
           

City of Ramsey
Agenda

Regular Planning Commission
Thursday, March 2, 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 February 2, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
 

5. Public Hearing/Commission Business
 

1.   PUBLIC HEARING: Preliminary Plat and Zoning Amendment for Covenant Meadows (Project
#17-102); Case of Eric Thomsen.

 

2.   Stone Brook Children's Academy & Childcare Center Purchase Agreement
 

3.   Consider Draft Ordinance Amendment Addressing Irrigation Requirements (Discussion Purposes Only)
 

4.   Discussion Regarding Two Story Accessory Buildings; City Code Section 117-349
 

6. Comprehensive Plan Update Items
 

7. Commission/Staff Input
 

1.   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 COMMISSION 

 CITY OF RAMSEY 

 ANOKA COUNTY 

 STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting on Thursday, February 2, 2017, 

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

 

Members Present:  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 

 

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

 

2. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

Kyle Swenson, 15049 Iguana Street, talked about the property being rezoned near his home.   

 

Chairperson Bauer encouraged Mr. Swenson to address this matter when discussed by the 

Planning Commission under agenda Item 5.02. 

 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

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

presented. 

 

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

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

 

4. APPROVE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

 

4.01: Approve the Following Planning Commission Minutes: 
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 4.01.1: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated January 5, 2017 

 4.01.2: Planning Commission Worksession Meeting Minutes Dated January 5, 2017 

 

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

following minutes as presented:  Planning Commission Meeting Minutes and Planning 

Commission Worksession Minutes dated January 5, 2017. 

 

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

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

 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS/COMMISSION BUSINESS 

 

5.01: Public Hearing: Consider Request for Zoning Amendment, Comp Plan 

Amendment, Site Plan and Variance for Regency Commons (Project No. 16-108); 

Case of National Self Storage, LLC. 

 

Public Hearing 

 

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

 

Presentation 

 

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

approval of a Zoning Amendment, Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Site Plan, Variance, 

Preliminary Plat and Final Plat approval for Regency Commons.  The project proposes to 

consolidate PID #s 27-32-25-22-0006, 27-32-25-22-0003, and 27-32-25-22-0002 (combined, the 

"Subject Property") into two (2) lots, one of which would be developed with a self-storage 

facility and the second would be available for future commercial development.  The Planning 

Commission previously reviewed the Sketch Plan for this project in November of 2016.  Staff 

discussed the request in further detail and recommended approval. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

Commissioner VanScoy asked if the maximum building coverage was 45%.   

 

City Planner Anderson reported this was the case. 

 

Reed Schultz, Landform Professional Services, thanked staff for their assistance with his 

application.  He introduced the team members that were in attendance.  He briefly reviewed the 

requests he had before the Planning Commission for consideration and stated he appreciated the 

comments received from the public during the sketch plan phase.  He noted cross access 

easements would be offered for the two parcels.  He explained he reviewed the Resolutions 

proposed by staff and general supported the conditions recommended by staff. He reported the 

site would be over landscaped to assist in buffering the site from the neighbors.  He stated his 
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only concern with the request was that he has not received a list of full engineering comments.  

He hoped to receive this list prior to his application being considered by the City Council. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported the city engineer review memo would be 

provided to the applicant prior to the City Council meeting. 

 

Chairperson Bauer asked if the architecture of the building had changed since November. 

 

Mr. Schultz reviewed the architectural plans for the self-storage building with the Commission 

and noted only minor changes have been made to the plans. 

 

Chairperson Bauer requested further information on how the site will be accessed. 

 

Mr. Schultz reported the property would have full access from Ramsey Boulevard. 

 

William Thomas, 14716 Limonite Street NW, questioned what would happen to Lot 2.   

 

Mr. Schultz explained the plan was to have Lot 2 remain as is until it was purchased for 

commercial development.  He noted the ponding and some tree cleanup may occur, along with 

some grading. 

 

Mr. Thomas expressed concern with the noise and light pollution that would come from this lot 

after trees were removed from the lot and questioned how the applicant would address this 

concern. 

 

City Planner Anderson commented he was unaware of the tree clearing the applicant was 

proposing and this matter would have to be addressed with the applicant. 

 

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

hearing. 

