 

No. 16-102); Case of Lennar Corporation 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 7:18 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report stating Lennar Corporation (the "Applicant") 

has applied for Preliminary Plat approval for Woodlands 4th addition.  As part of the application 

submittal, the Applicant has also included a request for a variance to the maximum allowable 

length of a cul-de-sac and a variance to the lot depth standard specific to Lot 2, Block 1.  Staff 

discussed the case further and recommended adopting Resolutions #16-12-215 and #16-12-216 

granting a variance to allow a cul-de-sac length in excess of 600 feet to an approximate length of 

1,300 feet.  In addition, Staff recommends adopting Resolutions #16-12-217 and #16-12-218 

related to the denial of a variance to lot depth standards for Lot 2, Block 1 of Woodlands 

4th addition.  Staff also recommends adopting Resolution # 16-12-219 approving the Preliminary 

Plat for Woodlands 4th Addition subject to compliance with a denied lot depth variance for Lot 2, 

Block 1. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

Commissioner VanScoy understood the EPB was concerned about the intrusion on the wetland.  

He commented the building pad on Lot 2 was 60’ x 95’ and noted the width of the buildable area 

was wider than 60’. 

 

City Planner Anderson reported this was the case and explained Lot 2 was 100’ in width at the 

street.   

 

Commissioner VanScoy believed there was the capability to put a structure on this lot. 

 

Commissioner Surma had no problems with the variance on the lot.  He asked if the lot would 

have a 6” supply line.   

 

Civil Engineer II Linton reported this area would be serviced by an 8” dead-end line.  

 

Commissioner Surma stated he would not support the request as is and recommended the 8” line 

be looped rather than a dead-end due to the fact the line would become stagnant.   
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Community Development Director Gladhill indicated the lines were a challenge but commented 

there was no viable option close to allow the lines to be looped.  He estimated that over two 

miles of line would be needed in order for a loop to be completed.  

 

Commissioner Brauer asked if the line could be looped. 

 

Civil Engineer II Linton reviewed the location of the nearest water main and stated it would not 

be possible to loop the water lines.  He stated staff would be analyzing the turnover rate of the 

water at Brookfield. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy questioned if the standard cul-de-sac requirements would be met.   

 

City Planner Anderson reported this was the case. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy asked how the negative impacts of the dead-end water lines could be 

mitigated.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill described how the City would mitigate the water line 

concerns noting the hydrants were flushed at least twice a year.  He commented the City also 

treated its water for high-iron content. 

 

Joe Jablonski, Lennar Corporation, appreciated the discussion being held by the Commission.  

He believed there was enough buildable space on Lot 2 for a home and future improvements.  He 

understood the buffer setback was not buildable.  He stated he has worked with longer cul-de-

sacs in other developments and has had great success with the lines being flushed.   

 

Commissioner Surma thanked Mr. Jablonski for being present.  He believed Lennar was a great 

partner to the City and has completed great work in the community.  He requested that the line 

flushing be written into the Development Agreement to ensure this work was completed at least 

three times a year. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill clarified the City would be conducting the 

maintenance work and flushing of the lines and not the developer. 

 

Commissioner Anderson questioned if there was any other alternative or shift that could be made 

to Lot 2. 

 

City Planner Anderson commented on the plans that had been discussed between staff and the 

applicant for Lot 2.  He then offered the following findings if the Commission were to approve 

the variance to lot depth standards for Lot 2, Block 1. 

 

1. The shape of the wetland boundary is fairly square and parallel to the house pad, 

compared to previous requests that have been denied. 

2. The actual encroachment is much less than previous requests that have been 

contemplated. 
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3. The lot is shown with standard house pad dimension of 50’ x 66’. 

4. That a 25’ front yard setback would eliminate the encroachment into the setback area. 

 

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

hearing. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Surma, Anderson, 

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

 

Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 7:55 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to adopt Resolutions 

#16-12-215 approving the Favorable Findings of Fact and #16-12-216 granting a variance to 

allow a cul-de-sac length in excess of 600 feet to an approximate length of 1,300 feet. 

 

Further discussion 

 

City Planner Anderson recommended the hydrant flushing concern be added as a condition to the 

Preliminary Plat.  

 

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

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

 

Commissioner Brauer recommended the applicant pursue a 25’ front yard setback versus the 

proposed variance plan for Lot 2. 

 

Mr. Dilbanski supported the front yard setback and stated he would work with staff on this 

matter. 

 

Chairperson Bauer questioned if the EPB’s request for denial of the lot depth variance was based 

on a previous request made to the City.  

 

City Planner Anderson reported this was the case and noted the EPB had no concerns with this 

individual lot.   Staff believed there were enough differences between the previous request and 

the one before the Commission this evening to justify approval. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill asked if the Commission was comfortable moving 

this variance forward, given the fact another request was denied, or if a front yard variance 

should be pursued. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy respected the work on the EPB, however, he understood the Planning 

Commission had to consider a specific land use request on a case by case basis.  He believed if 
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the variance was approved, as requested, that the land would be useable for the future 

homeowner.  

 

Commissioner VanScoy requested an additional finding be added to note that the buildable rear 

yard lot area would be larger if the lot remained a minimum of 60’ x 100’ in size. 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to adopt Resolution #16-

12-217 approving the favorable Findings of Fact with the following additions:  

 

1. That a twenty-five (25) foot setback, if applied, would eliminate the encroachment, unlike 

previous requests that have been denied. 

 

2. That the shape of wetland boundary is fairly square and parallel to the house pad 

compared to previous requests that have been denied, which maximizes developable area. 

 

3. That the actual encroachment is much less than previous requests that have been denied. 

 

4. That the lot is shown with a standard house pad and is not relying on a restricted size 

house pad or a specific home model unlike past requests that have been denied. 

 

5. That there is additional buildable area beyond the 60’x100’ area. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Surma, Anderson, 

and Nosan.  Voting Brauer:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Nosan, to adopt Resolution #16-

12-218 approving the variance to lot depth standards for Lot 2, Block 1 of Woodlands 

4th addition.  

 

Further discussion 

 

Commissioner Brauer commented he did not support this variance request due to the fact it was 

not unique and did not follow the City’s criteria. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Nosan, and Surma.  

Voting No:  Anderson and Brauer.  Absent:  None. 

 

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

Council adopt Resolution #16-12-219 approving the Preliminary Plat for Woodlands 4th Addition 

subject to the City completing additional maintenance on the water lines to eliminate water 

stagnation at the end of the water lines. 

 

Further discussion 

 

Commissioner Brauer did not support the Preliminary Plat as presented. 
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Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Surma, and Nosan.  

Voting No:  Anderson and Brauer.  Absent:  None. 

 

5.04: Public Hearing: Consider Interim Use Permit for Gravel Parking Lot Expansion at 

7575 Highway 10 NW; Case of M&G Trailers 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 8:20 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill presented the staff report stating this case was 

amended on November 29, 2016.  He explained the City has received a request for an expansion 

of a gravel parking/storage area at 7575 Highway 10 NW. The request has been made by M & G 

Trailers. These parking and storage areas are ordinarily required to consist of asphalt or concrete. 

However, in acknowledgement of impacts of future Highway 10 improvements, the City has 

adopted interim development standards for impacted parcels. In this case, the Highway 10 Access 

Planning Study call for a complete acquisition of this parcel in order to remove a private, direct 

access to Highway 10. A timetable has not been set for acquisition, and is an 'opportunity driven' 

priority. In other words, unless a safety hazard presents itself, confirmed by accident data, the 

acquisition will likely be one of the last implementation steps of the plan that spans the cities of 

Anoka, Ramsey, and portion of Elk River. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported the use of gravel in these interim areas is 

limited to expansions of existing paved lots. This would be the second expansion of this lot, 

previously approved via Interim Use Permit. The expansion is within the 150% the size of the 

paved lot as allowed by City Code. The proposal generally meets setback requirements, with 

amendments outlined in City Code. The Applicant must also provide a Landscape Plan to be 

reviewed by Staff prior to issuing the grading permit. The request also requires the approval of 

the Lower Rum River Watershed Management Organization.  Key discussion topics: 

 

 Code allows for gravel parking and storage areas in areas impacted by future public 

improvements or acquisition. 

 This site is identified as a necessary acquisition in the Highway 10 Access Planning 

Study. 

 Design requirements include, but are not limited to (copy of section of code attached): 

o 20 foot setback from front property line. 

o Cannot exceed 150% the size of the paved portion of the lot. 

o Proper grading and drainage (review complete). 
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o Proper stormwater management (review complete). 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated the site has several compliance issues 

currently. The hope is that by allowing additional storage area, these issues can be corrected 

(storage within the 20-foot setback area, blockage of required drive aisles).  Staff reviewed the 

request in further detail and recommended approval of the case, contingent upon amendments as 

outlined in the Staff Review Letter. The current recommendation does not include a termination 

date other than the future event in time of commencement of acquisition related to the Highway 

10 Access Planning Study. The Planning Commission may add a termination date of five (5) 

years from the date of approval, per past approvals and allowed by City Code. An IUP may be 

renewed. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

Commissioner Anderson asked if the additional would allow for loading and unloading of truck 

trailers on their property. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported this was the case.    

 

Commissioner Surma was pleased that the dangerous situation on this property was being 

addressed. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy questioned if the grading permit would address the proposed parking lot 

expansion. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated this was the case. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Nosan, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to close the public hearing. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners Nosan, Surma, Anderson, 

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

 

Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 8:29 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner VanScoy questioned when the interim use permit would sunset.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reviewed the termination clause with the 

Commission, stating additional language could be added stating: If it is determined that this 

property is not needed for acquisition, the Interim Use Permit shall be terminated at that time. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy requested this language be added. 
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Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Nosan, to recommend that City 

Council adopt Resolution #16-12-236 granting an Interim Use Permit to M & G Trailer Sales and 

Service, amending the sunset language. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Nosan, Anderson, 

Brauer, and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

5.05: Public Hearing: Considering Ordinance #17-01 Amending Sign Standards for the 

Employment Districts to Allow a Second Ground Sign on Parcels with Multiple 

Road Frontages 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 8:33 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report stating in 2010, the City amended the sign 

regulations relating to the Business Districts (B-1 and B-2) to allow a secondary permanent 

ground sign on parcels with multiple road frontages.  At that time, it did not seem that there was 

a need to contemplate allowing a secondary ground sign in the Employment Districts since they 

are not generally oriented toward retail uses sought out by the general public.  However, the City 

has had a couple inquiries over the past few years about the potential of a secondary ground sign 

that were not possible without the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit due to the limitation of 

one (1) permanent ground sign per parcel, regardless of the number of road frontages.  Staff 

reviewed the request in further detail with the Commission and recommended approval.  

 

Citizen Input 

 

Commissioner Nosan questioned the difference between the City’s Business and Employment 

Districts.   

 

City Planner Anderson described the differences between the two zoning districts as being a 

place to work versus a place to shop.  

 

Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Nosan, to close the public 

hearing. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners Anderson, Nosan, Brauer, 

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

 

Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 8:38 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 
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Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to recommend that City 

Council adopt Ordinance #17-01 amending Section 117-520 (b) to allow a second permanent 

ground sign on parcels with multiple road frontages in the Employment Districts. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners Anderson, Surma, Brauer, 

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

 

5.06: Consideration of Recommending Preliminary City Council Approval of Draft 

Water Supply Plan 

 

Presentation 

 

Civil Engineer II Linton presented the Staff Report stating the purpose of this case is to obtain a 

recommendation from the Planning Commission for preliminary City Council approval of the 

City of Ramsey’s draft Water Supply Plan.  Staff reviewed the draft water supply plan in detail 

with the Commission and requested the Commission grant preliminary City Council approval of 

the draft WSP with or without modifications. 

 

Chairperson Bauer feared that ground water would disappear at some point in the future and 

understood some other water source may be needed to draw water for the City.  He suggested the 

City further evaluate its sewer rates during the summer months.  He proposed additional sewer 

funds collected during the summer months be used for future water supply needs of the City.   

 

Civil Engineer II Linton indicated he would pass this suggestion on to the City Council.  He 

commented at some point, the capacity of the existing aquifer would meet capacity and a regional 

solution would be sought to continue to provide water to the City of Ramsey. 

 

Commissioner Brauer requested further information from staff on the water spike in 2012. 

 

Civil Engineer II Linton explained he had not looked into the 2012 water usage in further detail 

to correlate them with weather patterns. 

 

City Planner Anderson reviewed the City’s underground irrigation requirements for commercial 

and townhome developments.   

 

Further discussion ensued regarding the reuse of stormwater runoff for irrigation. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy questioned if the City should also be addressing private wells.   

 

Civil Engineer II Linton was unsure of any overarching regulatory agency that could regulate 

private wells. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained private wells were regulated by the 

Department of Health. 
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Commission Business 

 

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

Council approve the preliminary draft of the Water Supply Plan, requesting the Council consider 

placing summer sewer funds be placed in a special fund to assist with the City’s future water 

needs. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Nosan, Anderson, 

Brauer, and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 

 

5.07: Discussion of The COR Development Plan 

 

Presentation 

 

Chairperson Bauer discussed The COR Development Plan with the Commission. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy recommended the Commission hold a worksession where the history 

and future of The COR be addressed.  He requested this be held prior to the Commission holding 

a joint meeting with the City Council. 

 

Commissioner Brauer believed the Commission was somewhat frustrated with the previous 

discussions held regarding The COR and a worksession would assist in focusing the group.  He 

proposed a decision tree be used to help the Commission move forward on The COR.   

 

Commissioner Nosan supported this recommendation. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill commented the suggestion to meet with the Council 

was to get everybody on the same page and to address certain policies.  He stated he would want 

to run the decision tree process by the Council prior to staff proceeding.  He clarified the 

Commission would be meeting jointly with the City Council on January 10th. 

 

Commissioner Brauer stated the idea would be to put a draft together of potential decisions and 

then or staff to review this model in order for comments to be received from the Commission.   

 

Chairperson Bauer asked if Commissioner Brauer could have something pulled together prior to 

the next meeting.   

 

Commissioner Brauer reported he could have the decision tree ready to go in January.   

 

Commissioner VanScoy stated he would prefer to have a worksession prior to meeting with the 

City Council.   

 

Commissioner Surma suggested the Commission meet next week to address the decision tree. 

 

Commissioner Brauer was not certain he could have the decision tree completed by next week.   
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Commissioner VanScoy requested the Commission further review Mr. Riverblood’s presentation 

at this worksession meeting along with the history of The COR.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill requested the Commission come to a consensus on 

how to proceed.  He suggested each of the Commission members provide staff with a bullet list 

of pivotal or sticking points.   

 

Commissioner Surma recommended the Commission not dwell on the history but rather focus on 

the future of the site with only a reference to the history. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy agreed he wanted to see the project move forward but believed the 

historical issues with the site should be explained.   

 

Chairperson Bauer recommended the Commission meet with the City Council as scheduled on 

January 10th and have Commissioner Brauer prepare a decision tree that will be presented on 

January 5th, directing the Commission to provide staff with a list of their concerns regarding The 

COR. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy preferred to hold a worksession prior to January 5th to discuss this 

matter. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill suggested the Commission hold a 5:30 p.m. 

worksession on January 5th.   

 

The Commissioner supported this recommendation. 

 

6. COMMISSION / STAFF INPUT 

 

6.01: Receive Staff Update  

 

The Staff Update was noted. 

 

6.02: Zoning Bulletins 

 

Zoning Bulletins were noted. 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

 

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

Nosan, and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 
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The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 9:41 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Tim Gladhill 

Community Development Director 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

JoAnn Shaw 

Community Development Assistant 

 

Drafted by Heidi Guenther 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Request for Zoning Amendment for Woodlands 4th Addition (Project No. 16-102);
Case of Lennar Corporation

Purpose/Background:
Lennar Corporation (the "Applicant") has applied for Zoning Amendment from R-1 Residential (Rural Developing)
to R-1 Residential (MUSA) for property related to Woodlands 4th Addition.

Notification:
City Staff attempted to notify all property owners within 700 feet of the Subject Property of the request via U.S.
mail and published a notice of public hearing in the Anoka Union Herald, the City's official newspaper.

Observations/Alternatives:
In conjunction with the Woodlands 4th Addition, the Applicant has proposed a Zoning Amendment to change the
zoning on the property from R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) to R-1 Residential (MUSA). The proposed zoning
designation is in keeping with the change in land use from Rural Developing to Low Density Residential which was
previously recommended for approval by the Planning Commission. Staff is supportive of the proposed zoning
amendment.

Alternative 1. Recommend approval of the Zoning Amendment for Woodlands 4th Addition. The Plat was
reviewed based on R-1 Residential (MUSA) standards and a Comprehensive Plan Amendment has already been
approved by City Council, contingent upon approval by the Metropolitan Council. The Zoning Amendment would
align the zoning with the Future Land Use Map. Staff supports alternative 1.

Alternative 2. Recommend denial of the Zoning Amendment for Woodlands 4th Addition. Staff does not support
this alternative as it would be in conflict with a previous approval for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment for this
same project.

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

Recommendation:
Staff Recommends Approval of Ordinance #17-02: Rezoning the Subject Property from R-1 Residential (Rural
Developing) to R-1 Residential (MUSA).

Action:
Motion to recommend City Council adopt Ordinance #17-02 approving a Zoning Amendment for the Subject
Property from R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) to R-1 Residential (MUSA).

Attachments
Subject Property



Subject Property
Ord. #17-02: Zoning Amendment

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Chris Anderson Chris Anderson 12/19/2016 02:53 PM
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 12/27/2016 08:33 AM
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 12/27/2016 08:33 AM
Form Started By: Eric Maass Started On: 12/14/2016 10:07 AM
Final Approval Date: 12/27/2016 



Outlot B, WOODLANDS, according to the recorded plat thereof, Anoka Couny,
Minnesota,

AND

That part of the Southeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Section 16,
Township 32, Range 25, Anoka County, Minnesota, described as follows:

Commencing at the northwest corner of said Southeast Quarter of the
Southeast Quarter; thence on an assumed bearing of South 89 degrees 24
minutes 10 seconds East, along the north line of said Southeast Quarter of the
Southeast Quarter, a distance of 352.58 feet to the point of beginning of the
land to be described; thence continuing South 89 degrees 24 minutes 10
seconds East, along said north line, a distance of 968.77 feet to the northeast
corner of said Southeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter; thence South 00
degrees 52 minutes 52 seconds West, along the east line of said Southeast
Quarter of the Southeast Quarter, a distance of 805.01 feet; thence North 89
degrees 24 minutes 10 seconds West a distance of 810.01 feet; thence North
00 degrees 52 minutes 52 seconds East a distance of 555.01 feet; thence
North 31 degrees 37 minutes 00 seconds West a distance of 295.48 feet to
the point of beginning.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION



ORDINANCE #17-02 

 

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 R-1 Residential (MUSA). 