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 7:29 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner Anderson understood the concerns being raised by the resident regarding the 

trees.  He indicated Lot 2 had a thick line of trees and he opposed these being removed.  He 

stated he could support the scrub trees being removed but recommended no significant trees be 

removed until the site was ready for development. 
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City Planner Anderson understood there was a nice line of evergreen trees on this property and 

were considered significant trees.   

 

Chairperson Bauer recommended the site plan be approved contingent upon the tree removal 

being addressed by City staff prior to being completed. 

 

Mr. Schultz stated he was proposing to remove 54% of the trees and by code he was allowed to 

remove 70% of the significant trees without replacement.  He requested the proposed site plan 

contingency address this City Code language. 

 

City Planner Anderson reviewed the applicant’s tree preservation plan for Lots 1 and 2.  Staff 

was comfortable with the Site Plan as recommended. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained that at some point in the future the row of 

trees on Lot 2 would go away when the property was developed. 

 

City Planner Anderson clarified that the building coverage was less than 45%, which should be 

amended within the Findings of Fact. 

 

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

Council adopt Resolutions #17-02-034 and #17-02-035 approving Findings of Fact favorable to 

the Applicant and granting a Variance to the impervious surface requirements in the Shoreland 

Overlay District, amending the building coverage percentage within the Findings of Fact. 

 

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 Anderson, to recommend that 

City Council adopt Ordinance #17-05 to rezone the Subject Property to E-1 Employment District 

and B-1 Business District. 

 

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

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

 

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

City Council adopt Resolution #17-02-036 granting a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to re-

guide the Subject Property as Business Park and Commercial, contingent upon approval by the 

Metropolitan Council. 

 

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

Nosan, and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 
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Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to recommend that 

City Council adopt Resolution #17-02-037 granting Site Plan approval, contingent upon the City 

Engineer memo. 

 

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

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

 

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

City Council adopt Resolutions #17-02-038 and #17-02-039 approving the Preliminary and Final 

Plat approval. 

 

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

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

 

5.02: Public Hearing: Consider Resolution #17-02-040 Approving a Comprehensive Plan 

Amendment for the Armstrong West Area. 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 7:48 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill presented the staff report stating the purpose of 
this case is to hold a public hearing and make a recommendation to City Council regarding a 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  Staff discussed the proposed amendment in detail with the 

Commission and recommended approval of the amendment for the Armstrong West Area. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

Chairperson Bauer asked if there was any specific zoning being recommended at this time. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated E1, E2 and E3 were being recommended.  He 

reported the zoning would be addressed after the City approved a Comprehensive Plan 

Amendment. 

 

Kyle Swenson, 15049 Iguana Street, stated he lived directly north of the proposed business park.  

His family supported the business park and asked if the DNR wetland would be impacted.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated the DNR wetland would not be impacted in 

any way. 

 

Al Pearson, 14821 Bowers Drive, stated he owned the 91 acres and supported the proposed 

rezoning of this land.   
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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 8:00 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

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

Council adopt Resolution #17-02-040 granting a Comprehensive Plan Amendment for portions 

of the Armstrong West area. 

 

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

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

 

5.03: Stone Brooke Academy Site Selection. 

 

Presentation 

 

Chairperson Bauer stated it would be appropriate to postpone discussion on this item until the 

applicant can be in attendance at the Planning Commission meeting.  The Commission was in 

agreement. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill recommended the Commission hear the presentation 

from staff regarding the recent developments surrounding the Stone Brooke Academy site 

selection.  The Commission was in agreement to hear the update from staff. 

 

Assistant City Administrator/Economic Development Manager Brama stated Stone Brooke 

apologized for not being able to attend this evenings meeting.  He presented the staff report 

stating the City Council has indicated more information is needed before a final decision can be 

made regarding the Stone Brooke Academy site selection.  The Council was concerned about the 

ramifications this single project (about 1 acre) would have on the development of the larger 

parcel/block (about 5 acres).  The Council desires to know more about how the various 

development challenges associated with this site will play out in various development scenarios 

(i.e. Stone Brook proposal vs. single developer master planned site). 

 

Development Challenges 

 

(1)  Yolite Street connection.  Existing curb cuts.  Existing intersection.  Existing Storm water 

line. 

(2)  Remnant lots.  1/2 acre lot.  3 acre lot. 