  

Outlot B, Woodlands Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota; and 

 

That part of the Southeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Section 16, Township 

32, Range 25, Anoka County, Minnesota, described as follows: 

 

Commencing at the northwest corner of said Southeast Quarter of the Southeast 

Quarter; thence on an assumed bearing of South 89 degrees 24 minutes 10 seconds 

East, along the north line of said Southeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter, a distance 

of 352.58 feet to the point of beginning of the land to be described; thence continuing 

South 89 degrees 24 minutes 10 seconds East, along said north line, a distance of 

968.77 feet to the northeast corner of said Southeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter; 

thence South 00 degrees 52 minutes 52 seconds West, along the east line of said 

Southeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter, a distance of 805.01 feet; thence North 89 

degrees 24 minutes 10 seconds West a distance of 810.01 feet; thence North 00 degrees 

52 minutes 52 seconds East a distance of 555.01 feet; thence North 31 degrees 37 

minutes 00 seconds West a distance of 295.48 feet to the point of beginning. 

 

(the “Subject Property”) 

 

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: 
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Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Request for an Interim Use Permit to Utilize a Membrane Tent Structure for a
Secondary Showroom; Case of Skeeter Boat Center

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to consider a request from Jim Peterson of Skeeter Boat Center, (the "Applicant") for an
Interim Use Permit to erect and utilize a temporary membrane tent structure (the "Structure") as a secondary
showroom on the property located at 9421 Highway 10 NW (the "Subject Property"). The Structure would be thirty
feet by sixty feet (30' x 60') in size and would have sidewalls. The Applicant has noted that they would not provide
heat for the Structure and would ensure access throughout the winter by plowing around the Structure.

The Applicant has stated that they have picked up a second line of boats and that their existing indoor showroom
does not have sufficient space to accommodate the new line of products. The Applicant is proposing the use the
Structure through the month of May to provide additional showroom space for customer viewing of boats in
advance of the fishing opener. 

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

Observations/Alternatives:
The Subject Property is on the north side of Highway 10 near the city's western border. The Subject Property is in
the B-2 Highway Business District, as are the surrounding parcels to the east and west, and is bordered by
right-of-way for Highway 10 to the south and BNSF right-of-way to the north. Motor vehicle, implement and
recreation equipment sales and service is considered a conditional use in this zoning district; however, the
Applicant's operation is considered lawful, non-conforming as this type of use has been in operation on the Subject
Property pre-dating the amendment to City Code changing it from a permitted to conditional use.

The B-2 Highway Business District, like each of the other zoning districts, outlines the permitted exterior finishes
of all buildings. The membrane style wall finish is not specifically permitted in this, or any other zoning district.
However, alternative finishes may be permissible with the approval of the Planning Commission and the City
Council. This has been the case for certain 'industry standard' finishes, such as storage buildings for salt and
greenhouses for growing plant stock.

In some regards, this is similar to a Transient Merchant request (e.g. tent for fireworks and/or plant sales in a
parking lot of a retail operation). However, per City Code, a Transient Merchant License is limited to a sales
operation of not more than sixty (60) days. The Applicant has requested the use of the Structure for closer to 120
days, essentially double what would be permitted through the City's Transient Merchant License.

While the City does not have a specific policy addressing membrane structures, their exterior finish is not listed
specifically within any of the zoning districts and therefore, these have been considered to be in violation of City
Code. Over the years, the City has responded to complaints regarding these types of structures and when such a
complaint is received, it is entered into the Code Enforcement program and property owners are informed that they



need to remove them. Many membrane structures, especially those designed for residential use, are not intended for
long-term use as they do not withstand the elements for long periods of time. As a result, they can become an issue
of blight.

The Subject Property, while on Highway 10, is not impacted by the Highway 10 Access Planning Study that was
adopted by the City recently. It will not be affected by future improvements within this corridor like many of the
parcels further east, especially on the north side of the highway. Additionally, the City's Strategic Plan contains a
Strategic Initiative to improve the image of key corridors, including Highway 10. Erecting and maintaining a
membrane structure in clear view from the Highway does not seem to be in concert with this strategic initiative.

The Applicant's business appears to be doing well and growing in this market. This is evident now with the lack
showroom space for their growing product line. While Staff wants to see continued growth for this business, there
are concerns with the request related to the exterior finish and the location of the Structure. If a long-term solution
were in place that would eliminate this need in future years, Staff would be more supportive if the Structure were in
an alternative location that is less visible from Highway 10.

Alternatives

Alternative 1: Motion to recommend City Council adopt Findings of Fact unfavorable to the Applicant and
recommend denial of the IUP request. Historically, the City has considered membrane structures as non-compliant
with Zoning Code based on exterior finish requirements. Approval could be viewed as contradictory to past (and
ongoing) enforcement actions. Improving the image of key corridors, including Highway 10, has been identified as
a priority by the City. The proposed location of the membrane structure would be in clear view from Highway 10,
which would seem to be inconsistent with this initiative. Finally, this approach doesn't resolve the larger issue of
inadequate indoor showroom space for the Applicant's needs and has the potential to become an annual request (or
at least be requested again in the future). 

Alternative 2: Motion to recommend City Council adopt Findings of Fact favorably to the Applicant and
recommend approving the IUP request contingent upon the Structure being sited in a different location on the
Subject Property, which is not so clearly visible from Highway 10. Staff understands the potential need for this
temporary structure leading into the upcoming boating season. If the Structure were positioned further north on the
Subject Property, where the principal building and/or existing trees may provide some screening of it from the
highway, that would at least be more in line with the initiative to improve the image of Highway 10. Staff would
still note though that a more permanent, long-term solution (i.e. improvements/expansion of the principal building
to provide additional indoor showroom space) is needed to avoid this becoming a routine request each winter.

Alternative 3: Motion to recommend City Council adopt Findings of Fact favorable to the Applicant and approve
the IUP as requested. The exterior finish of the Structure does not meet the minimum standards for the B-2
Highway Business District. However, alternative materials may be approved by the Planning Commission and City
Council. While approval of alternative materials is permissible, approving a membrane structure for additional
space beyond the timeframe of a Transient Merchant License creates a mixed message to the community about
installing and utilizing these types of structures. Staff understands the Applicant's intent and would be more
supportive of the request if there were a long-term solution in place (i.e. improvements to their existing building,
this may be an annual request) to ensure that this does not become an annual request. 

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

Recommendation:
Staff is not supportive of the request as proposed. 

Action:
Motion to recommend City Council adopt Resolution #17-01-008 approving Findings of Fact unfavorable to the



Motion to recommend City Council adopt Resolution #17-01-008 approving Findings of Fact unfavorable to the
Applicant and to recommend City Council adopt Resolution #17-01-009 denying the request for an IUP.

-or-

Motion to recommend City Council adopt Resolution #17-01-008 approving Findings of Fact favorable to the
Applicant and to recommend City Council adopt Resolution #17-01-009 approving the request for an IUP
contingent upon the Applicant working with Staff to site the Structure such that it is not as readily visible from the
highway.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Applicant's Site Plan
Aerial Image with Approximate Location of Tent
Sample Image of Tent
Resolution #17-01-008: DRAFT Findings of Fact
Resolution #17-01-009: IUP
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Example of Membrane Structure Tent.  Note, the proposed tent would have sidewalls.



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

 

RESOLUTION #17-01-008 

 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT #0976 RELATING TO A REQUEST 

FOR AN INTERIM USE PERMIT TO ERECT AND MAINTAIN A TEMPORARY 

MEMBERANE TENT STRUCTURE AS A SECONDARY SHOWROOM  

 

WHEREAS, Jim Peterson of Skeeter Boat Center, LLC, hereinafter referred to as 

"Applicant", has properly applied to the City of Ramsey (the "City") for an interim use permit to 

erect and maintain a temporary membrane tent structure for a secondary showroom at the property 

located at 9421 Highway 10 NW and legally described as follows: 

 

That part of the Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section 19, Township 32, 

Range 25, Anoka County, Minnesota, described as follows: 

 
Commencing on the north line of said Southwest Quarter of the Northwest 

Quarter at a point that is 418 feet, measured at a right angle, east of the west line 

of said Southwest Quarter of  the  Northwest  Quarter;  thence  south,  parallel  

with  said  west  line,  to the northerly  boundary  line  of  U.S.  Highway No. 10; 

thence southeasterly, along said northerly line, 300 feet; thence North 1 degree 26 

minutes 40 seconds East, parallel with said west line, said bearing is assumed, to 

the north line of said Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter; thence South 

88 degrees 55 minutes 50 seconds East, along said north line, a distance of 451.06 

feet, to the actual point of beginning; thence continuing easterly along said north 

line, a distance of 10.78 feet, more or less, to its intersection with the 

southwesterly right-of-way line of the Burlington Northern Railway; thence South 

38 degrees 16 minutes 50 seconds East, along said right-of-way line, a distance 

of 562.78 feet; thence South  0 degrees  37  minutes 18 seconds  East, a distance  

of 697.99  feet; thence South 3 degrees  02 minutes 12 seconds East, a distance 

of 109.13  feet to the northerly  boundary  line  of  said  Highway  No.  10;  

thence  northwesterly  along  said boundary line to its intersection with a line 

bearing South 1 degree 26 minutes 40 seconds West, also being parallel with the 

west line of said Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter, through the point 

of beginning; thence North 1 degree, 26 minutes 40 seconds East, along said 

parallel line to the point of beginning. 

 
Except that part thereof which lies northwesterly of a line and its northeasterly and 

southwesterly extensions, said line is described as follows: 
 

Commencing at the most northerly corner of Outlot D, NORTHFORK, Anoka 

County, Minnesota; thence northwesterly on an assumed bearing of North 39 

degrees 01 minutes 26 seconds west, along the southwesterly right-of-way line 

of the Burlington Northern Railroad a distance of 340.00 feet to point of 

beginning of line to be described; thence South 50 degrees 58 minutes 34 seconds 

west 162.00 feet; thence southwesterly along a tangential curve concave to the 
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southeast having a radius of 1887.83 feet, a central angle of 12 degrees 21 minutes 

17 seconds, a distance of 407.07 feet and said line there terminating. 

 

Subject to an 80 foot wide easement for public street and utility purposes conveyed 

to the City of Ramsey by deed recorded as Anoka County Recorder Document No. 

867054. 

 

(the "Subject Property") 

 

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

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

 

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

Section 117-52 of the Ramsey City Code on January 5, 2017, and that the public hearing was 

properly advertised and that the minutes of said public hearing are hereby incorporated by 

reference. 

 

2. That the Subject Property is zoned B-2 Highway Business District; the adjacent parcels to the 

east and west are also zoned B-2 Highway Business District and the Subject Property abuts 

right-of-way for Highway 10 to the south and right-of-way for the BNSF railroad to the north.  

 

3. That the Subject Property is not impacted by the Highway 10 Access Management Plan nor is 

the Subject Property in the Official Map District. 

 

4. That the Subject Property is approximately 6.92 acres in size.  

 

5. That the Applicant operates a boat dealership on the Subject Property and also provides 

outdoor storage of marine equipment over the winter months. 

 

6. That the Applicant has stated that they have picked up a second line of boats and needs 

additional showroom space to allow viewing by customers. 

 

7. That the Applicant has stated that their existing indoor showroom is not large enough to 

accommodate the second line of boats and that it has low ceilings that make it challenging for 

customers to get up into the boats. 

 

8. That the Applicant has proposed erecting a thirty foot by sixty foot (30’ x 60’) temporary 

membrane tent structure (the “Structure”) with sidewalls for showroom space through May of 

2017. 

 

9. That the Applicant has stated that they do not intend to provide heating for the Structure. 

 

10. That the Applicant has stated the Structure would be located adjacent to the paved 

parking/display area on the Subject Property and access would be maintained by plowing 

throughout the winter. 

 



RESOLUTION #17-01-008 

Page 3 of 4 

11. That the B-2 Highway Business District specifies that exterior wall finishes shall consist of 

face brick, stucco, glass, natural stone, specifically designed pre-cast concrete units whose 

surfaces have been integrally treated with an applied decorative material or texture, factory 

fabricated panel materials if the panel material is to be of the aforementioned finishes, or other 

materials as approved by the Planning Commission and City Council. 

 

12. That past practice of the City has been to consider membrane type structures as a violation of 

City Code based on the exterior finish material. 

 

13. That Building Code defines a temporary structure as a structure that is erected for less than 180 

days. 

 

14. That temporary structures are still subject to the provisions of the International Fire Code and 

Minnesota Building Code. 

 

15. That a Temporary Tent/Canopy Permit is required to erect this Structure. 

 

16. That the proposed duration of the Structure (approximately 120 days) exceeds that of a 

Transient Merchant as defined in City Code Section 26-549 (maximum of sixty [60] days). 

 

17. That the City’s Strategic Plan includes a Strategic Initiative to improve the image of key 

corridors, including Highway 10, and that the proposed use appears to conflict with this 

initiative. 

 

18. That interim use permits are temporary in nature and must be aligned with a specific ending 

date or event. 

 

19. That the Applicant has stated that the Structure would be needed through May 14, 2017 (the 

weekend of fishing opener). 

 

20. That the proposed use does/does not conform to the zoning regulations within the B-2 Highway 

Business District. 

 

21. That the date or event that will terminate the use can/cannot be identified with certainty. 

 

22. That permission of the use will/will not impose additional costs to the public if it is necessary 

for the public to take the property in the future. 

 

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

 

24. That the proposed use will/will not be dangerous or detrimental to persons residing or working 

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

 

25. That the proposed use will/will not substantially or adversely impair the use, enjoyment or 

market value of surrounding properties. 
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26. That the proposed use will/will not be operated and maintained so as to be harmonious and 

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

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

 

27. That the proposed use will/will not create additional requirements at public cost for public 

facilities and services. 

 

28. That the proposed use will/will not be detrimental to the economic welfare of the community. 

 

29. That the proposed use will/will not be disturbing or hazardous to existing or future neighboring 

uses. 

 

30. That the proposed use will/will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials and equipment 

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

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

 

31. That the proposed use will/will not be in accordance with the objectives of the intent of Section 

117-52 (Interim Use Permits) of the City Code. 

 

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

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

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

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

the 24th day of January, 2017. 

 

 

              

      Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 
 

 

       

City Clerk 



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

 

RESOLUTION #17-01-009 

 

RESOLUTION APPROVING/DENYING THE ISSUANCE OF AN INTERIM USE 

PERMIT TO ERECT AND MAINTAIN A TEMPORARY MEMBERANE TENT 

STRUCTURE AS A SECONDARY SHOWROOM BASED ON FINDINGS OF FACT 

#0976, AND DECLARING THE TERMS OF SAME. 

 

WHEREAS, Jim Peterson, on behalf of Skeeter Boat Center, LLC, hereinafter referred to 

as "Permittee", has properly applied to the City of Ramsey (the "City") for an interim use permit 

(Permit) to erect and maintain a temporary on the property located at 9421 Highway 10 NW and 

legally described as follows: 

 

That part of the Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section 19, Township 32, 

Range 25, Anoka County, Minnesota, described as follows: 

 
Commencing on the north line of said Southwest Quarter of the Northwest 

Quarter at a point that is 418 feet, measured at a right angle, east of the west line 

of said Southwest Quarter of  the  Northwest  Quarter;  thence  south,  parallel  

with  said  west  line,  to the northerly  boundary  line  of  U.S.  Highway No. 10; 

thence southeasterly, along said northerly line, 300 feet; thence North 1 degree 26 

minutes 40 seconds East, parallel with said west line, said bearing is assumed, to 

the north line of said Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter; thence South 

88 degrees 55 minutes 50 seconds East, along said north line, a distance of 451.06 

feet, to the actual point of beginning; thence continuing easterly along said north 

line, a distance of 10.78 feet, more or less, to its intersection with the 

southwesterly right-of-way line of the Burlington Northern Railway; thence South 

38 degrees 16 minutes 50 seconds East, along said right-of-way line, a distance 

of 562.78 feet; thence South  0 degrees  37  minutes 18 seconds  East, a distance  

of 697.99  feet; thence South 3 degrees  02 minutes 12 seconds East, a distance 

of 109.13  feet to the northerly  boundary  line  of  said  Highway  No.  10;  

thence  northwesterly  along  said boundary line to its intersection with a line 

bearing South 1 degree 26 minutes 40 seconds West, also being parallel with the 

west line of said Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter, through the point 

of beginning; thence North 1 degree, 26 minutes 40 seconds East, along said 

parallel line to the point of beginning. 

 
Except that part thereof which lies northwesterly of a line and its northeasterly and 

southwesterly extensions, said line is described as follows: 
 

Commencing at the most northerly corner of Outlot D, NORTHFORK, Anoka 

County, Minnesota; thence northwesterly on an assumed bearing of North 39 

degrees 01 minutes 26 seconds west, along the southwesterly right-of-way line 

of the Burlington Northern Railroad a distance of 340.00 feet to point of 

beginning of line to be described; thence South 50 degrees 58 minutes 34 seconds 
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west 162.00 feet; thence southwesterly along a tangential curve concave to the 

southeast having a radius of 1887.83 feet, a central angle of 12 degrees 21 minutes 

17 seconds, a distance of 407.07 feet and said line there terminating. 

 

Subject to an 80 foot wide easement for public street and utility purposes conveyed 

to the City of Ramsey by deed recorded as Anoka County Recorder Document No. 

867054. 

 

(the "Subject Property"); and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission met on January 5, 2017, conducted a public 

hearing and recommended that the City Council approve/deny the request to erect and maintain a 

temporary membrane tent structure on the Subject Property; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council met on January 24, 2017 to review the request for an interim 

use permit to erect and maintain a temporary membrane tent structure for a secondary showroom 

on the Subject Property. 

 

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

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

 

This permit is issued pursuant to Section 117-52 (Interim Use Permits) of the Ramsey City Code.  

The conditions of this permit are as follows:  

 

1) The Permittee is herein allowed to erect and maintain a thirty foot by sixty foot (30’ x 60’) 

temporary membrane tent structure (the “Structure”) on the Subject Property until May 31, 

2017. 

   

2) This Permit shall commence on the date of City Council approval and shall expire on May 31, 

2017, at which time the Structure shall no longer be present on the Subject Property. 

 

3) This Permit shall become null and void in the event site operations permanently cease prior to 

the expiration date or upon the expiration date, whichever occurs first.  The Structure must be 

removed from the Subject Property within thirty (30) days of the date of termination of site 

operations or by the expiration date of the Permit, whichever occurs first.   

 

4) The Permittee shall be responsible for obtaining any other required permits, including, but not 

limited to, a Temporary Tent/Canopy Permit from the City. 

 

5) The Permittee shall provide documentation verifying that the Structure complies with all 

applicable provisions of the International Fire Code and MN Building Code. 

 

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

responsibility of the Permittee. 
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7) That the City Administrator or his or her designee shall have the right to inspect the Subject 

Property for compliance and safety purposes at any time. 

 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

 

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

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

 

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

this Permit, it is grounds for suspension or revocation hereof consistent with applicable law. 