(3)  The well, and well easement. 
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(4)  Location of existing utility stubs. 

 

Assistant City Administrator/Economic Development Manager Brama explained per Council 

direction four professional drafted development scenarios were being offered for Commission 

consideration/discussion.  It was noted the Council requested this case be reviewed one more 

time by the Planning Commission before the Council made a final decision.  Staff reported the 

Council would like to receive feedback from the Planning Commission on the four concepts. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner Anderson thanked staff for the thorough detail included in each of the four site 

plans.  He stated he supported Concept B and Concept A. 

 

Commissioner Nosan respected the wishes of Stone Brooke.  She believed they would be a 

welcome addition to The COR and would draw people to this area.  She indicated she supported 

both Concepts A and B. 

 

Commissioner Anderson recommended Yolite Street be a thru street. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy stated commercial day care centers were an allowed use in COR2.  He 

supported Yolite being a thru street as well.  He commented if the City chose not to sell because 

of land price, he would understand, but otherwise he supported Concept B. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported staff would continue to work through the 

Yolite Street connection. 

 

Commissioner Brauer understood the state looks at daycare centers and early childhood 

education and two separate things.  He described how the two differed.  He appreciated the fact 

that Stone Brooke wanted to be something different.  He believed the proposed use fit the zone 

and in principle he would offer his support of the request for Concept B.  

 

Commissioner Anderson recommended the Stone Brooke Academy have two entrance points for 

traffic flow purposes. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy reported educational facilities are not allowed in COR2. 

 

Commissioner Surma stated he liked Concept B but wanted to see the conversation postponed 

until the applicant could come before the Commission. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Nosan, to recommend that City 

Council pursue negotiating a Purchase Agreement with conditions. 

 

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

Surma.  Voting No:  VanScoy.  Absent:  None. 
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Commissioner VanScoy recommended staff speak with the applicant and strongly encourage 

them to attend the March Planning Commission meeting. 

 

5.04: Review Concept Plan and Policy Document for Pearson Farm; Case of Capstone 

Homes. 

 

Presentation 

 

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

case is to provide preliminary feedback for a future plat currently known as Pearson Farm. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner VanScoy asked if it was appropriate to require storm shelters.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated no storm shelters were being proposed and 

were not required by the City zoning code.     

 

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

Council adopt the Policy Document for Pearson Farm. 

 

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

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

 

5.05: Receive Update on Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA) Revised 

Rules. 

 

Presentation 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill presented the Staff Report stating the purpose of this 

case was to receive an update to the newly adopted Revised Rules for the Mississippi River 

Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA). The rules have been adopted by the Minnesota Department of 

Natural Resources. Staff explained the City must incorporate the revised rules into City Code. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Chairperson Bauer thanked staff for engaging the public on the proposed changes and for 

addressing the resident’s concerns.   

 

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Brauer, to direct Staff to allow 

the utilization of a Variance or a Planned Unit Development (PUD) in instances where proposed 

project meet the revised State Rules until such time the City is able to update its Comprehensive 

Plan and Zoning Code. 
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Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Brauer, Anderson, 

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

 

6. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE ITEMS 

 

6.01: Receive Progress Report for the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update  

 

Community Development Director Gladhill provided the Commission with a progress report on 

the 2040 Comprehensive Plan.  He explained a saturation mailing was being sent to every 

Ramsey resident.  Staff would continue to work on the transportation and parks plan. 

 

7.  COMMISSION / STAFF INPUT 

 

7.01: Receive Update on Planning Commission Work Plan 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reviewed the 2017 Planning Commission Work Plan 

with the Commission. 

 

Chairperson Bauer was interested in making organics recycling more convenient for Ramsey 

residents. 

 

7.02: Staff Update  

 

The Staff Update was noted. 

 

7.03: Zoning Bulletins 

 

Zoning Bulletins were noted. 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Brauer, to adjourn the meeting. 

 

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

VanScoy.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Surma. 

 

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 9:07 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

_________________________________ 

Tim Gladhill 

Development Services Manager 
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ATTEST: 

 

__________________________________ 

JoAnn Shaw 

Planning Division Secretary 

 

Drafted by Heidi Guenther 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 1.           
Meeting Date: 03/02/2017  
Submitted For: Tim Gladhill, Community Development 
By: Eric Maass, Community Development

Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Preliminary Plat and Zoning Amendment for Covenant Meadows (Project #17-102); Case of
Eric Thomsen.