Specifically, but without limiting the foregoing, the City may amend, suspend, or revoke this 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

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

the 24th day of January, 2017. 

 

 

PERMITTEE 

 

Jim Peterson hereby acknowledges receipt of this Permit and has reviewed the conditions of this 

Permit and has agreed that he will comply with the terms of this Permit. 

 

SKEETER BOAT CENTER, LLC. 
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By:         

         

Its:      

 

 

STATE OF ______________) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF    ) 

 

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

a Notary Public, personally appeared Jim Peterson, on behalf of Skeeter Boat Center, LLC, to me 

known to be the person described in and who executed the foregoing instrument and acknowledged 

that they executed the same as their free act and deed. 

              

       Notary Public 
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CITY OF RAMSEY: 

 

 

By:________________________________  By:_______________________________ 

 Mayor       City Clerk 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA  ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Corporation. 

        

        

 

       ____________________________________ 

       Notary Public 

 

 

 

 

This document drafted by: 

City of Ramsey  

7550 Sunwood Dr NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

This document reviewed by: 

Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney 

730 Second Ave. S., Suite 300 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 

 

 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 3.           
Meeting Date: 01/05/2017  
Submitted For: Tim Gladhill, Community Development 
By: Eric Maass, Community Development

Information
Title:
Review Sketch Plan for Brookview Estates (Project #17-102); Case of Eric Thomsen

Purpose/Background:
Note: This case will be revised the week of January 2 to include final Staff Reports.

The purpose of this file is to review the official Sketch Plan prepared by LHB, Inc. for the purpose of a proposed
eleven (11) lot Planned Unit Development subdivision of Outlot A, Meadowbrook (the "Subject Property"), located
generally west of Germanium Street and south of the Trott Brook The Sketch Plan Review process affords the
Planning Commission an opportunity to provide early direction on the layout of a proposed plat, before the
Developer prepares detailed Preliminary Plat plans. A key decision will occur at Preliminary Plat, in which the
layout can be approved, subject to approving final construction plans and Final Plat documents. At that time, the
City will review items including, but not limited to, Grading, Utility, Landscape, and Street Light Plans.

Notification:
Although a public hearing is not required, a notice of Sketch Plan Review was sent to surrounding properties.
Because the proposed subdivision is located adjacent to the Trott Brook, the Department of Natural Resources was
also notified.

Observations/Alternatives:
Sketch Plan Review is the first of several steps in reviewing a Major Plat, which includes Sketch Plan Review,
Preliminary Plat, and Final Plat. This case is being reviewed per City Code Section 117-111 entitled R-1
Residential District, and Chapter 117, Article III entitled Subdivisions.

Comprehensive Plan: The Subject Property is guided for R-1 Rural Developing in the Comprehensive Plan. The
intent of the Rural Developing land use designation is to allow for the construction of single-family dwellings
without access to municipal sewer and water. All developing lots located within the proposed PUD will be served
with individual septic systems and wells. The proposed use appears to be consistent with this land use guidance.

Zoning: The Subject Property is currently zoned as R-1 (Rural Developing) and the Developer is proposing a
rezoning to a Planned Unit Development (PUD). This allows for the development of single family, detached
dwellings. The proposed density is 1 lot per 2.1 acres where a maximum of 1 lot per 2.5 acres is allowed, hence the
PUD request. The parcel in question is approximately 38 acres. The developer has proposed deeding fourteen (14)
of those acres to the City. The proposed fourteen (14) acres straddle both sides of Trott Brook and contain a vast
majority of the steep slopes around the brook. City Staff finds this land to be highly valuable land from a natural
resources perspective and would also provide an option to extend the Trott Brook Greenway and Trail in the future.

Dimensional/Bulk Standards: When preparing the Preliminary Plat, the Developer must demonstrate the specific
variations to the otherwise required bulk R-1 (Rural Developing) standards. The Developer should note only the
largest deviations being requested from the bulk standards. The Sketch Plan indicates lots ranging in size from 1.02
acres up to 3.52 acres. Eight (8) of the proposed lots would be less than the minimum lot size requirement of 2.5
acres in the R-1 Residential (Rural Developing); however, this deviation can be approved through aPUD. It is
unclear whether Lots 4-7, Block 1 meet the minimum lot width standard (200 feet) and that will need to be specified

https://www.municode.com/library/mn/ramsey/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH117ZOSU_ARTIIZO_DIV4DIRE_SDIINGE_S117-111REDI
https://www.municode.com/library/mn/ramsey/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH117ZOSU_ARTIIZO_DIV4DIRE_SDIINGE_S117-111REDI
https://www.municode.com/library/mn/ramsey/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH117ZOSU_ARTIIISU_DIV3DESTREIM


as part of the Preliminary Plat. But, as with the lot size, through the PUD process, a deviation from the lot width
standard can be approved.

Streets and Trails. The sketch plan shows two segments of streets, each terminating in a cul-de-sac. The proposed
roads are connected via a singular access back to Germanium street. Germanium Street itself is a road which
terminates in a cul-de-sac. The overall length of the proposed roadways as well as the length of Germanium would
result in cul-de-sac runs in excess of 600 feet and as such, would require a variance to be approved. The Fire and
Police Departments have issued review letters regarding these cul-de-sac roadways and those are attached to this
case. If approved, each cul-de-sac would be required to be constructed to meet or exceed the minimum design
standards for a cul-de-sac. 

At this time, the Applicant is not proposing any trails; however, staff would like to explore with the Applicant the
possibility for an access easement from the proposed roadway down to the fourteen (14) acres proposed to be
deeded to the City, consistent with the Master Park and Trail Plan. No trail would be requested to be built at this
time; however, the easement would reserve a corridor for the majority of the proposed neighborhood to access any
future Trott Brook trail.

Septic/Drainfield. It is assumed that the Sketch Plan is proposing each of the eleven (11) lots to have individual
septic systems. If directed to move forward with a Preliminary Plat, the Applicant will need to show a primary and
secondary septic location and provide soil borings that demonstrate those locations can support a septic system as
part of the Preliminary Plat submission.

Wells. The locations of proposed wells should be shown on the Preliminary Plat to ensure adequate spacing from
drainfield locations.

Funding Source:
All costs associated with processing the Application are the responsibility of the Applicant. There are no City funds
proposed to be utilized for the construction of this project.

Recommendation:
Planning Staff is comfortable with the proposed layout of the Sketch Plan and with the proposal to process as a
Planned Unit Development with considerations listed in the Staff Review Letter. Should the development proceed
as proposed, the City would receive approximately fourteen (14) acres of high quality wetland and moderate quality
upland that also includes protection of steep slopes leading down to Trott Brook. However, the proposed length of
cul-de-sacs would require a variance. This Subject Property is not within a hydranted area and this does create
some concern from Public Safety Staff (see their comments in the Staff Review Letter). 

Action:
Provide the applicant with feedback, and recommend any changes to the Sketch Plan prior to submission of
Preliminary Plat. No formal action is required.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Sketch Plan
Planning Staff Report
Police Department Staff Report
Engineering Staff Report

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Chris Anderson Chris Anderson 12/22/2016 03:53 PM



Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 12/30/2016 07:18 AM
Form Started By: Eric Maass Started On: 12/21/2016 10:12 AM
Final Approval Date: 12/30/2016 
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CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE DECEMBER 

30, 2016 

PROJECT ADDRESS  WEST OF GERMANIUM ST NW, 

SOUTH OF TROTT BROOK 

PROJECT. TITLE BROOKVIEW ESTATES SKETCH PLAN 

ESCROW #  

DEPARTMENT: Community Development: Planning Division (Zoning Code) 

TECHNICAL REVIEWER: 
Name: Eric Maass, Consultant Planner 
Phone:  (763) 576-4306 
Email:  EMaass@wsbeng.com  

 
Sketch Plan Sheet – Items that need addressing prior to possible application for Preliminary Plat. 

 Need to add property owner and address to sheet. 

 Show lot width measurement for each proposed lot. Lot width measurement to be shown at the 
building setback line.  Note that each lot is required to have a minimum lot width of 200 feet.  

 Wetlands – A wetland delineation will need to be completed.  A setback of 16.5 feet will need to be 
provided around any identified wetlands. At the time of Preliminary Plat application, an exhibit should 
be included that clearly indicates the minimum required setback and accompanying easement 
encumbrance related to any identified wetlands.  Note that area within the wetland setback should also 
be encumbered by the easement. 

 Applicant will be required to complete the below table to indicate the requested deviation from the 
base R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) zoning requirements: 

Required Proposed (Minimum) 

Front yard: 40 feet  

Side yard uninhabitable: 10 feet  

Side yard habitable: 10 feet  

Side yard corner lot: 40 feet  

Rear yard: 40 feet  

Minimum lot width*: 200 feet  

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

Wetland: 16.5 feet  

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

 Indicate location of both primary and secondary septic system locations. 

 This project will trigger review by the Lower Rum River Watershed Management Organization 
(LRRWMO) for both the wetland delineation and also the stormwater calculations due to more than 
one acre being disturbed. The application packet to be submitted to the LRRWMO must be submitted 
and reviewed first by the City prior to it being submitted to the LRRWMO. 

 Provide names for proposed roadways. 

 Labeling – include “Block” where Blocks 1 and 2 are identified. Block 1 is signified twice. 

 Pedestrian trails – an access easement should be explored with the intention of providing public access 
to the 14 acres proposed to be deeded to the City as Outlot A as it is intended that a trail will be 
developed along the entirety of the Trott Brook. 

 Steep Slopes – Lots 5 and 6 of Block 1 encroach upon existing steep slopes. The Applicant should 
consider revising Lots 5 and 6 of Block 1 so that the rear of the lots stay roughly between the 890 and 
900 contours. 

mailto:EMaass@wsbeng.com
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We offer the following comments regarding the Sketch Plan submittal for Brookview Estates as it relates to the 
City’s Zoning Code. Sketch Plan submittal consists of one (1) sheet, prepared by LHB, Inc.  
 
General.  The Sketch Plan proposes re-platting Outlot A, 
Meadowbrook into eleven (11) single family residential lots.  All 
eleven (11) of the new lots would be accessed by roadway 
extensions stemming from Germanium St NW.  
 
Land Use and Zoning.  Outlot A, Meadowbrook is guided for 
Rural Development in the Comprehensive Plan and is zoned R-1 
Residentail (Rural Developing). The intent of the Rural 
Developing land use designation is to allow for the construction 
of single family dwellings to be serviced with private utilities 
(septic system and well).   
 
The Sketch Plan, as proposed, will require a Zoning Amendment to allow for 
the smaller lot sizes.  The Applicant has requested a Zoning Amendment to 
a Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning. 
 
Lot Sizes.  The minimum lot size for the R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) District is two and a half (2.5) 
acres with a minimum lot width of 200 feet (at the building setback line).  Note that lot width is measured at 
the property line abutting a street at the minimum setback line of the applicable zoning district.  The Applicant 
has requested a rezoning to a Planned Unit Development (PUD), which allows for the City to consider 
approving lots that deviate from the base zoning requirements.  City Staff must be able to identify the degree 
of proposed deviation from the base zoning requirements and as such the Applicant will need to provide lot 
width for each proposed property. 
 
With a Preliminary Plat, the Applicant will need to revise the plan sheet to show lot width dimensions for each proposed lot. 
 
Setbacks and Dimensional Standards.  The Sketch Plan appears to deviate from the minimum lot size and 
minimum lot width standards for certain lots.  At this time, Staff has not been informed of any other potential 
deviations to setbacks or dimensional standards and has therefore completed portions of table below.  The 
Applicant shall, as part of the Preliminary Plat submittal, complete or amend the following table:  

Required Proposed (Minimum) 

Front yard: 40 feet 40 feet 

Side yard uninhabitable: 10 feet 10 feet 

Side yard habitable: 10 feet 10 feet 

Side yard corner lot: 40 feet 40 feet 

Rear yard: 40 feet 40 feet 

Minimum Lot Size: 2.5 acres Applicant to provide 

Minimum lot width*: 200 feet Applicant to provide 

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

Wetland: 16.5 feet 16.5 feet 

Density: 1 unit per 2.5 acres Applicant to provide 

*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. 
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Wetlands.  A wetland delineation will need to be completed for the property. Any wetlands identified will need 
to be encumbered with drainage and utility easements on the Preliminary and Final Plats.  The project will be 
subject to review by the Lower Rum River Watershed Management Organization (LRRWMO) regarding both 
the wetland delineation as well as stormwater calculations.  Note that City Code now requires a sixteen and a 
half foot (16.5’) setback from a wetland edge and that setback area be encumbered with drainage and utility 
easement.  At the time of Preliminary Plat application, an exhibit should be included that clearly indicates the minimum required 
setback and accompanying easement encumbrance. 
 
Trott Brook.  A portion of the lots will back up to Trott Brook, which is a tributary of the Rum River. The 
Scenic River Overlay District requires only a 100 foot setback from the OWH of the Trott Brook and has 
controlled vegetative cutting standards as well. As proposed, the Lots would be no closer than 150 feet from 
the Trott Brook.  The Sketch Plan has been sent to the MN DNR for review and comment. 
 
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.    
 
Density.  The regulations for the Rural Developing area allow for a gross 
density of no more than one (1) unit per two and a half (2.5) acres.  It 
appears that the property totals 38.41 acres and that 14.31 acres of that is 
shown as Outlot A, which would leave 24.10 acres as area to be developed 
as lots or public improvements.  Based on eleven (11) lots (and associated 
improvements) over 24.10 acres, a density of 2.19 units/acre would be 
achieved.  This is in conflict with the 2.5 units/acre maximum that is 
required but may be approved via the Planned Unit Development process. 
 
The Area Computations needs to be provided/verified by the Applicant.  The application for a Planned Unit Development (PUD), 
if approved, would allow for the greater density as proposed. 
 
Private Utilities.  It is assumed that each lot is proposed to be serviced by individual well and septic.  The 
Applicant will need to show the proposed locations for both the primary and secondary septic locations for 
each proposed lot.  Proposed locations must be in compliance with the Critical River Overlay District standards.  
Depending on the soils type(s) within the project area, soil borings may be needed to ensure that each lot can 
accommodate a septic system.   
 
Landscaping.  Each lot is required to have two (2) front yard trees installed.  Deciduous trees shall be at least 
one (1) inch in diameter and coniferous trees shall be at least five (5) feet in height.  Each lot will also be subject 
to the City’s topsoil requirement for all areas where the soil is disturbed and this note should be included on 
the Landscape Plan at the time of Preliminary Plat application submittal.  The topsoil shall meet the City’s 
topsoil specification. 
 
Tree Inventory.  A tree inventory, prepared by an ISA Certified Arborist, shall be submitted at the time of 
Preliminary Plat application.  The inventory shall include all oak trees and evergreens that are four (4) inches or 
greater in size and all other deciduous trees that are eight (8) inches or greater in size (together, considered to 
be the significant trees on site).  At least forty percent (40%) of the diameter inches of significant trees on site 
shall be retained.  The inventory shall clearly indicate the species, diameter, condition, and whether a tree will 
be preserved or removed.  If a tree is to be removed, the inventory shall also indicate why (e.g. stormwater 
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pond, sidewalk, trail, etc.) as trees removed for certain required improvements are not counted toward the 
removal threshold. 
  
Streets and Access. The Sketch Plan indicates that the lots will be serviced by a single access point from 
Germanium Street and will result in two cul-de-sacs.  The Preliminary Plat should identify the proposed street 
names.  Cul-de-sac length is limited to a maximum of 600 feet; the proposed length of the cul-de-sac(s) is in 
excess of that limitation.   
 
As proposed, a variance to cul-de-sac length would be necessary. 
 
Grading and Drainage Plans.  Grading and drainage plans will need to be prepared as part of the Preliminary 
and Final Plat submittals.  A permit from the LRRWMO will be required. 
 
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.  
 
 

 



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE 12.30.16 PROJECT ADDRESS OUTLOT A, MEADOWBROOK  

PROJECT. TITLE BROOKVIEW ESTATES SKETCH PLAN  

ESCROW #  

DEPARTMENT: Police Department  

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

Email: tfrankfurth@ci.ramsey.mn.us  

 
 

 

General:  The PD has no issues with the development itself.  The concern is the area is already a one in/one out accessed 
neighborhood around Rum River Hills golf course from HWY 47.  There are only 11 lots planned for this development 
and it will add additional people into this scenario.  I’m not sure if this can be corrected because I highly doubt the state 
will add an additional access to HWY 47.  We’ve been giving variances for cul-de-sac lengths recently, and don’t see this 
being an issue here.  
 
 
 

 

 

 

mailto:tfrankfurth@ci.ramsey.mn.us


CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 

TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE DECEMBER 

22, 2016  

PROJECT ADDRESS  WEST OF GERMANIUM 

STREET NORTH OF 170TH
 

LANE NW 

PROJECT. TITLE BROOKVIEW ESTATES 

ESCROW #  

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 Sketch Plan for 

Brookview Estates.  The submittal consists of 1 sheet prepared by LHB. The plan is not dated.  

 

General comments: 

 

1. Verify the name of the Plat.  There are not previous additions of Brookfield Meadows in 

Ramsey. 

2. A legend is not shown.  All symbols used on each sheet must be added to the legend for 

the sheet.  

3. Ramsey City Details will be required in the Preliminary and Final Plat Documents. 

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

the details. 

5. The 100 year flood elevation for Trott Brook must be shown.  Please reference the  Flood 

Insurance Study Effective December 15, 2015.  

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

Management Organization (LRRWMO).   

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

8. Drainage and utility easements are required over the ponding areas.  The easement must 

include the 100 year high water elevation and also cover a minimum 15 ft wide access 

route from ROW to the pond for access purposes. 

9. A SWPPP will be required for this project.  Add a note to the inspection section: “Daily 

(after rain) and weekly inspection logs must be emailed to the City.  The complete logs 

must be submitted to the City prior to finalizing the project.  The City must grant 

approval for submittal of the Notice of Termination for the project.” 

10. The MPCA will be assigning a TMDL for dissolved oxygen to Trott Brook.  Information 

in the SWPPP will need to be revised to reflect this change. 
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11. Soil borings must also be performed in the roadway areas to assist in designing the 

pavement section. 

 

 

Stormwater Calculations 

A stormwater summary report will be required.  The calculations must include all disturbed 

areas, along with existing and proposed conditions. 

 

The LRRWMO requires volume reduction (infiltration) on all projects.  The City uses the 

Walker spreadsheet to check for water quality treatment volume and P8 to evaluate 

infiltration removal efficiencies.  The LRRWMO also requires rate control for the 2, 10 and 

100 year storms, limiting discharge to existing rates.  Water Quality treatment requirements 

are 90% removal of Total Suspended Solids and 60% removal of Total Phosphorus. 

 

Pipe sizing calculations for the 10-year storm must be provided with the final plat.  

 

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

with the final plat. 