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

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

Notification:
Staff attempted to notify all Property Owners within a 700 foot radius of the Subject Property of the Public Hearing
via Standard US Mail. The Public Hearing was also published in the City's official newsletter, the Anoka County
Union Herald.

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

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

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

With the Preliminary Plat, the Applicant is proposing twelve (12) Single Family lots that would be serviced by



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

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

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

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

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

Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of Resolution #17-02-053 granting preliminary plat approval of Covenant Meadows
and approval of Ordinance #17-08 rezoning of the Subject Property from R-1 Rural Developing to PUD (Planned
Unit Development).

Action:
Motion to recommend City Council adopt Ordinance #17-05 rezoning the Subject Property from R-1 Residential
(Rural Developing) to PUD (Planned Unit Development) and to recommend approval of Resolution #17-02-053
granting preliminary plat approval of Covenant Meadows, contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter
dated February 24, 2017.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Application Document
Complete Plan Set
Staff Review Letter
Ordinance #17-08
Resolution #17-02-053: Preliminary Plat
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CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE FEBRUARY 24, 2017 PROJECT ADDRESS  TBD 

PROJECT. TITLE COVENANT MEADOWS: PRELIMINARY PLAT AND REZONING 

ESCROW # 115528 

DEPARTMENT: Community Development: Planning Division  

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

Email:  EMaass@wsbeng.com  

  
Preliminary Plat Review 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
General Comment Requiring Revision 

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

 

mailto:EMaass@wsbeng.com


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

 

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

R-1 Rural Developing Base Zoning / Proposed PUD Dimensions 

Required Proposed 

Front yard: 40 feet 40 feet 

Side yard: 10 feet 10 feet 

Rear yard: 10 feet 10 feet 

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

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

Satisfactory 

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

areas. 

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

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

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

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

Standard Required  Proposed 

Lot Size 2.5 acres 1.00 + acres 

Lot Width 200 feet 100 + feet 

Front Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

Rear Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

Side Setback 10 feet 10 feet 

Side Corner Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

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

 

 



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE FEBRUARY 24, 2017 PROJECT ADDRESS  TBD 

PROJECT. TITLE COVENANT MEADOWS 

ESCROW # 115528 

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

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

Email:  canderson@cityoframsey.com  
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Revise to show tree preservation fence. 
 

 



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 

TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE FEBRUARY 

22, 2017  

PROJECT ADDRESS  WEST OF GERMANIUM 

STREET, NORTH OF 172ND
 

LANE (NEW) 

PROJECT. TITLE COVENANT MEADOWS 

ESCROW # 115528 

DEPARTMENT: Engineering  

TECHNICAL 

REVIEWER: 

Name: Leonard Linton 

Phone:  763 433-9834 

Email:  llinton@ci.ramsey.mn.us 

 

The Engineering Department offers the following comments regarding the Preliminary Plat 

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

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

February 2, 2017.  

 

General comments: 

 

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

project information.   

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

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

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

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

details. 

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

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

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

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

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

color. 

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

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

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

Management Organization (LRRWMO).   

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

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

vertical curve information.  The street width must be dimensioned on these sheets. 
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Preliminary Plat Exhibits 

Engineering Review 

February 22, 2017 

Page 2 of 3 

 

10. Move the typical street section to one of the Street/ Storm Sheets. 

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

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

 

Sheet Specific Comments: 

 

Preliminary Plat: 

 

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

 

G1: 

 

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

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

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

lookout area. 

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

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

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

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

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

remain in place until the infiltration basin vegetation is established. 

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

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

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

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

be added. 

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

installing silt fence. 

11. The potential flow route from each  

 

C1, C2: 

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

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

3. Verify slope of all culverts in profile view. 

 

SW1, SW2: 

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

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

added to the sheet. 

 

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

to the tables identifying trees to be removed. 

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

 

Detail Sheets: 

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

 

Stormwater Calculations 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

summary for each pond. 

 

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

was not included.  

 

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

with the final plat. 

 

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



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE 2/24/17 PROJECT ADDRESS  

PROJECT. TITLE Covenant Meadows 

ESCROW #  

DEPARTMENT: Fire Dept.  