 

All floor elevations must be at least 3 feet above the highest anticipated ground water 

table, 2 feet above the designated or designed 100-year flood elevation or 1 foot above 

the nearest emergency overflow, whichever is higher. 

 

 

 

 

 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 4.           
Meeting Date: 01/05/2017  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Adopt Resolutions #17-01-013, #17-01-014, and #17-01-015 Related to the Preliminary Plat
for Vistas at North Commons (Project No. 16-90); Case of Lifestyle Properties (Project Originally Known as
Ramsey Town Center 12th Addition/Gleason Plat)

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to hold a Public Hearing and consider a recommendation on a Preliminary Plat for a
development known as Vistas at North Commons. The proposed development consists of twelve detached
single-family dwellings. The Sketch Plan has already been reviewed by the Planning Commission, which has
provided policy direction on net density and sidewalk requirements.

Notification:

Observations/Alternatives:
Originally, this site was planned as multiple attached townhomes by the original Master Developer, RTC, LLC.
That development proposal received some City review and approvals, but ultimately did not move forward. The
development concept was similar to what is seen on the north west corner of Ramsey Boulevard and Bunker Lake
Boulevard (constructed by Pulte Development).

The City has received a Purchase Agreement from Mr. Bill Gleason. Mr. Gleason is proposing a twelve (12) lot
detached single-family development. Dwellings are proposed to be a single-level with walkout basement. The floor
plan would allow for single-level living, with the basement space as 'bonus' space.

The Planning Commission previously provided policy direction on sidewalks. The Zoning Code would require
sidewalks on all sides of public streets. However, the Developer has stated that the depth of lots makes it impossible
to construct a sidewalk along Willimite Street, 147th Terrace, and Xenolith Street. Staff had discussed making
changes to the design of the dwelling to provide more equal treatment to the rear facade to better match the front
facade. However, this design also created other complications in design and perceived safety of rear yards due to
shallow depth. The Planning Commission was comfortable in the Developer's preferred approach.

As noted, Staff would like to see some design enhancements on the rear facade. The Design Framework for The
COR specifies equal treatment on all four (4) facades, otherwise discussed as 'four-sided architecture'. In areas
where the City has deviated from this design requirement in this general location in the past, the City has received
negative feedback regarding design.

The Applicant has noted a density of 4.0 units per acre. However, following the preferred definition, Net Density
falls just below four units per acre. This sub-district requires a minimum of 4.0 units per acre. Bunker Lake
Boulevard is an arterial road, and therefore excluded from the net density calculation. As the Commission is aware,
the City has having ongoing discussions about the definition of Net Density as it relates to local, non-arterial roads
being included in the Net Density calculation. Based on previous direction, a Variance to Net Density due to the
complications of the layout of the site is being proposed. Adding one (1) additional lot to accommodate a density
calculation would create significant design challenges for this style of the development. Alternatively, the
Commission could choose to recommend that this style of development not move forward, and wait for a medium
density development to present itself.

Funding Source:



Funding Source:
All costs associated with processing the land use application are the responsibility of the Applicant. The project
does include a real estate transaction with the City.

Recommendation:
Generally speaking, the proposed Preliminary Plat conforms with policy direction provided at Sketch Plan Review.
Staff is generally comfortable with the Preliminary Plat. Approval is contingent upon final review by the City
Engineer.

Action:
Motion #1: Motion to adopt Resolutions #17-01-013 (Findings of Fact) and #17-01-014 (Variance) granting a
Variance to Vistas at North Commons as indicated in the report.

Motion #2: Motion to Adopt Resolution #17-01-015 recommending that the City Council approve the Preliminary
Plat for Vistas at North Commons.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Preliminary Plat
Narrative
Staff Review Letter
Resolution #17-01-013: Findings of Fact
Resolution #17-01-014: Variance
Resolution #17-01-015: Preliminary Plat

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill (Originator) Tim Gladhill 01/03/2017 04:51 PM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 01/03/2017 03:55 PM
Final Approval Date: 01/03/2017 
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Vistas at North Commons 

The property is u shaped and has road frontage on all sides.  It was originally proposed as multi story 

condominiums which would be more facing traditional single family homes.  The lots are shallow and 

backyards space is minimal and is facing roadways. 

Our proposal is to design and build one story homes that would utilize the property to continue a single 

family home neighborhood.  The homes would be of a “rambler” design and would incorporate walk out 

basements, look out basements and one level with no basements.  All the homes would have two 

bedrooms, two bathrooms, kitchen, dining room, living room and laundry on one level.  The homes will 

have an attached two car garage and a front porch to comply with the existing neighborhood and the 

architectural requirements of the area.  Our overall design goal is to produce a product that is essential 

today to meet the changing residential real estate needs.   

The property, Outlot A Ramsey Town Center 8th Addn. as part of the prior city approvals and approved 

construction plans for 147th Terrace, this street right-of-way was platted and constructed with a 50’ 

right-of-way section.  The existing street was offset from the center line with a sidewalk planned for the 

north side only. The original layout for condo buildings did not have a front sidewalk.  The reaulting 

separation from back of curb to the right-of-way on the south side is less than 5’, which does not leave 

enough room to provide a side walk within the right-of-way.  Placement of a sidewalk outside of the 

right-of-way and within the private lot areas is not a viable alternative, as there wouldn’t be sufficient 

room for driveway parking without blocking the sidewalk, and conflicts would arise with the in-place 

small utilities. Given the existing shallow lot depths, there is no viable option for providing a sidewalk in 

the front yard without rendering the home sites being unbuildable.  

It has been suggested looking into stairs from the rear walking trail to try to comply with the sidewalk 

approach, however that is not feasible or desirable from our perspective.  The rear of the homes will be 

full walkouts and lookouts.  Any rear stairs would be leading directly to the basement levels of the 

walkout homes.  Pedestrians would have to enter to the home’s main levels via stairs to a deck, which is 

awkward. 

We feel there are significant security and privacy with having direct pedestrian from a private home to a 

public trail.  As such, no sidewalk connections are planned out to the public trail. 

 

Bill Gleason 
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CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE JANUARY 3, 

2017 

PROJECT ADDRESS  ZEOLITE STREET/BUNKER 

LAKE BOULEVARD 

PROJECT. TITLE VISTAS AT NORTH COMMONS 

PROJECT # 16-90 

DEPARTMENT: Community Development: Planning Division (Zoning Code) 

TECHNICAL REVIEWER: 
Name: Tim Gladhill, Community Development Director 
Phone:  (763) 433-9826 
Email:  tgladhill@cityoframsey.com  

 
We offer the following comments regarding the plan set prepared by Westwood Professional Services, LLC 
dated December 20, 2016.   
 
Land Use and Zoning:  The project area is generally located in the COR-4a Neighborhood District, which is 
intended to allow for a full range of housing types. The District requires a minimum net density of four (4) 
units per acre and a maximum of 10 units per acre. The Preliminary Site Plan indicates a net density of 
approximately three (3) units per acre. The Density shall require the issuance of a Variance, schedule for the 
same evening as Preliminary Plat Review.  
 
Lot Sizes:  There is no minimum lot size requirement in this sub-district   
 
The COR4-a Zoning District requires the following lot standards. The proposed plat complies with these 
requirements.  
 
Minimum lot size  None 
Minimum lot width  20 feet 
Minimum lot depth  80 feet 
 
The COR4-a Zoning District requires the following setbacks. The proposed plan complies with these 
requirements, with the exception of lot depth, which is being handled as part of this case. .   
 
Front yard  0 to 25 feet as measured from building front to edge of sidewalk; 
Side yard  None, unless required by building code; 
Rear yard  None, unless required by building code. 
 
Sidewalks. The Zoning Code for The COR requires sidewalks to be installed on both sides of public streets. 
The proposed plat does not include sidewalks on Xenolith, 147th Terrace, or Willemite Street. Previous Planning 
Commission and City Council was to allow the plat to move forward without these sidewalks due to the lack 
of depth of lots, with the issuance of a Variance.  
 
Development Fees: Development Fees will be due with the Plat including, but not limited to, Park Dedication, 
Trail Development, Municipal Water Trunk, Municipal Sanitary Sewer Trunk, 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.  
 
Building Elevations: Elevations of the proposed homes were submitted. Individual homes must meet the 
minimum design standards of The COR District.  

mailto:tgladhill@cityoframsey.com
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Development Agreement: An executed Development Agreement will be required prior to releasing the plat 
for recording.  
 
Civil Engineering Review. Approval of the Plat will be contingent upon final review by the City Engineer.  



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE DECEMBER 16, 2016 PROJECT ADDRESS  TBD 

PROJECT. TITLE RTC 12TH ADDITION 

ESCROW # 115385 

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 Landscape Plan prepared by Westwood 
Professional Services, Inc. and dated December 2, 2016:  
 

 Proposed species are generally acceptable; however, it is recommended that additional 
shrub species be incorporated into the Final Plant Schedule (overall number is 
acceptable, just need more diversity).  Ideally, no one species/genus should comprise 
more than twenty-five percent (25%) of the total number of plantings.   

 Street trees must be provided in the boulevard space along Zeolite Street, Town Center 
Drive, and 147th Lane.  

 Boulevard plantings shall be spaced at thirty-five (35) feet on center with spacing 
deviations possible due to vision clearance triangle avoidance and driveway, hydrant, 
and/or street light locations (it appears that proposed spacing is closer to 50-60 feet on 
center).  Any deviations from the thirty-five (35) foot spacing requirement shall receive 
approval by the City prior to installation of tree(s).  The plans must be revised to 
incorporate this language and with the adjusted spacing (this may result in the need for 
additional street tree plantings). 

 The tree species shown in the approved Final Plant Schedule shall be the species 
installed.  This will ensure a more consistent appearance and eliminate any chance of an 
unapproved species from being planted.   

 Branching of boulevard trees shall begin no lower than six (6) feet above ground.   

 No plantings shall be located within the vision clearance triangle as defined within City 
Code Section 117-348.   

 Boulevard and sidewalk widths shall each be six (6) feet.   

 The boulevard area must be improved with topsoil and sod.   

 The project is subject to the City’s topsoil requirement, which states that all disturbed 
areas not otherwise improved with walkways, driveway, home and other impervious 
surfacing, shall receive four (4) inches of topsoil meeting the City’s topsoil 
specification, including boulevard areas. A topsoil inspection is required prior to 
landscaping being installed and copies of the load tickets are required as well. This is 

mailto:canderson@cityoframsey.com
https://www.municode.com/library/mn/ramsey/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH117ZOSU_ARTIIZO_DIV6PEST_SDIINGE_S117-348NEERBULOGREL
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reviewed at time of Building Permit Application and request for Certificate of 
Occupancy. 

 The edge of existing streets (Zeolite, Town Center Drive, and 147th Lane) shall be shown on all 
sheets.   

 The use of a seed mix rather than sod requires approval by the City Council.  If a seed mix is to 
be used, potentially consider using mix #35-221 (Dry Prairie General) or #35-241 (Mesic Prairie 
General), both of which contain native species suitable along roadsides. 

 Regardless of which seed mix is used, erosion control measures (e.g. erosion blankets) must be 
identified on the plan due to the slope along Bunker Lake Boulevard. 

 The City requires a two (2) year maintenance surety on all tree/shrub plantings.   

 Please revise Planting Details to specify that at least the top 1/3 of wire basket and burlap (on 
all B & B tree stock) shall be removed after the tree is placed in planting hole and partially 
backfilled with soil. 

 There is a Slope Easement along Bunker Lake Boulevard indicating that there is a rather 
rapid grade change.  The Developer shall provide authorization from the Easement 
Holder that landscaping (trees/shrubs) is permissible within the easement.   

 Please provide clarification as to whether the seeded areas will be irrigated. 
 
Please submit a revised landscaping plan that addresses these matters (specific Sheet 
corrections are outlined below). 
 
Tree Preservation:  This site is devoid of any significant tree cover and therefore, no tree 
preservation plan is necessary. 
 
NRI: The site is classified as Urban with Little Vegetative Cover and does not include any significant or 
high quality natural areas. 
 
Sheet Revisions 
 
Sheet 2 

 Revise street name from Town Center Drive to Center Street 
 Show the existing road edge of both Zeolite Street and Center Street 

Sheet 3 
 Revise street name from Town Center Drive to Center Street 
 Show the existing road edge of both Zeolite Street and Center Street 
 Revise proposed sidewalk and boulevard widths to six (6) feet. 

 
Sheet 4 

 Revise street name from Town Center Drive to Center Street 
 Show the existing road edge of both Zeolite Street and Center Street 

 
Sheet 5 

 Revise street name from Town Center Drive to Center Street 
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 Show the existing road edge of both Zeolite Street and Center Street 

 
 
Sheet 7 

 Revise street name from Town Center Drive to Center Street 
 Show the existing road edge of both Zeolite Street and Center Street 
 Revise Final Planting Schedule so that no one species/genus comprises more than 

twenty-five percent (25%) of the plantings. 
 Street trees must be provided along both Zeolite Street and Center Street at a spacing of 

not more than thirty-five (35) feet on center. 
 Adjust spacing of all street trees so that they are no more than thirty-five (35) feet on 

center. 
 Add note stating that any deviation from the approved Final Plant Schedule shall require 

approval of the City prior to installation. 

 Add Landscape Note stating that branching of street trees shall begin no lower than six 
(6) feet above grade. 

 Add the Vision Clearance Triangle to each intersection and ensure than no plantings 
occur within it. 

 Boulevard and sidewalk widths shall be revised to show six (6) feet. 
 Add Landscape Note stating that boulevard areas to be improved with topsoil meeting 

the City’s specification and sod. 
 Add Landscape Note specifying that all areas not otherwise improved with impervious 

surfaces shall receive four (4) inches of topsoil meeting the City’s topsoil specification.  
Copies of the load tickets shall be provided to the City and a topsoil inspection shall be 
completed prior to installation of any landscaping. 

 Use of seed mix rather than sod requires approval by City Council.  A Landscape Note 
shall be added to specify the application method, rate (lbs/acre), and erosion control 
measures. 

 Due to the slope 
 Add a Landscape Note that states the City requires a pre-planting meeting to review 

expectations for all street tree installations. 
 

Sheet 8 
 Planting Notes to be revised to specify that City requires a two (2) year maintenance 

warranty on all plantings. 
 Revised Planting Detail to specify that the top 1/3 of wire basket and burlap (for B & B 

root stock) shall be removed after being placed in planting hole and partially backfilling. 
 Due to the slope area along Bunker Lake Boulevard, add a Slope Planting Detail. 

 
 
 



 

 

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

 

RESOLUTION #17-01-013 

 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT #0977 RELATING TO A REQUEST 

FOR A VARIANCE TO LOT DEPTH, NET DENSITY, AND SIDEWALK 

REQUIREMENTS FOR VISTAS AT NORTH COMMONS. 

 

 WHEREAS, Lifestyle Properties, hereinafter referred to as "Applicant", properly applied 

to the City of Ramsey (the "City") for a variance to lot depth, net density, and sidewalk 

requirements for development of the property legally described as follows: 

 

Outlot A, Ramsey Town Center 8th Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota; and 

 

 (the "Subject Property"); and 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF RAMSEY PLANNING, as 

follows: 

 

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

to Section 117-53 (Variances) of the Ramsey City Code on January 5, 2017, and that said 

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

hereby incorporated as a part of these findings by reference. 

 

2) That Section 117-118 of City Code (The COR District) contains the following design 

requirements. 

 

Design Standard Required Actual 

Lot Depth 80 feet 77 feet 

Net Density Minimum = 4 units/acre 

Maximum = 10 units/acre 

3 units/acre 

Sidewalks Both side of public roads One side of road on Xenolith 

Street, 147th Terrace, and 

Willemite Street. 

 

3) That the Subject Property was originally designed for row-style townhomes circa 

2005/2006, but said development proposal never moved forward. 

 

4) That roads designed for the previous development proposal and existing, adjacent 

developments have already been installed. 

 

5) That it is not feasible to move the public road to gain the necessary depth to meet City 

Code requirements for lot depth and create sufficient space to install a public sidewalk at 

required design standards.  

 

6) That sidewalks exist on at least one side of public roads from previous development. 
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7) That sidewalks will still be installed on Zeolite Street, 147th Lane, and Center Street.  

 

8) That in order to create a desirable detached single family product due to lot depth, the City 

believes adding an additional dwelling would create an undesirable product. 

 

9) That the City believes that the Subject Property will no longer feasibly support an attached 

townhome product as originally planned.  

 

10) That the proposed subdivision is in harmony with the surrounding properties and consistent 

with the Comprehensive Plan land use guidance.  

 

11) That economic circumstances alone do/do not create the practical difficulties. 

 

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

 

13) That the plight is/is not created by the Applicant. 

 

14) That, if granted, the Variance will/will not alter the locality’s essential character. 

 

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

adjacent property. 

 

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

in the applicable zoning district. 

 

17) That, if granted, the variance will/will not unreasonably increase the congestion on the 

public street. 

 

18) That, if granted, the variance will/will not adversely impact the degree of public health, 

safety and general welfare provided for in the Ramsey City Code. 

 

19) That, if granted, the variance will/will not diminish established property values within the 

neighborhood. 

 

20) That, if granted, the variance requested is/is not the minimum variance necessary to 

accomplish the intended purpose of the Applicant. 

 

21) That the unique circumstances on the Subject Property do/do not result from the actions of 

the Applicant. 

 

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

denied to the owners of other land in the same district. 

 

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

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

Commission this the 5th day of January, 2017. 

 

       

              

      Chairperson 

 

 

ATTEST: 
 

 

       

City Clerk 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

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

 

RESOLUTION #17-01-014 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF A VARIANCE TO LOT DEPTH, 

NET DENSITY, AND SIDEWALK REQUIREMENTS FOR VISTAS AT NORTH 

COMMONS AND DECLARING TERMS OF SAME. 

 

 WHEREAS Lifestyle Properties, hereinafter referred to as "Applicant", properly applied 

to the City of Ramsey (the "City") for a variance to lot depth, net density, and sidewalk 

requirements for development of the property legally described as follows: 

 

Outlot A, Ramsey Town Center 8th Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota; and 

 

 (the "Subject Property"); and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission met on January 5, 2017, conducted the public 

hearing and adopted Findings of Fact #0977 relating to the request for a variance on the Subject 

Property. 

 

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

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

 

1. Based on Findings of Fact #0977, a variance to lot depth, net density, and sidewalk 

requirements, is hereby granted for the Subject Property per the Preliminary Plat prepared 

by Westwood Professional Services dated December 20, 2016. 

 

2. No construction of any building shall commence without the issuance of a building permit. 

 

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

this variance. 

 

4. That this variance shall become null and void if not initiated by January 5, 2018 and 

initiation shall be considered recording of the Final Plat of Vistas at North Commons. 

 

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

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

 

  

 

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

  

 

and the following abstained: 
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and the following were absent: 

 

  

 

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

the 5th day of January, 2017. 
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Lifestyle Properties, hereby acknowledges receipt of this variance and that they have reviewed the 

terms of the variance and have agreed that they will comply with the terms of the variance. 

 

By:        

 

Its:              

      

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA  ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

 

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

__________________________, the ____________ of Lifestyle Properties, LLC, to me known to 

be the person described in and who executed the foregoing instrument and acknowledged that he 

executed the same as their free act and deed. 

    

 

    ____________________________     

    Notary Public 
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CITY OF RAMSEY: 

 

 

By: ______________________________  ______________________________  

Planning Commission Chairperson   City Clerk 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

Randy Bauer and JoAnn M Thieling, to me personally known, who, being each by me duly sworn 

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

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

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

and sealed on behalf of said Municipal Corporation by authority of its City Council, and said 

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

said Municipal Corporation. 

 

      ______________________________ 

       Notary Public 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This document drafted by: 

City of Ramsey  

7550 Sunwood Dr NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

This document reviewed by: 

Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney 

730 Second Ave. S., Suite 300 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 

 



 

 

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

 

RESOLUTION #16-01-015 

 

RESOLUTION GRANTING PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL OF VISTAS AT NORTH 

COMMONS 

 

 WHEREAS, Lifestyle Properties, hereinafter referred to as "Applicant", properly applied to the 

City of Ramsey (the "City") for Preliminary Plat Approval on the property legally described as follows: 

 

Outlot A, Ramsey Town Center 8th Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota; and 

 

 (the "Subject Property"); and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed the sketch plan on October 6, 2016; and; 

  

 WHEREAS, the City Council reviewed the Sketch Plan on October 25, 2016; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Environmental Policy Board reviewed the Landscape Plan on December 19, 

2016. 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission Reviewed the Preliminary Plat on January 5, 2017 and 

conducted a Public Hearing on said Preliminary Plat. 

  

 WHEREAS, on October 6, 2016, the Ramsey Planning Commission conducted a public 

hearing regarding the proposed 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 Vistas at North Commons 

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

 

a) Compliance with City Staff Review Letter dated December 3, 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: 

 

  

  

 

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

 

  

 

and the following were absent: 

 

 

whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council this 24th 

day of January, 2017. 

 

 

              

       Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

       

City Clerk 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 5.           
Meeting Date: 01/05/2017  
By: Chris Anderson, Community

Development

Information
Title:
Consider Concept Plan for Potential Trott Brook Hall Expansion

Purpose/Background:
Representatives of Trott Brook Hall met with City Staff recently to discuss a potential expansion of their building,
which is located at 17301 Nowthen Blvd NW (the "Subject Property"). They did provide Staff with a Concept Plan
for the potential expansion and Staff offered to route it through the Planning Commission for some very preliminary
input/feedback before they incurred more expense in plan development.

Notification:
Notification is not required for review of a Concept Plan.

Observations/Alternatives:
Trott Brook Hall recently acquired the residential parcel to their north and has razed the structure(s) in anticipation
of an expansion of their existing building. Their Concept Plan would include the need to complete a Minor Plat as
they would be expanding the size of their parcel to accommodate their planned building and parking lot additions.

The building addition would be at the north end of the existing building. The expansion would also include
additional parking area north of the building and would result in three (3) access points onto CSAH 5 (Nowthen
Blvd). Should this project move forward, it will require review by the Anoka County Highway Department. 

As part of the expansion project, there would be impacts to existing wetlands that most likely will require
mitigation. Again, if the project does move forward, it would be subject to review by the Lower Rum River
Watershed Management Organization (LRRWMO) both for the wetland delineation and wetland impacts, as well
as for the grading activities that would be needed.

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

Recommendation:
This is an opportunity for the Planning Commission to provide early feedback on the Concept Plan prior to the
property owner incurring greater expenses for plan design and development.

Action:
No formal action is required. This is an opportunity for the Planning Commission to provide any comments and/or
feedback on the Concept Plan before the property moves into the next stage (plan design/development).

Attachments
Site Location Map
Certificate of Survey of Existing Site
Concept Plan



Concept Plan
Preliminary Floor Plan

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 12/27/2016 09:37 AM
Form Started By: Chris Anderson Started On: 12/21/2016 11:34 AM
Final Approval Date: 12/27/2016 
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Regular Planning Commission   5. 6.           
Meeting Date: 01/05/2017  
Submitted For: Patrick Brama, Administrative Services 
By: Patrick Brama, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Stone Brook Children's Academy & Daycare Purchase Agreement for OUTLOT B of COR ONE

Purpose/Background:
PURPOSE
The purpose of this case is for the Planning Commission to review the attached potential project site locations; and
to provide feedback to the EDA and City Council--as they are considering a corresponding purchase offer (purchase
agreement).

Attached to this case are eight site location options. Stone Brook would like to move forward with site location #1.
The EDA has asked Stone Brook to also evaluate the other attached locations.

BACKGROUND 

-Stone Brook/ Prestmore Academy-
Mr. Michael and Mrs. Michelle Johnson are former Ramsey residents (now Andover residents) and are both
practicing doctors. They would like to establish a new children's academy in The COR. 

This is a project they've been researching/ planning and saving up equity for, for over two years. They have
reviewed the project with two developers, an architect, and with two banks. At this point, they are ready to
make their dream a reality--they have their equity lined up--financing arranged--they are ready to apply for
State Licensing--they are ready to go through the real estate entitlement process--they are ready to begin
hiring/ training employees--and they are ready to enter into a purchase agreement with the City. Their goal is
to begin construction in early summer 2017.

The new children's academy will be called Stone Brook. This start up company has an advantage. Mrs.
Johnson's father started a children's academy franchise in Florida--called Prestmore Academy. Mr. and Mrs.
Johnson will have the support of Mrs. Johnson's father--to make sure they are planning/ preparing correctly,
and to help them get up and running. Here is a link to the Prestmore Academy website 
http://www.prestmoreacademy.com/. Please see "about" page for details. To begin, Mrs. Johnson will quit
her current practice to operate Stone Brook. Mr. Johnson will continue his practice, until the businesses is
self sustaining.

For Mr. and Mrs. Johnson, Stone Brook Academy is much more than a business idea. This project is the
accumulation of several personal/ professional goals, and a deep rooted passion to give back to the
world--through the education and development of children. This is their dream--rather than retire at this stage
in their careers. 

Both Mr. and Mrs. Johnson strongly believe in the vision of The COR-- especially the center of The COR.
They believe in the principles of a walkable development, with close proximity to residential, close proximity
to rail, high-quality architecture, and density. They believe their project is best located in/ near the center of
The COR, as a destination (140 kids, 20 employees). 

It is very important to Mr. and Mrs. Johnson to make strong connections to other users in The COR (and the

http://www.prestmoreacademy.com/


community), to have a high-quality/ high-tech/ high-security facility, and to provide high-quality service
offerings (academy). They have indicated they are much more than a daycare, they are an educational
institution/ asset to the community, and should not be compared to a daycare center (i.e. they are not a New
Horizon).

-Proposed Project-
The proposed 10,000 sf, 1-story, Stone Brook Academy & Daycare facility will include seven class rooms, a
gym, kitchen, offices, reception area, and a playground. The academy will be staffed by 15-20 employees
(including State certified instructors), and will serve 140 children. Mr. and Ms. Johnson have indicated they
intend to construct a very nice looking building (including brick/ glass) and they generally understand design
standards for The COR. Also, they want to create a facility that becomes an asset for the community,
interacts with residents, and draws people to The COR. 

Mr. and Ms. Johnson reviewed sites in Ramsey and neighboring cities (Coon Rapids, Andover, Elk River,
Otsego, Rogers, etc.). The central part of The COR is their ideal location, and where they are proposing their
new facility. They looked at multiple site locations within The COR. Site #1 is their most desired location. At
this point, they estimate a need for 0.9-1-acres of land. 

SITE SELECTION
Attached to this case are the eight site locations considered by Stone Brook. They would like to move forward with
Site #1. 

(A) If the City is okay with Site #1, Stone Brook is ready to move forward with a purchase agreement. They
would like to begin construction in early summer 2017. They are hoping to be open in fall 2017. RE Site #1,
Stone Brook is asking for the City to decide how they want to approach the potential public road connection
(Yolite Street)--is it required, or will a private stub road suffice?

(B) If the City is not okay with Site #1, Stone Brook is asking for direction on where they should be located/
and feedback RE the issues they have identified for other sites--each site has it's own unique set of
circumstances/ obstacles. Stone Brook has indicated, this option will likely delay their project (likely will not
be able to open in 2017).

Notification:
NA

Observations/Alternatives:
OBSERVATIONS
Please see attached eight site location memos. At a minimum, staff is requesting detailed feedback on Site #1.

CONSIDERATIONS 
(A) An acre of development fees is estimated at about $60,000 (2016): $3,966 park, $1,090 trail, $6,131
water, $3,391 sewer, $4,577 storm water management, $40,000 COR storm water.

(B) Tax base is estimated at about $45,000 per year gross. Typically, the city receives about 1/4 of property
taxes. However, in this particular scenario, the project is located in an existing TIF District (#14). Therefore,
the City would collect roughly just over 50% of the tax base via TIF. This tax base is helpful for the city--as
their is need to develop funding sources for other improvements in The COR.

(C) Stone Brook believes this project will drive 140 families to The COR on a daily basis (2x). Increased
traffic counts help drive retail and restaurants.

(D) Stone Brook has indicated this project will create 15-20 new jobs.

(E) Stone Brook has indicated they intend to construct an impressive looking building that will fit in well
with The COR.



with The COR.

(F) Stone Brook has indicated they intend to become engaged in the community and The COR--and would
like to develop relationships with organizations such as PACT Charter School.

Funding Source:
NA

Recommendation:
NA

Action:
PURPOSE
The purpose of this case is for the Planning Commission to review the attached potential project site locations; and
to provide feedback to the EDA and City Council--as they are considering a corresponding purchase offer (purchase
agreement).

Attached to this case are eight site location options. Stone Brook would like to move forward with site location #1.
The EDA has asked Stone Brook to also evaluate the other attached locations.

Attachments
Site 1
Site 2
Site 3
Site 4
Site 5
Site 6
Site 7
Site 8

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Kurt Ulrich JoAnn Shaw 01/03/2017 03:20 PM
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 01/03/2017 03:47 PM
Form Started By: Patrick Brama Started On: 01/02/2017 10:44 AM
Final Approval Date: 01/03/2017 
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SITE 1 

 
Outlot B is a roughly 4.95-acre parcel.  The user, Stone Brook Academy, would like to utilize a roughly 1-acre 
portion of the property.  This site is located in the COR-2 Retail district, on the boarder of the COR-1 Mixed district.   
 
The shape/ dimensions of this site is ideal for development (rectangular).  This site will require fill (is low), which 
will increase project costs for Stone Brook.  Infrastructure generally is in place, and surrounds this site.  The one 
question mark RE infrastructure is the potential Yolite Street connection. The other item worth noting, as a result 
of this 1-acre Stone Brook development, is the creation of two remnant lots. 
 
 
 

 

Remnant Lot 

3 Acres 

Original Lot, About 5 Acres 

OUTLOT B 

Stone Brook Concept 
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(1) Stone Brook Feedback 
 

A. This is the #1 desired site for Stone Brook (the buyer/ owner) 
o Stone Brook has reviewed all available site locations in The COR on multiple occasions, over the 

past six months.  This includes reviewing sites with developers, architects, banks, and walking 
sites.  Stone Brook wants to purchase this property now (purchase agreement).  They have been 
saving for the past two plus years—and are very interested in this specific site.  They desire to 
begin construction in early summer 2017. 
 

o Look/ feel/ vision are very important to Stone Brook.  This site (in the central part of The COR) 
meets the vision of Stone Brook.  They want a high-class, high-tech, high-amenity, well-
respected, nice looking academy, that fronts Sunwood Drive, and fits in WELL with the 
surrounding area—which they believe is the center of The COR.  This facility will be much more 
of a state-of-the-art children’s academy, rather than simply just a daycare center.  This will be an 
asset/ destination for this community (please see case write up for details). 
 

o Stone Brook believes in the City’s vision of The COR—and they are drawn to this specific site.  
They believe the heart of The COR is where family oriented uses/ destination uses are best 
located—like academy’s, community centers, theaters, train stations, municipal, parks, etc. 
(details in location section below).   

 
o Stone Brook believes destination users, located in the center of The COR, will produce significant 

ADT for The COR (in this particular case--140 children/ parents, nearly 20 employees 2x per day), 
which will help Ramsey achieve it’s retail goals (especially on the west end). 
 

B. Location is ideal for Stone Brook 
o Being located in the center of The COR, versus on one end or the other, provides better ability for 

Stone Brook to evenly pull from Ramsey’s major population areas (north and east of Ramsey 
Boulevard), and also to pull from future developable areas (west of new Armstrong interchange). 
 

o Being located in the center of The COR allows Stone Brook to draw from nearby dense housing—
including apartments, townhomes, and other residential developments within The COR—as a 
result, in many cases, this location may be walkable.  Being located in the center of The COR may 
also attract people using the Northstar Commuter Rail. 
 

o Stone Brook believes being located on Sunwood Drive, in the center of The COR, is important for 
fit/ feel/ safety of the academy.  Traffic flow (ease of access, congestion) and nearby users 
impact the perceived safety/ fit of their facility.  Stone Brook believes being located on either end 
of The COR detracts from these principles. 
 

C. Price is very important, and is ideal at this particular location. 
o Stone Brook is a quasi-start-up business (being modeled after Prestmore Academy in Florida, 

their parents started that group, and are mentoring Stone Brook).  This business requires a lot of 
FFE (furniture fixtures and equipment), a lot of employees, several licenses, and significant 
working capital.  As a result, Stone Brook will need to come up with significant equity to make 
this deal happen, and to fund their operations for the first year.  The price of land will have a 
direct impact on the operations of this business (i.e. cash flow), and is very important to Stone 
Brook. 
 

o This type of business, a high-end children’s academy, is not commonly seen in Anoka County, if at 
all (however, is common in Hennepin County for example).  It is critically important, to the 
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owners, that they are able to deliver top-notch services in a high-class facility.  They will not open 
a facility in Ramsey if they cannot achieve that goal.  Stone Brook believes their pricing structure 
is very sensitive/ risky in Ramsey (unproven market for this product).  They need to do everything 
they can to keep user costs as low as possible in Ramsey (hence their emphasis on the land 
price—something they have some control over).   
 

o Price negotiation (1-acre) 
 City listing price is $5 psf ($217,800) 
 Stone Brook first offer $0 psf ($0) 
 Stone Brook second offer $2.5 psf ($108,900) 
 EDA counter offer $3.5 psf ($152,460) 
 Stone Brook third offer $3 psf ($130,680) <<current offer>> 

 
o Stone Brook believes other properties are too expensive in The COR, and restrict their ability to 

effectively operate their business (the higher the land cost, the more debt service, the lower the 
operating cash flow).  Below is a snap shot. 
 

 McDonald’s Pads 

 1.23 acres, $12.00 psf, $642,945 

 1.35 acres, $12.00 psf, $705,672 
     *see site #2 for details 
 

 Casey’s, 6.00 psf, 1 acre, $261,360* 
     *see site #3 for details, will likely require infrastructure improvements 
 

 PSD LLC, $12.00 psf, 1 acre, $522,720* 
      *see site #4 for details 

 
D. General comment from Stone Brook: 

o Stone Brook is open to purchasing other sites, if the City is willing to sell at “like-cost.”  For 
example, $150K-$200K for the sites near McDonald’s (NOTE: that would be a 400-500K reduction 
in land price).  However, even if costs were the same, Stone Brook still prefers/ requests to be on 
this specific site (site #1), in the center of The COR. 

 
o With the above in mind, Stone Brook is generally concerned other site options will be 

significantly more expensive, and in some cases, open up even more policy discussions (re 
infrastructure and land use)—which will delay their project they hope to begin in early summer 
2017. 

 
E. Yolite Street issue, Stone Brook open to what works best for the City. 

o Stone Brook doesn’t desire the Yolite Street public road connection.  However, they are open to 
the connection, if the city requires (at a 60/40 split, the 40 to be shared).  They are more 
concerned about moving the project forward soon.  Stone Brook is also open to the stub road 
design/ private road, if the city desires. 
 

o Regardless if Yolite is constructed, or becomes a private road stub, Stone Brook wants to be 
located west of the Yolite Street intersection (due to lot width requirements for their facility—
east of the intersection physically won’t work—it is too narrow). 
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(2) Staff Feedback 
 

A. YOLITE STREET CONNECTION, Background: 
o Development of this site could trigger the construction of a 275’ public roadway connection 

(known as Yolite Street)--which would connect Sunwood Drive with Veterans Drive.  Yolite 
Street is the only potential public mid-block connection between Zeolite and Sapphire Street in 
The COR (which are a half mile apart).  Requiring the construction of Yolite Street is a policy 
question for the City to answer—and is very important to this proposed development.  Direction 
is needed in order to move this project forward on this particular site. 
 

 
 

o Stone Brook Academy is proposing to pay for 20% of costs related to Yolite Street (if the City 
requires this road).  Stone Brook would like to use the City's previously utilized cost share 
arrangement on public roads located in commercial areas in The COR--which is a 60/40 split (60% 
City, 40% developer).  Stone Brook is proposing to pay 20%, as they are only utilizing one side of 
the road.  They are proposing the user on the other side of Yolite Street pay for the 
remaining share of the 40% developer portion (i.e. 20%). 
 

o If the City does require the construction of Yolite, staff's proposed funding source is TIF District 
#1 (an old TIF district with an available balance)--which is also the proposed funding source for 
Zeolite Street (in The COR).  The City could also consider other funding sources (land proceeds, 
EDA dollars, County dollars, TIF 14 dollars, etc.). 

 
Feasibility Report 
o WSB completed a feasibility report to help the City understand the cost implications of the 

potential Yolite Street connection.  The WSB feasibility analysis was very conservative, at 
$394,000.  The WSB feasibility analysis was intended to be a starting point—and to include ALL 
potential costs.   

 

o The City’s Engineering team reviewed the WSB feasibility analysis, and was able to reduce the 
estimated project costs to $284,880.  The City’s Engineering Department feels another $10,000-
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$50,000 could potentially be cut from the project.  Below is a summary (this includes 10% 
contingency and 25% indirect costs). 

 

 WSB Original City Engineering Revised 

Surface Improvements $186,800 $134,000 

Streetscape Improvements $93,600 $39,380 

Sanitary Improvements $37,800 $37,800 

Watermain Improvements $52,000 $52,000 

Storm Sewer Improvements $24,700 $21,700 

TOTAL $394,500 $284,880 

 
o Why the change?  Many of the utilities will only need to run about 1/3 of the way into the site, 

not all the way through, as indicated by WSB.  Storm water improvements are less than what 
WSB anticipated, as storm water outlets are available in Sunnwood and Veterans.  Some 
landscaping was pulled.  Likely, requirements will only be trees/ sod for the construction of this 
road.  Sidewalks/ other landscaping will be required as part of the Stone Brook site plan.  
Roadway costs reduced due to good soils (no need to remove) and availability of city owned base 
materials. 

 
o Below are example cost shares for the split of road costs ($284,880).  The City does not have an 

official policy for sharing the cost to construct new public infrastructure.  60/40 is past practice. 
 