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

Email: cschiferli@ci.ramsey.mn.us 

 

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



CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE 2.24.17 PROJECT ADDRESS OUTLOT A, MEADOWBROOK  

PROJECT. TITLE COVENANT MEADOWS PRELIMINARY PLAT  

ESCROW #  

DEPARTMENT: Police Department  

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

Email: tfrankfurth@ci.ramsey.mn.us  
 

 
Public Safety Review of Proposed Development: 
The Police Department has no issues with the development itself; however, some concern was raised with regard to 
access to the development as the area is already a one in/one out accessed neighborhood.  That access point is around 
Rum River Hills golf course from Highway 47.   
 
The Covenant Meadows preliminary plat is proposing twelve (12) lots for this development and while it would add 
additional people to an emergency response scenario, public safety does not view the proposed development as an 
additional risk over and above the risk already present due to the singular access point from Highway 47 for the entire 
neighborhood.  The proposed development provides for a westward roadway that may eventually lead to a connection 
back out to Highway 47 that would provide a second access point and lessen the risk in relation to an emergency 
response due to the secondary access point.  It remains to be seen if MnDOT would be supportive of such a connection 
that would result in another access onto Highway 47.  
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ORDINANCE #17-08 

 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 

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

SUBDIVISIONS CHAPTER OF THE CITY CODE OF RAMSEY, MINNESOTA. 
 

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

CITY CODE OF RAMSEY, MINNESOTA. 
 

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT 
 

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

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

  

Outlot A, MEADOWBROOK, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

(the “Subject Property”) 

 

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

 
Standard Required  Proposed 

Lot Size 2.5 acres 1.00 + acres 

Lot Width 200 feet 92 + feet 

Front Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

Rear Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

Side Setback 10 feet 10 feet 

Side Corner Setback 40 feet 40 feet 

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

 

SECTION 2. MAP 
 

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

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

 

SECTION 3. EFFECTIVE DATE 
 

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

Section 5.04. 

 

 

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

              

       Mayor 

 



ATTEST: 

 

       

City Administrator 

 

Introduction date: 

Posting dates: 

Adoption date: 

Publication date: 

Effective date: 



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

 

RESOLUTION # 17-02-053 

 

RESOLUTION GRANTING PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL OF COVENANT 

MEADOWS 

 

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

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

 

 Outlot A, MEADOWBROOK, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

 (the ‘Subject Property’); 

 

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

Estates, LLC on December 1, 2016; and 

 

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

 

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

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

County; and 

  

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

regarding the proposed preliminary plat; and  

 

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

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

and 

 

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

and 

 

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

 

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

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

 

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

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

 

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

b) The Developer entering into a Development Agreement with the City. 

 

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

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

 

  



RESOLUTION #17-02-053 

Page 2 of 2 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

 

 

whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City Council this 14th 

day of March, 2017 

 

 

              

       Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

       

City Clerk 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 2.           
Meeting Date: 03/02/2017  
Submitted For: Patrick Brama, Administrative Services 
By: Patrick Brama, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Stone Brook Children's Academy & Childcare Center Purchase Agreement

Purpose/Background:
Purpose
The EDA and City Council are considering the attached purchase agreement (PA) with Stone Brook Academy for
1-acre of land located near the center of The COR for a children's academy and childcare center. It is customary for
the City to allow the Planning Commission to comment on purchase agreements for City-owned land before they
are executed. Specifically, the City Council is seeking preliminary comments on the proposed land use/ concept site
layout.

Staff suggests three major talking points for the Planning Commission:
(1) The proposed Stone Brook project has sparked the discussion of the Yolite Street connection. At this
point, the EDA, Planning Commission, and City Council have all generally agreed, a connection is needed.
However, the "type" of connection is an outstanding item. Should the City require Yolite to be a formal
public roadway, designed to public road standards (much like Sapphire Street in The COR). Or, can the Yolite
Street connection be constructed as a private drive connection (much like Residence at The COR or Casey's).
Stone Brook would prefer a private drive connection. Staff is open to either option.

(2) The proposed Stone Brook building orientation does include portions of the building set-back from
Sunwood Drive (much like the City's Municipal Center Building). Generally speaking, The COR Design
Standards require the building to be pushed up against Sunwood Drive. Staff believes this project meets the
general intent of The COR Design Standards. However, the proposed Stone Brook building orientation,
partially set-back from Sunwood, will likely require some sort of deviation (or variance) from the City's COR
Design Standards. Staff would like to know if the Planning Commission is open to the proposed building
orientation on Sunwood Drive? From a preliminary perspective, Staff is generally comfortable with the
proposed building orientation.

(3) The Planning Commission reviewed the attached four master plan options in February. At the time, the
Planning Commission showed general support for layout "B" due to the internal east-to-west road connection.
Staff would like to confirm the Planning Commission's position on that item.

It should be noted, this case is not an "official/ formal review" of the site plan by the Planning Commission. That
will occur formally in the future, during the entitlement process (i.e. official site plan/ plat). The purpose of this
case is to gather "preliminary" input on the site layout for the benefit of the Council and Stone Brook, as they
negotiate the attached purchase agreement. The site layout of any project drastically effects project costs, and
therefore has a direct effect on the purchase agreement negotiation. Additionally, this feedback will help Stone
Brook with providing direction to their architects/ engineers that will formally design the project (and prepare for
official applications). Therefore, any preliminary Planning Commission comments are valuable. 

Notification:

Observations/Alternatives:



Review Summary
This case was reviewed by the EDA on 12/08/16 and 01/12/17. This case was reviewed by the Planning
Commission on 01/05/17 and 02/02/17. This case was reviewed by the Council on 01/24/17 and 02/14/17. All
parties are generally very supportive of the use/ proposed project. However, the site location has been the focal
point of conversations to-date.

The EDA is in general support of Stone Brook's proposed site location, Site #1 (5-1 vote on 01/12/17). The
Planning Commission is in general support of Stone Brook's proposed site location, Site #1 (5-1 vote on 02/02/17).
The Council is in general support of Stone Brook's proposed site location, Site #1 (7-0 vote on 02/14/17).

It appears all boards/ commissions have indicated support for a north-to-south road connection (Veteran's to
Sunwood). It appears there is not consensus on whether that road connection be a private drive or a public road.
Additionally, it appears there is general support for the attached master plan "B" which shows an east-to-west
internal connection through the proposed Stone Brook site. Please see attached Site #1 Feedback Log for details.

City Review process
This case is being addressed in several separate steps: 

Step 1: Site Location/ Site Concept
The purpose of this case is to provide direction from a master developer perspective (site location, concept
project layout).

Step 2: Real Estate transaction (current case)
The purpose of this step will be to consider a formal purchase agreement (i.e. deal terms).

Step 3: Entitlement
The purpose of this step is to review Plat and Site Plan applications (i.e. site plan/ zoning/ land use
regulations).

Funding Source:
NA

Recommendation:
Provide preliminary feedback on the proposed concept site layout.

Action:
Provide preliminary feedback on the proposed concept site layout. Below are talking points suggested by staff.

(A) the north-to-south road connection. Should it be a public road, or private road?
(B) building orientation. Is there comfort in the proposed building orientation?
(C) east-to-west internal driveway connection. Can the Planning Commission confirm support for that
connection?

Attachments
Proposed Concept Site Layout
Four Concept Master Site Layouts
Feedback Log
Purchase Agreement

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date



Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 02/28/2017 03:11 PM
Form Started By: Patrick Brama Started On: 02/24/2017 07:09 PM
Final Approval Date: 02/28/2017 
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Stone Brook Academy  
(previously known as Prestmore Academy) 

Site Selection Log 
 
 
 

SITE 1 
02/20/2017 
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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, is this 
project will solidify the 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. Why does Stone Brook think they need to be located on this site? 
1. For the reasons outlined below, Stone Brook is confused why this question is being discussed—as 

it appears the City is providing mixed and conflicting direction/ messages on The COR. 
 

 The City’s adopted COR Master Plan specifically shows a childcare center on this site. 
 The City’s adopted COR Master Plan shows three individual projects on this site, 

including a very small project (not one single large project as many have discussed 
recently).   

 The City’s adopted COR-2 Zoning District allows for this use.   
 The City is formally marketing this parcel for sale.  Stone Brook is willing to purchase at a 

reasonable price—and is not asking for a formal business subsidy. 
 Stone Brook is proposing a quality project, a quality service, and a destination use for 

The COR.   
 