 Party 1 Party 2 

80% : 20% $227,904 $56,976 

60% : 40% $170,928 $113,952 

50% : 50% $142,440 $142,440 

 
B. YOLITE STREET CONNECTION, Staff Development Review Comments 

o The current COR Master Plan (left) does NOT call for a public road connection at Yolite Street.  
The original COR Master Plan (right) DOES. 
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o Yolite Street is NOT accounted for in the City’s capital improvement plan. 
 

o Yolite has NOT been platted (ROW has not been secured) on the south side of Sunwood Drive 
(property currently being considered by Stone Brook).  Yolite HAS been platted (ROW has been 
secured) on the north side of Sunwood Drive (to service a potential parking ramp). 

 

o Sunwood Drive and Veteran’s Drive were constructed ahead of development, based on the 
original COR Master Plan.  Yolite Street was stubbed in on both Sunwood and Veteran’s Drive.  
An intersection has been constructed on Sunwood (for the anticipated Yolite Street). 

 

o There is an existing stormwater line that runs through the proposed Yolite Street connection 
(between Sunwood and Veteran’s Drive).  Therefore, even if the Yolite Street connection is not 
made, this storm water line will effect where buildings can be constructed (i.e. cannot be built 
over the stormwater line).   

 

o From a traffic flow/public safety perspective, staff recommends the City make the proposed 
public road connection of Yolite Street between Sunwood Drive and Veterans Drive.  At this 
point, there is no public road connection for about a half mile.  In the event of an emergency or 
heavy traffic in The COR, having this connection will be very important.   
 

i. Furthermore, if the Yolite Street connection is not made, and one of the two existing 
connections is blocked (in the case of an emergency/ major event/ construction), the 
next available connection will be more than a half mile away (which is a great distance 
in a dense/ walkable/ transit oriented development). 
 

ii. Staff is also concerned that existing private driveways (such as Residents at The COR) 
will continue to experience significant public through traffic, due to the lack of public 
road connections.  As The COR develops, this problem is expected to worsen—especially 
if connections like Yolite are not made. 
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o From a real estate development perspective, staff believes the Yolite Street connection is not 
needed.  And, it is possible to run a private stub road into the proposed Stone Brook site.  This 
alternative would save the City money (at this point, an estimated $227,904--$170,928 when 
paid back by future user).   

 
o Additionally, from a real estate development perspective, an alternative does exist to wait for a 

developer that is willing to take down the entire available site (about 5 acres) at one time.  In 
that scenario, circulation/ utilities/ infrastructure could be planned for the entire site as a whole, 
and would make this conversation much easier (they City wouldn’t be in the role of master 
developer). 

 

i. This scenario (waiting for a private master developer) would not allow Stone Brook to 
move forward with this proposed site.  Stone Brook has respectfully opposed this 
option, and asked the City to reconsider.  This site continues to be Stone Brook’s #1 
desired location.  The challenge with this site location for the city is—timing/ 
opportunity cost (we have Stone Brook here today, but we don’t have a private master 
developer that wants to take down the entire site today).  
 

C. REMNANT PARCELS, Staff Development Review Comments 
o If Stone Brook was allowed to move forward with this proposed 1-acre site, it would create two 

remnant lots.  
 

i. The first remnant lot is roughly 1/2 acre, rectangular shaped, remnant parcel, located 
just east of the proposed 1-acre Stone Brook Academy site (just east of the potential 
Yolite Street connection).  The lot would be roughly 65’ wide and 85’ deep.   
 

 
 
Although this size of lot is not ideal/ and is not something the City should be seeking 
(staff would not recommend for standard practice), considering its location (within The 
COR), this remnant site still carries merit/ marketable value.  The COR allows for zero 
setbacks/ green spaces, significant lot coverages, on-street parking, and does not 
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require storm water on-site.  In fact, density is strongly encouraged in this development.  
These characteristics allow for this particular remnant site to be viable and usable.   
 
Staff anticipates a 4,000-8,000 sf “foot-print” building could be placed on this site (could 
be two stories).  Water/ sewer stubs are available to this site.  Furthermore, staff would 
like to note, this type sized lot/ building foot-print is not uncommon for downtowns/ 
urban developments in cities across the country. 
 
In many ways, the 1/2 remnant parcel is the result of two previous decisions: (1) the 
Common Bond project, not extending their site to Yolite Street created the 1/2 parcel, 
and (2) the location of pre-installed/ pre-determined infrastructure on Sunwood and 
Veterans.  These issues will need to be addressed, now or in the future (by the City or by 
a master developer). 
 
Lastly, staff would like to note, if Yolite Street was not required to be constructed, it is 
likely only a private stub road would be needed from Sunwood Drive (would not go 
through entire site).  This alternative would likely increase the size of this remnant site 
from about .5 acres to about .75 acres (as the unused ROW would become available). 
 

ii. The second remnant lot is roughly 3-acres, located just west of the proposed Stone 
Brook Academy 1-acre lot, and is generally rectangular shaped.   
 

 
 
Although this lot is smaller than the original larger 5-acre lot, this remnant 3-acre parcel 
is still of considerable size, and holds strong merit to be marketed/ developed.  Sewer/ 
water stubs exist.  Good access points exist.  Location is good. 
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o Water/ sewer service have been pre-determined, ahead of development, for the larger 5-acre 

site.  Stubs have been placed in the proposed Yolite row/ intersection, on Sunwood Drive; and 
stubs have been placed about midway within the remaining portion of the site.   
 

 
 

i. The location of these stubs would allow for services to be provided to the proposed 
Stone Brook site, and the two remnant lots.  In summary, the pre-determined location 
of stubs is not a barrier to this proposed Stone Brook site location. 

 

D. PROPOSED USE, Staff Development Review Comments 
o The COR master plan coincidentally shows a day care center in this general location.  This 

proposed use generally appears to be an allowed use in the designated zoning district (COR-2). 
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E. WELL LOCATED ON LARGER PARCEL, Staff Development Review Comments 
o There is a public well in the SW corner of the larger 5-acre site.  This well includes a125’ 

easement.  The well/ easement is NOT located on the proposed Stone Brook site.  However, it 
will affect the 3-acre remnant lot (located west of the 1-acre Stone Brook lot).  Generally 
speaking, when the 3-acre remnant site is developed, the well easement it will restrict potential 
building layouts.  Buildings can’t be constructed over the easement—however, parking and 
greenspace may be allowed.  Staff wanted to simply note this item.  This will be an issue to deal 
with, regardless of Stone Brook. 
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(3) EDA Feedback 
 

 The EDA first reviewed this site 12/08/2016. 
 

 The EDA is very interested in this project, and would like to welcome Stone Brook to Ramsey (and The 
COR).  The EDA wants this deal to happen, and is excited to work with Stone Brook to find a solution.  The 
EDA understands the many benefits this project can bring to Ramsey.   
 

 The EDA was generally interested in obtaining more information from staff (RE the Yolite Street 
discussion/ the remnant lots), and hearing back from Stone Brook (on other potential site locations), 
before making a final recommendation on this particular site. 

 
 The EDA was generally concerned about this specific site location/ site layout.  The EDA is most interested 

in a comprehensive approach to developing this larger site (nearly 5 acres).  The EDA generally believes a 
master developer can most effectively/ efficiently plan around the current site limitations/ challenges 
(listed below).   
 

 Yolite intersection/ connection. 
The EDA was concerned this connection is un-needed, and a waste of public dollars (originally 
$394K total cost, now about $284K).  The COR master plan no longer calls for the Yolite 
connection.  The EDA was generally open to discussing a private connection/ and or private stub 
road solution. 
 

 Remnant Parcels 
The EDA was concerned with the relatively fixed location of existing public infrastructure (below).  
These items create development layout/ lot size limitations—which restrict future development 
options.  Please see “Staff Feedback Section” for details/ background. 
 

(A) Water/ sewer stub locations in Sunwood.   
(B) Location of public well in SW corner of larger site.  
(C) An existing storm water line running down the future Yolite Street.   
(D) Existing Yolite Street intersection on Sunwood Drive. 
 

This proposed Stone Brook 1-acre site will create two remnant parcels.  The EDA is generally 
concerned about the potential affects these remnant parcels will have on future development 
projects.  Please see “Staff Feedback Section” for details/ background. 
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(4) Planning Commission Feedback 
 

 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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(5) What about creative options staff? 
 Below are some other creative options, proposed by the EDA and staff, for this particular site (the 5-acre 

Outlot B).  Included below each map are comments from Stone Brook. 

 

 
 

Stone Brook Comments: 
 Alternate A is physically too narrow, and too small to allow for what Stone Brook wants to accomplish 

(10,000 sf building plus a 1,500 sf playground).  This was determined by their developer/ architect. 
 

 Additionally, Stone Brook wants the focal point/ front of their building to be pressed up against Sunwood 
Drive (to be prominent).  This layout would physically force the focal point of their building to be located 
central to the site (and the side of their building to be pressed against Sunwood).  They feel this doesn’t 
meet the “theme” of The COR. 
 

 Lastly, Stone Brook needs a round-about drop-off at their entrance—which requires a min 100’ of site 
width (this remnant lot site is roughly 85’ wide).  Ideally, they want to have at least a 185’ wide site. 

Alternate A 
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Stone Brook Comments: 
 Alternate B rendered identical comments from Stone Brook (compared to Alternate A). 

 

 Although they are able to pick up additional land to the south, the shape/ constraints of the lot still make 
it undesirable (as they want to front Sunwood with their building, on the north).  The shape of this lot 
creates issues with their desired site layout. 
 

 
 

Alternate B 
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Stone Brook Comments: 

 Alternate C works for Stone Brook.  They understand the public well issue, and are willing to work around.  
This is not their #1 option—but would be willing to consider. 
 

 Unfortunately, water/sewer stubs are located central to this site.  Therefore, staff is concerned about how 
this user will access water/ sewer.  One option is to punch into Sunwood Drive for new stubs (not 
recommended by staff).  Another option is to run utilities internal to the property (also not recommended 
by staff).   
 

o RE the water/ sewer stubs--the easy/ desired route would be to require this lot to be taken down 
all at once, or at least require the Stone Brook lot to extend all the way out to the utility stubs.  In 
that scenario, Stone Brook would be picking up nearly 2x the land they need (which they would 
oppose—as would staff recommend against). 

 

 Staff would also like to note, this user may “fit” better on the east side of this site (the 5-acre Outlot B).   
The western portion of this 5-acre site may be better suited for retail (as it’s located adjacent to retail).  
An academy/ daycare makes for a good transition (between residential/ retail). 
 

 This option does have merit.  If desired, staff would be happy to further investigate. 

 

Alternate C 
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SITE 2 

  
 
Site 2 includes three options.  All options are nearly pad ready sites, and include internal infrastructure.  Sites A 
and B have restrictive covenants in place from McDonald’s for competing uses (NOTE: the restrictive covenants are 
expected to expire in the next 90 days).  This area is zoned COR-2 Retail, and has been anticipated to be developed 
into restaurants and/ or small format retail.  Access is good.  Location is good.  Visibility from Hwy 10 is fair. 
 

A 

About 1.35 acres 

B 

About 1.23 acres 

 

C 

About 1.01 acres 

Anticipated McDonald’s 
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(1) Stone Brook Feedback 
 

A. These sites are generally acceptable, but not desired 
o Stone Brook agrees these sites could work for their development, from a physical site layout 

perspective, and are willing to discuss.  However, look/ feel/ vision are very important to Stone 
Brook.  These sites don’t meet their vision—and they don’t believe having their facility located 
here meets the vision of The COR.  Please see “Site 1 Log” for more information on their vision.   

 
B. This location is not ideal for Stone Brook 

o Being located in the center of The COR is very important to Stone Brook.  Please see “Site Log 1” 
for more background on their feedback on location. 
 

o They believe this site pulls them too far west—away from Ramsey Boulevard, too far away from 
a “walkable location”, and too far away from Northstar commuters.  Lastly, traffic/ retail 
development doesn’t provide the fit/ sense of safety they desire. 
 

C. Price is an issue with these sites 
o These sites are more expensive than Stone Brook can afford (per square foot).  Additionally, they 

are larger than what is needed (only 1 acre is needed—potentially .9 acres).  As a result, placing 
Stone Brook on these sites will result in extra costs (land purchase), and wasted land. 
 

o Stone Brook appears to like the 1.35 site (A) most—if they had to choose.  However, the 1.23 site 
(B) results in less wasted land, and less cost for land.  Site C only has about .45 acres of usable 
land available, and is too small for Stone Brook. 
 

o Stone Brook would be happy to further consider these sites if the city was willing to drop the 
price down to $150,000-$200,000 per lot (similar to what they want to pay for the site near 
Yolite). 
 

 McDonald’s Pads 

 1.23 acres, $12.00 psf, $642,945 

 1.35 acres, $12.00 psf, $705,672 
     *see site #XXXX for details 
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(2) Staff Feedback 
 

 Staff has not spent a significant amount of time reviewing these options.  Generally, yes, these sites would 
work form a physical site layout perspective.   
 

 These are nice sites (from a development readiness perspective).  They include internal roadways, 
utilities, mass grading, have been platted, external arterial infrastructure in place, etc.   
 

 Locating Stone Brook on these sites would make for a much easier/cleaner discussion for the City (from a 
real estate development perspective).  These sites would generally allow for this type of use (from a 
zoning perspective). 
 

 Staff would like to note—there are three potential issues with this site location for Stone Brook: 
 

o Stone Brook only needs 0.9 - 1.0 acres of land.  Wasted land would result from development of 
Stone Brook on these pre-determined sized sites.  Could range from about .25 acre to .45 acre of 
wasted land (depending on the site/ size of Stone Brook).  Because of the pre-determined/ pre-
platted lots—it would be challenging to reconfigure lots today. 
 

o These sites are considered premium sties, listed at premium prices ($12 per square foot).  These 
are arguably the only pad ready sites in The COR (most other sites will result in various policy/ 
development issues.  Staff believes the City has the ability to capture more dollars in land 
proceeds on these sites (in comparison to what Stoney Brook is offering—$3.00 psf.  Selling these 
properties at $3.00 psf (or close to)—it would likely trigger a business subsidy process/ request—
which Stone Brook is trying to avoid. 
 

o The policy question of “fit” does surface with this particular site location.  Does a children’s 
academy fit here (from a master developer perspective)?  Or, was this area visioned for more 
traditional retail/ restaurants?  If the City does move forward with recommending this site 
location, staff believes this question may need to be discussed. 
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(3) EDA Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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(4) Planning Commission Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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SITE 3 
 

 
 
 
Site 3 includes several options.  Shown above are two general/ logical options.  This area zoned for office park, and 
has been visioned for a medical office park (or corporate campus).  Generally, the proposed use should be able to 
fit within this zoning district (due to the academy focus)—however, this should be further reviewed from a zoning 
perspective. 
 
This site is not pad ready.  As depicted in the above map, many development/ land-use related questions remain.  
Due to these many outstanding questions, it might be challenging to provide answers in a short timeframe to 
Stone Brook (i.e. less than six months)—as these questions will require research/ analysis and policy discussions.  
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Can Stone Brook use the private 

Casey’s road?  Or, do they need to 

connect to Peridot?   

 

The Casey’s intersection will likely 

become highly congested—especially if 

additional users are added on the 

private drive—and with additional 

build out of The COR.  

B 
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PSD Parcel, 9.9 acres City Parcel, 11.5 acres 
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(1) Stone Brook Feedback 
 

A. These sites are generally acceptable, but not desired 
o Stone Brook agrees these sites could work for their development, from a physical site layout 

perspective.  However, look/ feel/ vision are very important to Stone Brook.  These sites don’t 
meet their vision.  Please see “Site 1 Log” for more information on their vision. 

 
B. This location is not ideal for Stone Brook 

o Being located in the center of The COR is very important to Stone Brook.  Please see “Site Log 1” 
for more background on their feedback on location. 
 

o They believe this site pulls them too far east—away from Armstrong Boulevard, too far away 
from a “walkable location”, and too far away from Northstar commuters.  Lastly, potential traffic 
issues with the private access drive/ and a gas station development don’t provide the fit/ sense 
of safety they desire. 
 

C. Price is an issue with these sites 
o These sites are more expensive than Stone Brook can afford (per square foot)—this site is listed 

at $6.00.  “Site Log 1” for more background on their feedback on price. 
 
o Stone Brook would be happy to further consider these sites if the city was willing to drop the 

price down to $150,000-$200,000 per acre, or about $3 psf (similar to what they want to pay for 
the site near Yolite). 

 

o Stone Brook is concerned these sites will create just as large, or even larger policy issues/ 
discussion RE remnant lots/ required public infrastructure (which will result in increased project 
costs, and delay their project). 
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(2) Staff Feedback 
 

A. Staff has not spent a significant amount of time reviewing these options.  Generally, yes, these sites would 
work form a physical site layout perspective.   
 

B. These sites are nice in the fact that some arterial public infrastructure is in place today (however, much is 
not).  These sites generally appear to be high and dry, and have access to utilities.   
 

C. Pricing is still higher than what Stone Brook wants.  However, negotiating down from $6.00 psf seems 
more reasonable than $12.00 (as is the case on most other COR sites). 

 
D. Staff would like to note—there are other concerns with this site option: 

 
o Staff is generally concerned about traffic congestion/ flow/ safety on Sunwood Drive in this area 

of The COR.   
 

i. Staff is concerned the private Casey’s access drive is located too close to Ramsey 
Boulevard, and is offset from the access drive across the Sunwood Drive (north side, 
Allina).  Staff is concerned the physical layout of these existing private accesses will 
cause problems now and into the future—especially as ADTs increase on Sunwood.   

 
ii. Furthermore, staff is concerned about adding additional users to the Casey’s private 

access drive, and making the traffic problem worse.  The Stone Brook Academy with 140 
kids and 20 employees will generate significant traffic. 

 

iii. From a traffic/ safety perspective, staff believes future access to this site, from Sunwood 
Drive, should come from Peridot Street.  Below are two exceptions: 
 

1. Low impact/ low traffic user wants to be located off the Casey’s private access 
drive (example would be OGA or the Medical Examiners) 

2. Master developer/ master plan for the site all at once, that accounts for traffic 
flow globally. 

 
o This site has been visioned for medical parks/ corporate parks/ etc. 

 
i. When considering the Casey’s store.  And, now, potentially a children’s academy/ day 

care, staff feels we are pulling away from the vision for this part of The COR.  Staff is 
comfortable with that direction—if it is the intention of our policy makers.  However, it 
should be noted as a potential conflict to the vision for The COR. 
 

ii. If the City is seeking a corporate campus/ medical office park for this 11.5 acre site—
they may be wise to be patient.  Retaining maximum flexibility/ layout/ size is ideal for a 
future developer.  Staff has received unofficial interest from PSD to combine lots to 
create an even larger/ more attractive corporate campus/ medical campus site (20+ 
acres).  The more the City pulls away from our vision on this site, and the more we 
subdivide, the harder it will be to land a big project/ master developer in the future.  
Staff would like to note—a corporate campus/ medical campus will likely take years to 
attract (not a short term goal). 

 
 



Page 5 of 6 
 

(3) EDA Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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(4) Planning Commission Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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SITE 4 

 

 
 
 
Site 3 includes several options.  Shown above is a logical option.  This area is zoned for office park, and has been 
visioned for a medical office park (or corporate campus).  Generally, the proposed use should be able to fit within 
this zoning district (due to the academy focus)—however, this should be further reviewed from a zoning 
perspective.  This site is nearly pad ready.  Infrastructure is in place, perfect shape/ size lot.  Good location for 
Stone Brook—near the center of The COR. 
 

 
 
 
 

A 

1 Acre 

PSD Parcel, 9.9 acres City Parcel, 11.5 acres 
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(1) Stone Brook Feedback 
 

A. These site is desired by Stone Brook 
o Stone Brook does desire this site (as their second most desired site).  Generally, it meets all of 

their needs.  Please see “Site 1 Log” for details. 

 
B. This location is ideal for Stone Brook 

o Being located in the center of The COR is very important to Stone Brook.  Please see “Site Log 1” 
for more background on their feedback on location. 
 

o PSD has expressed hesitancy towards this project.  They would prefer owning the project and 
leasing back to Stone Brook.  With that said, they are willing to discuss only if they can get $12 
psf.   
 

C. Price is an issue with this site 
o This site is more expensive than Stone Brook can afford (per square foot)—this site is listed at 

$12.00 ($522,720).  “Site Log 1” for more background on their feedback on price. 
 
o Stone Brook would be happy to further consider this site if PSD was willing to drop the price 

down to $150,000-$200,000 per acre, or about $3 psf (similar to what they want to pay for the 
site near Yolite).   

 

o PSD is NOT willing to drop the price.  
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(2) Staff Feedback 
 

 The only major conflict with this site location is the funding gap.  The gap here (between what PSD wants, 
and what the Stone Brook wants) is about $9 psf or $392K. 
 

 Staff did a TIF run on this project (for The COR TIF district).  Over about 20 years, it would pull about 
$510,000 in Future Value (FV) TIF or about $315K in Present Value (PV) TIF—@4.00% discount rate. The 
City could use TIF to fill this gap.  However, staff would note, this will pull the City’s property tax 
generation on this project for 20 years (and there are many projects within The COR that could use TIF 
funding). 
 

 This route would also require a business subsidy process/ application.  Likely, if possible, all parties 
involved would want to avoid said alternative. 
 

 Lastly, this proposed TIF assistance ($315,000 PV/ $500,000 FV) on a roughly $2.5M project is significant, 
and may be cause for caution.  For example, the roughly $20M PSD apartment project was subsidized 
$500,000 FV; the roughly $10M Platinum Properties project was subsidized $455,000 FV; the $7M Life 
Fitness project was subsidized at about $350,000 FV.  This subsidy would likely stretch or exceed our 
policy guidelines for subsidies (based on preliminary staff review). 
 

 With the above in mind, this site does present the least amount of “development/ land use/ 
infrastructure” concerns of all viable sites.  This site is perfectly sized/ shaped, and in an ideal location for 
Stone Brook.  If the City desires, staff may be able to find a creative solution to secure dollars to fill the 
funding gap on this project (via City subsidy).  This alternative will likely delay the development process 
for Stone Brook by at least 60 days—which they are generally concerned with (as they still need to go 
through the entitlement/ state licensing processes).  This alternative does carry the risk of uncertainty 
(PSD’s official position, business subsidy process, public perception, etc.). 
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(3) EDA Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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(4) Planning Commission Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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Stone Brook Academy  
(previously known as Prestmore Academy) 

Site Selection Log 
 
 
 

SITE 5 
12/30/2016 
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SITE 5 

 
 
 
Site 5 includes a .37 acre option.  This area is zoned for office park, and has been visioned for a medical office park 
(or corporate campus).  Generally, the proposed use should be able to fit within this zoning district (due to the 
academy focus)—however, this should be further reviewed from a zoning perspective.  This site is nearly pad 
ready.  Infrastructure is in place and is perfect shaped lot.  Fairly good location for Stone Brook.   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

A 
.37 

acres 
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(1) Stone Brook Feedback 
 

 Stone Brook has indicated they have reviewed this site, and it is too small.  They do not desire to further 
investigate.  They generally liked the idea and location, and appreciate the suggestion. 
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(2) Staff Feedback 
 

 NA—due to Stone Brook not willing to consider site. 
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(3) EDA Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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(4) Planning Commission Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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Stone Brook Academy  
(previously known as Prestmore Academy) 

Site Selection Log 
 
 
 

SITE 6 
12/30/2016 
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SITE 6 

 
 
 
Site 5 includes multiple layout options (as it is nearly 5 acres).  This site is not owned by the City—it is bank owned.  
This site includes multiple zoning districts, and would require policy discussions/ potential zoning amendments.  
This site is located adjacent to The COR.    This area is zoned for office park, and has been visioned for a medical 
office park (or corporate campus).   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
1 acre 
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(1) Stone Brook Feedback 
 

 Stone Brook has indicated they have reviewed this site, and it is not appropriately located (within The 
COR, near center of The COR).  They do not desire to further investigate.   
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(2) Staff Feedback 
 

 NA—due to Stone Brook not willing to consider site. 
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(3) EDA Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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(4) Planning Commission Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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Stone Brook Academy  
(previously known as Prestmore Academy) 

Site Selection Log 
 
 
 

SITE 7 
12/30/2016 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Page 2 of 6 
 

SITE 7 

 
 
 
Site 5 includes multiple layout options (as it is about 2.5 acres).  This is owned by the City.  This site is zoned COR-2 
retail.  This site is located adjacent to The COR.  This site is located adjacent to an existing old business park, with 
significant outside storage.   
 

 
 
 
 

A 
1 acre 
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(1) Stone Brook Feedback 
 

 Stone Brook has indicated they have reviewed this site, and it is not appropriately located (within The 
COR, near center of The COR).  They are not okay with the neighboring uses.  They do not desire to further 
investigate.   
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(2) Staff Feedback 
 

 NA—due to Stone Brook not willing to consider site. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Page 5 of 6 
 

(3) EDA Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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(4) Planning Commission Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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Stone Brook Academy  
(previously known as Prestmore Academy) 

Site Selection Log 
 
 
 

SITE 8 
12/30/2016 
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SITE 8 

 
 
 
Site 8 is about 1.23 acres.  This is owned by the City, and within the price range of Stone Brook.  This site is located 
off Highway 10/ Dolomite Street, and has great visibility.  This site is not located within The COR.  This site is 
located adjacent to an existing businesses significant outside storage.   
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(1) Stone Brook Feedback 
 

 Stone Brook has indicated they have reviewed this site, and it is not appropriately located (within The 
COR, near center of The COR).  They are not okay with the neighboring uses.  They do not desire to further 
investigate.   
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(2) Staff Feedback 
 

 NA—due to Stone Brook not willing to consider site. 
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(3) EDA Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
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(4) Planning Commission Feedback 
 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 TBD, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 
 

 

 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 7.           
Meeting Date: 01/05/2017  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Review Concept Plan for Pearson Farm; Case of Capstone Homes

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to provide preliminary feedback for a future plat currently known as Pearson Farm. This
is not an official application at this time, but does include several unique policies. 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment (subsequently a Zoning Amendment)1.
Use of Planned Unit Development District 

Lot Sizes1.
Setbacks2.

2.

Mandatory Environmental Review3.

Notification:
Notification is not required at this time, but will occur with future steps.

Observations/Alternatives:
As this is a conceptual plan at this point, Staff has not prepared a full report. Staff will prepare a more detailed
presentation at the meeting. Staff is forwarding at this stage to introduce the concept early, especially in light of
mandatory environmental review required bt State Law.The Developer desires initial feedback on the concept
before starting the official review process. The entire review process (City, State, Watershed, etc.) will likely mean
a construction start date of approximately July.

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

Recommendation:
No recommendation at this point.

Action:
No action requested/recommended. Provide preliminary feedback only.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Concept Plan

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill (Originator) Tim Gladhill 12/30/2016 07:47 AM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 12/30/2016 07:20 AM
Final Approval Date: 12/30/2016 
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Regular Planning Commission   5. 8.           
Meeting Date: 01/05/2017  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Ordinance to Amend Board of Appeals and Adjustement/Official Map

Purpose/Background:
The City of Ramsey, along with the City of Anoka, Anoka County, and the Minnesota Department of
Transportation recently accepted the Highway 10 Access Planning Study, which is now the comprehensive
vision/plan for Highway 10 future improvements. This is the third version of said vision over the past several
decades. In the 1990s, the Interregional Corridor Study was completed and included several planned improvements
along Highway 10. That vision was amended in the mid 2000s through the completion of the Highway 10 Access
Management Plan. That plan proved to be challenging to implement, and in response, the current Highway 10
Access Planning Study was completed. Due to the change in vision, Staff has been preparing for an update to the
City's Official Map, which places certain land use controls over properties and portions of properties ultimately
needed for public purposes, such as frontage roads, interchanges, and other improvements.

As part of that review, the City Attorney has recommended that the City's ordinance establishing a separate Board
of Adjustment and Appeals for the Official Map Area be amended to consolidate into the Planning Commission's
normal role as Board of Adjustment and Appeals. Both are powers granted under the State's Planning Enabling
Law. It is the City Attorney's Legal Opinion that the Statute does not provide guidance to create two separate Board
of Adjustment and Appeals. In response, the proposed ordinance is attached. This will be the first in a series of
amendments related to the Official Map.

Notification:
The Public Hearing for the proposed ordinance was properly published in the City's Official Newsletter.

Observations/Alternatives:

Funding Source:
This case is being handled as part of normal Staff duties.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of Ordinance #17-03.

Action:
Motion to recommend that the City Council adopt Ordinance #17-03.

Attachments
Draft Ordinance #17-03

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill (Originator) Tim Gladhill 12/27/2016 11:52 AM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 12/16/2016 01:04 PM
Final Approval Date: 12/27/2016 
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ORDINANCE #17-03 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

AN AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 2 OF THE CITY CODE, WHICH CHAPTER IS KNOWN AS 

ADMINISTRATION OF THE CITY CODE OF RAMSEY, MINNESOTA  

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 2-159 (DUTIES, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND 

OBJECTIVES) OF THE RAMSEY CITY CODE.  

The City of Ramsey Ordains: 

SECTION 1 AUTHORITY 

 

This ordinance is adopted pursuant to and under the authority of the City Charter of the City of Ramsey. 

 

SECTION 2 AMENDMENTS 

Section 2-159 is hereby established to read as follows (deletions indicated with strikethrough; additions 

indicated as underline): 

Sec. 2-159. - Duties, responsibilities and objectives.  

(a) Planning commission. The primary objective of the planning commission is to advise the city council 
on land use concerns and other duties conferred upon it by this chapter or the city council. In addition, 
the planning commission shall serve as the planning agency and shall have the powers and duties 
given such agencies by Minn. Stats. §§ 462.351 to 462.364. The planning commission shall also serve 
as and be given the powers of the board of appeals and adjustment. Appeals to the board of appeals 
and adjustment may be taken by any affected person upon compliance with the procedures 
established by the zoning ordinance. The primary objective of the board of adjustment and appeals 
shall be to hear and decide appeals where it is alleged that there is an error in any order, requirement, 
decision, or determination made by an administrative officer in the enforcement of the zoning 
ordinance as well as to review and approve/deny variances from the provisions of chapter 117 where 
strict enforcement would cause practical difficulties because of circumstances unique to the individual 
property under consideration. The planning commission shall be given the powers and duties given 
such agencies by Minn. Stats. § 462.357. The planning commission shall also be given the powers to 
consider appeas by owners of land within the official map area who have been denied a land use 
permit, zoning permit, approval for a building on land or any other city action taken pursuant to section 
117-4 which may affect the landowner’s land. The appeal procedures shall be pursuant to Minn. Stats. 
462.359 and section 117-4. 

(b) Park and recreation commission. The primary objective of the park and recreation commission is to 
monitor and reflect the attitudes and concerns of the citizens of the city relative to the park system and 
recreation programs, and to advise the city council of citizen attitudes and policy matters relevant to 
the park and recreation function in the city. The commission shall:  

(1) Develop, recommend, and upon adoption by the city council, monitor the execution of a 
comprehensive plan for the recreation and natural resources function of the city. Report to the 
city council regarding achievements toward fulfillment of the comprehensive plan and recommend 
amendments to the plan as necessary.  
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(2) Continually review and evaluate the park system development and recreation programming. 
Develop and recommend methods to stimulate positive public interest in the recreation and 
natural resources functions.  

(3) Monitor and reflect attitudes and consensus of citizens relative to the park system and recreation 
programs and serve as a forum for the citizens to voice their opinions regarding the recreation 
and natural resources function.  

(4) Promote coordination with the school districts serving the city, encouraging the interchangeable 
use of city and school district facilities and programs to the best interests of the citizens. 
Encourage coordination with other communities to the extent appropriate in matters pertinent to 
the recreation and natural resources function.  

(5) Encourage dissemination of information to, and coordinate with, city organizations interested in 
the recreation and natural resources function, such as athletic groups, youth groups, civic 
organizations, etc.  

(6) Develop and recommend feasible programs relative to the conservation of our environment.  

(c) Reserved.  

 (d) Board of appeals and adjustments/official maps.  

(1) Objective. The primary objective of the board of appeals and adjustments/official maps is to 
consider appeals by owners of land within the official map area who have been denied a land use 
permit, zoning permit, approval for a building on land or any other city action taken pursuant to 
section 117-4 which may affect the landowner's land. The appeal procedures shall be pursuant 
to Minn. Stats. § 462.359 and section 117-4.  

(2) Membership and term of office. Notwithstanding section 2-156(c), there shall be five members of 
the board of appeals and adjustments/official maps who shall be appointed by the city's mayor 
for staggered four-year terms. At least one of the members shall be a current member of the 
planning commission. All other terms of this division shall be applicable to the board of appeals 
and adjustments/official maps.  

(e) Environmental policy board. The primary objective of the environmental policy board is to 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 environmental policy board will present multiple perspectives, ideas, and new technologies that 
promote both discovery and accountability. The board shall:  

(1) Become familiar with state statutes, federal regulations, agency rules, and city ordinances on the 
subject of an environmental nature.  

(2) Receive information regarding the role of the Watershed Management Organization, 
municipalities, department of natural resources, and Army Corps of Engineers and other 
regulatory agencies on environmental issues and review related data.  

(3) Review environmentally related city policies and ordinances and recommend appropriate 
revisions and/or additions to the city council.  

(4) Promote public outreach and education regarding environmental issues facing the city.  

(5) Develop a work plan that is consistent with the city's strategic plan and initiatives.  

(6) Review land use applications for major plats, site plans for new principal buildings, 
comprehensive plan amendments, and variances within environmental overlay districts and 
provide a recommendation for the planning commission focusing on natural resources and best 
management practices (BMPs).  

(7) Develop, recommend, and upon adoption by the city council, monitor the execution of the 
comprehensive plan with regard to natural resources. Report to the city council regarding 
achievements toward fulfillment of the comprehensive plan and recommend amendments to the 
plan as necessary.  
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SECTION 3. SUMMARY 

 

The following is the official summary of Ordinance #17-03, which has been approved by the City Council 

of the City of Ramsey as clearly informing the public of the intent and effect of the Ordinance. 

 

It is the intent and effect of Ordinance #17-03 to amend Ramsey, Minnesota City Code Section 2-159 to 

consolidate the process for appeals and adjustments for all sections of Chapter 117 (Zoning and 

Subdivision) under one board. The Planning Commission will be delegated this authority as part of their 

existing role as the primary Board of Adjustment and Appeals. The Ordinance would eliminate a separate 

Board of Adjustment and Appeals for land impacted by the Official Map of the City. The Official Map is a 

tool that impacts private property impacted by future public need.    

 

SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE 

 

The effective date of this Ordinance is thirty (30) days after its passage and publication, subject to City 

Charter Section 5.07. 

 

 Adopted by the Ramsey City Council the __ day of ____, 2017. 

 

 

             

     _____________________________________________ 

     Mayor 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

_______________________________________ 

City Clerk 

 

Introduction Date:  

Posting Dates:   

Adoption Date:     

Publication Date:   

Effective Date:    

 



   
Regular Planning Commission   6. 1.           
Meeting Date: 01/05/2017  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Receive Progress Report for the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update

Purpose/Background:
As the Planning Commission is aware, the City has established an ad-hoc Comprehensive Plan Update Steering
Committee. Once every ten (10) years, the City is required by Minnesota Statute 473 to update its Comprehensive
Land Use Plan. Aside from the statutory obligation, the City's existing plan has become dated in terms of policies,
demographics, and land use vision. In order to freshen the City's vision for land use, including systems such as
transportation, housing, economic development, natural resources, and parks/open space to name a few, now is an
appropriate time to update the Comprehensive Plan.

The Steering Committee has met twice so far on the project. The intent of the early meetings in 2016 is to set the
stage and agree on a framework moving forward.

Next Steps

The primary next step in the process is to finalize a working draft of the City's land use Vision Statement and
Future Land Use Map. These two (2) pieces will lay the foundation on future steps and will be used to check in as
individual system plans are developed. The group desires to have a working draft of both documents available in
February for public workshops and engagement. The Future Land Use Map is a vision of how land within the
community will be used in the future. For example, the Future Land Use Map will guide where future business
districts and residential neighborhoods will develop as well as what areas will be protected from future
development. The case also include an Existing Land Use Map to indicate how land within the community is
currently being used.

System Plans

A primary system plan to update is the Transportation Plan. Staff anticipates to bring a discussion to the January
Public Works Committee in January to discuss steps moving forward. The Planning Commission will also discuss
this structure at the February Meeting. No drafts have been prepared thus far, but Staff will be checking in on the
framework to complete this portion of the update. Staff anticipates an public workshop and other engagement for
this system plan in April.

The Environmental Policy Board has begun to discuss how to update the Natural Resources Chapter and will be
providing an update to the Planning Commission and Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee in February or
March. Citizen Engagement is planned starting in April.

The Parks and Recreation Commission will begin discussing a new format for the Parks, Recreation, and Open
Space Plan beginning after the first of the year. Currently, the plan comprises of a future improvement/planning
map alongside the Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The CIP is an important financial planning tool for the
City and is intended to be complimentary to the Comprehensive Plan. The Parks and Recreation Commission along
with the City Council desire to bolster the Comprehensive Recreation Plan into a more thematic and visionary
document, looking more long term and comprehensively at the community's recreation needs, rather than simply a
chronological financial planning tool.

Staff will be discussing the Economic Development Chapter with the Economic Development Authority (EDA) to



Staff will be discussing the Economic Development Chapter with the Economic Development Authority (EDA) to
gather their initial thoughts on a plan to update this chapter in January. Staff will report back to the Planning
Commission in February and discuss a work plan to update this Chapter.

Notification:
Notification is not required for this case.

Observations/Alternatives:
Final touches are being placed on a draft Vision Statement and Future Land Use Map.

Funding Source:
This case is being handled as part of normal Staff duties. In addition, the City did receive a $32,000 planning grant
from the Metropolitan Council in order to aide in the completion of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council authorize the first official public
engagement for the Comprehensive Plan Update to include a working draft of the Vision Statement and Future
Land Use Map. A draft of the Future Land Use Map developed over a series of workshops and City events is
attached for consideration. Staff will be working with the Steering Committee on January 9 to finalize the draft
Vision Statement.

Action:
Motion to recommend that the City Council authorize the first official public engagement for the Comprehensive
Plan Update to include a working draft of the Vision Statement and Future Land Use Map.

Attachments
Update Schedule
Future Land Use Map
Existing Land Use Map

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill (Originator) Tim Gladhill 01/03/2017 04:51 PM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 01/03/2017 03:50 PM
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Task Nine: Implementation (Tim)
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Tim Gladhill

From: Tim Gladhill
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2016 8:29 AM
Subject: Planning Commission Update - December 15, 2016

Commissioners: 
 
Below are several updates that may be of interest to the Planning Commission. Staff will be making a larger effort to 
provide more frequent updates in between regular meetings.  
 
Parkview East (PSD, LLC) 
 
This project is set to partially open January 1. Some units have not yet been completed, but all common areas are 
complete. The City issued the required Certificate of Occupancy yesterday (December 14). As with most projects, there 
are several smaller items to be completed in Spring. 
 
Station (D.R. Horton) 
 
Permits have been issued for two (2) buildings. Footings and foundation are complete. Wall sections are in the process 
of being installed.  
 
Woodlands 4th Addition 
 
Preliminary Plat will be considered by the City Council on January 10, 2017 or January 24, 2017. 
 
Brookfield 8th Addition 
 
The City Council has approved the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Zoning Amendment, and Preliminary Plat for 
Brookfield 8th Addition. Final Plat is in design and is anticipated to be considered by the City Council after the first of the 
year. 
 
Anderson Dahlen 
 
Construction is underway for the 98,000 square foot expansion of Anderson Dahlen. Footings and foundation are 
complete. Wall sections are being installed.  
 
National Self Storage (Bunker Lake Boulevard/Ramsey Boulevard) 
 
The Site Plan and Plat are being designed and is anticipated to be submitted in January, to be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission in February.  
 
Prestmore Academy and Day Care 
 
The City has received interest from Prestmore Academy to construct a daycare in The COR. The Planning Commission 
has not yet seen this concept. Their preferred site is located just west of Sunwood Village (CommonBond). There are a 
number of master plan items to consider/resolve. Staff will be forwarding the concept plan to the Planning Commission 
for review prior to the City Council taking action on the Purchase Agreement (preferred site is owned by the City). Staff 
is also evaluating other sites that may be more pad ready. The EDA is reviewing the deal terms of the purchase 
agreement (price, due diligence, etc.). 
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Comprehensive Plan Update 
 
The Steering Committee for the Comprehensive Plan Update has now met twice to set the stage for the update process. 
Staff will provide an update and seek a recommendation from the Planning Commission that the strategies, outputs, and 
public input design processes are headed in the right direction at the January Planning Commission Meeting.  
 
Armstrong West (Future Business Park, Residential Development, Redevelopment of Existing Industrial to Retail, 
Potential Future School and/or Religious Institution) 
 
The area west of Armstrong Boulevard along the extension of Bunker Lake Boulevard and Puma Street has been the 
discussion of many land use topics over the past several years. Of key note is the City’s economic development goal to 
create a new industrial/business park. A number of assumptions have changed since the Planning Commission last 
reviewed this topic. Mainly, the land holdings held by Pearson Properties of Ramsey, LLC are now subject to Purchase 
Agreement for residential development with Capstone Homes. Staff will be forwarding a new Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment to the Planning Commission for a new land use plan for the area, that will still include future business park 
expansion on other parcels in the area.  
 
Additionally, multiple projects in the area may trigger the need for mandatory environmental review. The City has 
multiple options to consider in this approach that impact the sequence of land use approval (after Comprehensive Plan). 
Staff will discuss these options in January as well.  
 
2017 Budget 
 
The City Council has approved the 2017 Budgets and Levies. Of note to the Planning Commission, additional dollars in 
support to the Planning Commission/Planning Division have been budgeted. Mainly, dollars have been added in 
professional services for the purposes of contracted services/planners to supplement City Staff on regular planning and 
zoning tasks as well as special projects identified in the Strategic Plan and Planning Commission Work Plan. Additionally, 
the City has purchased an online Plan Review System to better serve our Building Permit and Land Use Applicants 
through self‐service and streamlined review processes. Once the product is live (spring), Staff will provide a 
demonstration to the Planning Commission on how this will aide Applicants, Staff, and Commissioners.  
 
REMINDERS 
 
Special Planning Commission/COR Development Plan Workshop 
 
A reminder that we will be holding a Special Meeting on Thursday, January 5 at 5:30 p.m. in the Lake Itasca Room. The 
intent of this meeting is to focus on designing a process and work plan to complete the vision and land use plan for The 
COR so that the City can move to the next stage (system plan design – streets, utilities, stormwater, parks, etc.).  
 
Joint Work Session with City Council 
 
A reminder that the Planning Commission and City Council will hold a Joint Work Session. Staff has amended the 
schedule and is now recommending that the Joint Work Session be held on Tuesday, January 24 at 5:30 p.m. This will 
allow the Planning Commission adequate time to complete the next task (process/work plan/policy questions) and have 
that output in time to publish on the City Council agenda. The City Council has asked that the Economic Development 
Authority be invited as well, as the EDA has a role in the development in terms of economic development goals and real 
estate transactions.  
 
DRAFT AGENDA FOR JANUARY REGULAR MEETING 
 

 Brookview East Sketch Plan (11 Rural Residential Lots) 
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 Preliminary Plat for Gleason Subdivision (12 COR Single Family Lots) 

 Skeeter Boats Tent/Membrane Structure as Long Term Temporary Showroom on Highway 10 

 Trott Brook Hall Expansion Concept Plan 

 Prestmore Academy Concept Plan and Site Selection 

 Armstrong West Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions on any of the updates below. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 

	

	

Tim	Gladhill		|		tgladhill@cityoframsey.com
Community	Development	Director	
City	of	Ramsey	|	Community	Development	
P:	763‐433‐9826	(also	cell)		|		F:	763‐433‐9848	
7550	Sunwood	Drive	NW		|		Ramsey,	MN	55303	
www.cityoframsey.com	

Our Mission:  To work together to responsibly grow our community, and to provide quality, cost-
effective, and efficient government services. 
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Tim Gladhill

From: Tim Gladhill
Sent: Wednesday, December 21, 2016 9:41 AM
To: Tim Gladhill
Subject: Planning Commission Update - December 21, 2016

This message has been blind copied to all Planning Commissioners. 
 
Commissioners: 
 
Below are several updates that may be of interest to the Planning Commission. Winter construction conditions are in 
effect. While construction activity has slowed for the winter, pre‐development review has increased significantly.  
 
Parkview East Apartments (PSD) 
 
One piece of clarification from last week’s update. A full Certificate of Occupancy has been granted for all units, not just 
a portion of the units.  
 
National Self Storage (Bunker Lake Boulevard/Ramsey Boulevard) 
 
Staff met with the design team for this project, and still anticipates a submittal in the next two weeks for review by the 
Planning Commission in February.  
 
Armstrong West (Future Business Park, Residential Development, Redevelopment of Existing Industrial to Retail, 
Potential Future School and/or Religious Institution) 
 
As an update to last week’s communication, Staff anticipates a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to be reviewed by the 
Planning Commission in February at the earliest. 
 

 Future Business Park 

 Capstone Residential Plat 
 
Staff will be reviewing a concept plan with Capstone Homes this week. This will help determine the scale of 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment required, if at all. Staff is also working on conceptual layout alternatives for the Future 
Business Park.  
 
An Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) will likely be mandatory for the Capstone Residential Plat. An EAW may 
be mandatory for the Future Business Park. An alternative approach, known as an Alternative Urban Areawide Review 
(AUAR), may be used to consolidate these environmental reviews. Staff will review options with the Planning 
Commission and City Council when the project(s) are reviewed in the standard form (Comprehensive Plan, Plat, Site 
Plan) 
 
REMINDERS 
 
Special Planning Commission/COR Development Plan Workshop 
 
A reminder that we will be holding a Special Meeting on Thursday, January 5 at 5:30 p.m. in the Lake Itasca Room. The 
intent of this meeting is to focus on designing a process and work plan to complete the vision and land use plan for The 
COR so that the City can move to the next stage (system plan design – streets, utilities, stormwater, parks, etc.).  
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Joint Work Session with City Council 
 
A reminder that the Planning Commission and City Council will hold a Joint Work Session. Staff has amended the 
schedule and is now recommending that the Joint Work Session be held on Tuesday, January 24 at 5:30 p.m. This will 
allow the Planning Commission adequate time to complete the next task (process/work plan/policy questions) and have 
that output in time to publish on the City Council agenda. The City Council has asked that the Economic Development 
Authority be invited as well, as the EDA has a role in the development in terms of economic development goals and real 
estate transactions.  
 
Potential Date Change for Regular Planning Commission Meetings 
 
Please fill out the survey below as to your regular availability for potential meeting date changes. Staff is not suggesting 
a change needs to occur at this point, but wants to check in with the desires of the Commission.  
 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/ramseyplanningdate  
 
Over the past couple of years, Staff has received a handful of inquiries about the potential of moving the Regular 
Planning Commission Date. A couple of reasons for the request. 
 

1. Quicker turnaround of projects to City Council. Currently, the City Council Agenda is published the same date as 
the Regular Planning Commission, but earlier in the day as Planning Commission meets after business hours.  

2. Avoid conflicts with The Draw Summer Event Series. The Draw Summer Event Series continues to increase in 
popularity. Unfortunately, Commissioners are left to miss a number of these opportunities due to our current 
meeting day of Thursday. Additionally, Freeing up this evening allows the team to utilize The Draw Summer 
Event Series as a means of citizen/public engagement, whether it be the Comprehensive Plan Update, The COR 
Development Plan, or other land use topics.  

 
Nothing says we have to change the date, and we certainly do not want to create a situation where an existing 
Commissioner can no longer participate. We would need full consensus to make the change. This is an opportunity to 
see if there is any desire to change, and bring the results forward for discussion. To reiterate, Staff would make no 
recommendation for change unless there was full consensus of the group.  
 
Staff Availability – December 23 through January 2 
 
City Offices will be closed on the following dates: 
 

 Friday, December 23 

 Monday, December 26 

 Monday, January 2 
 
Planners will be out of the office December 27 through December 30. JoAnn will be available to route phone calls and 
emails as needed.  
 
                JoAnn Shaw 
                763‐433‐9824 
                jshaw@cityoframsey.com  
 
DRAFT AGENDA FOR JANUARY REGULAR MEETING 
 

 Brookview East Sketch Plan (11 Rural Residential Lots) 

 Preliminary Plat for Vistas at North Commons (Gleason) (12 COR Single Family Lots) 
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 Zoning Amendment for Woodlands 4th Addition (follow up to previous approval) 

 Skeeter Boats Tent/Membrane Structure as Long Term Temporary Showroom on Highway 10 

 Trott Brook Hall Expansion Concept Plan 

 Prestmore Academy Concept Plan and Site Selection 

 Consider Ordinance to Amend Board of Appeals and Adjustment/Official Map 

 Receive Update from Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee  

 Review Potential Dates for Regular Planning Commission Meetings 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions on any of the updates below. Have a safe and enjoyable Holiday Break! 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 

	

	

Tim	Gladhill		|		tgladhill@cityoframsey.com
Community	Development	Director	
City	of	Ramsey	|	Community	Development	
P:	763‐433‐9826	(also	cell)		|		F:	763‐433‐9848	
7550	Sunwood	Drive	NW		|		Ramsey,	MN	55303	
www.cityoframsey.com	

Our Mission:  To work together to responsibly grow our community, and to provide quality, cost-
effective, and efficient government services. 
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Tim Gladhill

From: Tim Gladhill
Sent: Friday, December 30, 2016 8:12 AM
Subject: Planning Commission Update - December 30, 2016

This message has been blind copied to all Planning Commissioners. 
 
Commissioners: 
 
Below are several updates that may be of interest to the Planning Commission.  
 
Planning Commission Agenda 
 
Later today, we will publish the January Planning Commission Agenda. Please note that due to holiday and vacation 
schedules, this will be a partially completed agenda. While we make every attempt to have a completely finalized 
agenda upon first publication, we were not able to accomplish this task this month. The agenda will include the requests 
themselves and Staff recommendations. We will follow up with finalized detailed Staff Reports as needed later next 
week. The good news is there are several exciting projects on the horizon that Staff wants to include the Commission 
early in the discussion With that in mind, several of the cases are a chance to see the concept and ask clarifying 
questions before we enter an official review process and are under the 60 Day Rule.  
 
National Self Storage (Bunker Lake Boulevard/Ramsey Boulevard) 
 
An official application has been submitted to the City for review beginning in February. 
 
Armstrong West (Future Business Park, Residential Development, Redevelopment of Existing Industrial to Retail, 
Potential Future School and/or Religious Institution) 
 
As an update to last week’s communication, Staff anticipates a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to be reviewed by the 
Planning Commission in February at the earliest. 
 

 Future Business Park 

 Capstone Residential Plat 
 
Staff met with Capstone Homes on December 22. A concept plan for their proposed residential development ‘Pearson 
Farm’ has been submitted and is on the January Planning Commission for presentation only (no action). Staff is also 
working on conceptual layout alternatives for the Future Business Park.  
 
An Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) will likely be mandatory for the Capstone Residential Plat. An EAW may 
be mandatory for the Future Business Park. An alternative approach, known as an Alternative Urban Areawide Review 
(AUAR), may be used to consolidate these environmental reviews. Staff will review options with the Planning 
Commission and City Council when the project(s) are reviewed in the standard form (Comprehensive Plan, Plat, Site 
Plan). Staff will provide an overview of these options as an introductory presentation (no action/no recommendation 
yet). 
 
REMINDERS 
 
Special Planning Commission/COR Development Plan Workshop 
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A reminder that we will be holding a Special Meeting on Thursday, January 5 at 5:30 p.m. in the Lake Itasca Room. The 
intent of this meeting is to focus on designing a process and work plan to complete the vision and land use plan for The 
COR so that the City can move to the next stage (system plan design – streets, utilities, stormwater, parks, etc.).  
 
Joint Work Session with City Council 
 
A reminder that the Planning Commission and City Council will hold a Joint Work Session. Staff has amended the 
schedule and is now recommending that the Joint Work Session be held on Tuesday, January 24 at 5:30 p.m. This will 
allow the Planning Commission adequate time to complete the next task (process/work plan/policy questions) and have 
that output in time to publish on the City Council agenda. The City Council has asked that the Economic Development 
Authority be invited as well, as the EDA has a role in the development in terms of economic development goals and real 
estate transactions.  
 
Potential Date Change for Regular Planning Commission Meetings 
 
Please fill out the survey below as to your regular availability for potential meeting date changes. Staff is not suggesting 
a change needs to occur at this point, but wants to check in with the desires of the Commission.  
 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/ramseyplanningdate  
 
Over the past couple of years, Staff has received a handful of inquiries about the potential of moving the Regular 
Planning Commission Date. A couple of reasons for the request. 
 

1. Quicker turnaround of projects to City Council. Currently, the City Council Agenda is published the same date as 
the Regular Planning Commission, but earlier in the day as Planning Commission meets after business hours.  

2. Avoid conflicts with The Draw Summer Event Series. The Draw Summer Event Series continues to increase in 
popularity. Unfortunately, Commissioners are left to miss a number of these opportunities due to our current 
meeting day of Thursday. Additionally, Freeing up this evening allows the team to utilize The Draw Summer 
Event Series as a means of citizen/public engagement, whether it be the Comprehensive Plan Update, The COR 
Development Plan, or other land use topics.  

 
Nothing says we have to change the date, and we certainly do not want to create a situation where an existing 
Commissioner can no longer participate. We would need full consensus to make the change. This is an opportunity to 
see if there is any desire to change, and bring the results forward for discussion. To reiterate, Staff would make no 
recommendation for change unless there was full consensus of the group.  
 
Staff Availability – December 23 through January 2 
 
City Offices will be closed on the following dates: 
 

 Friday, December 23 

 Monday, December 26 

 Monday, January 2 
 
Planners will be out of the office December 27 through December 30. JoAnn will be available to route phone calls and 
emails as needed.  
 
                JoAnn Shaw 
                763‐433‐9824 
                jshaw@cityoframsey.com  
 
DRAFT AGENDA FOR JANUARY REGULAR MEETING 
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 Brookview East Sketch Plan (11 Rural Residential Lots) 

 Preliminary Plat for Vistas at North Commons (Gleason) (12 COR Single Family Lots) 

 Zoning Amendment for Woodlands 4th Addition (follow up to previous approval) 

 Skeeter Boats Tent/Membrane Structure as Long Term Temporary Showroom on Highway 10 

 Trott Brook Hall Expansion Concept Plan 

 Prestmore Academy Concept Plan and Site Selection 

 Capstone Homes Residential Concept 

 Consider Ordinance to Amend Board of Appeals and Adjustment/Official Map 

 Receive Update from Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee  

 Review Potential Dates for Regular Planning Commission Meetings 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions on any of the updates above. See everyone next week! 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 

	

	

Tim	Gladhill		|		tgladhill@cityoframsey.com
Community	Development	Director	
City	of	Ramsey	|	Community	Development	
P:	763‐433‐9826	(also	cell)		|		F:	763‐433‐9848	
7550	Sunwood	Drive	NW		|		Ramsey,	MN	55303	
www.cityoframsey.com	

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

 
 



   
Regular Planning Commission   7. 2.           
Meeting Date: 01/05/2017  
By: JoAnn Shaw, Community Development

Information
Title:
Zoning Bulletins

Purpose/Background:
Enclosed are zoning periodicals for your review.

Notification:

Observations/Alternatives:

Funding Source:

Recommendation:

Action:

Attachments
Zoning Bulletins

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill JoAnn Shaw 12/30/2016 08:18 AM
Form Started By: JoAnn Shaw Started On: 12/27/2016 12:37 PM
Final Approval Date: 12/30/2016 
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