2. 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. 
 

3. Look/ feel/ vision are very important to Stone Brook.  This site (near center of The COR) meets 
the vision of Stone Brook.  They want a high-class, high-tech, high-amenity, well-respected, nice 
looking academy/ childcare center, that fronts Sunwood Drive, and fits in WELL with the 
surrounding area—which they believe is near 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 childcare center.  This 
will be an asset/ destination for this community. 
 

4. Stone Brook believes in the City’s vision of The COR—and they are drawn to this specific site.  
They believe near 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).  

 
5. Being located near the center of The COR, versus on one extreme 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). 
 

6. Being located near 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 near the center of 
The COR may also attract people using the Northstar Commuter Rail. 

 

7. This site (Site #1) allows for a nice transition of uses, from multiple apartment users (i.e. COR-1 
zoning district) to a traditional retail area (COR-2 retail district).  Naturally, this site is a transition 
site.  A transition user, like Stone Brook, makes sense. 
 

8. Stone Brook believes being located on Sunwood Drive, near 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/ security/ fit of their facility.  Stone Brook believes being located on 
either end of The COR detracts from these principles (i.e. convenience retail areas).   
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9. The Mcdonald’s sites are 25%-35% bigger than what Stone Brook needs, and will result in wasted 
space/ remnant lots (which the City will be unhappy with).  The Casey’s sites on the east end of 
The COR have several more “development issues” than Site #1.  PSD is not willing to sell their site 
for less that $12.00 psf.  The Northgate site is too small.  Not only is this their #1 desired site, 
Stone Brook believes other options in The COR don’t work well. 
 

10. 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 
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 (Site #1 works for their budget).   

 
 

B. Is this a daycare or a pre-school? 
1. Stone Brook is a center based childcare. Stone Brook is not a daycare.  [Based on State 

regulations,] daycares are centers located inside peoples’ homes. A center based childcare, under 

MN Dept of Human Services guidelines, has specific requirements for number of children, as well 

as, staff qualifications.  Stone Brook will be applying for a childcare license [though the State]. 

This license will enable Stone Brook to service children ages 6 weeks-preschool.  

 

2. [With the above in mind,] Stone Brook is not just opening up a childcare center just to open up a 

childcare center. Childcare centers are a very tough and regulated business. Therefore, to spend 

time and energy and personal assets just for a business would be foolish. Stone Brook has been 

in contact with many people and [childcare] centers for two years now, trying to gather 

information and to produce a quality product.  First and foremost for the children, but second of 

all, for the community.   

 

Stone Brook will be regulated by the MN Dept of Human Services.  Requirements, see website 

pages.  Supporting a childcare center in the community is vital to the growth of the community. 

Yes, the family is a powerful influence on a child’s ability to succeed, but Stone Brook’s goal is to 

also work collaboratively in a process that is fun, educational, and have a beneficial social impact. 

Therefore, Stone Brook will be [include] special events for families, a large multi-purpose room 

for events and learning, computer-smart boards for learning, and the privilege to share the 

stages of growth and development with the families. Just remember that when a center for 

childcare exists and successful, the community in which they serve will also show success and a 

positive influence.  

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/main/idcplg?IdcService=GET_DYNAMIC_CONVERSION&RevisionSelectionMethod=LatestReleased&dDocName=dhs-289072
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(2) Staff Feedback 
 

A. YOLITE STREET CONNECTION 
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 Another option to consider is a private drive/ road connection (much like Casey’s).  It appears, 
based on initial comments from the EDA/ PC/ CC, this is an option worth pursuing.  In this case, 
Stone Brook would propose a 50:50 cost share. 

 
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. 
 

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). 
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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 
connection of Yolite Street between Sunwood Drive and Veterans Drive.  At this point, there is no 
road connection for about a half mile.  In the event of an emergency or heavy traffic in The COR, 
having this connection, to allow for detours/ alternative routes, 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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B. REMNANT PARCELS 
o If Stone Brook was allowed to move forward with this proposed 1-acre site, it would create two 

remnant lots.  
 

o 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 85’ wide and 275’ deep.   

 

 
 

This size of lot is not ideal/ and is not something the City should be seeking (staff would not 
recommend for standard practice).  This size of lot will reduce the pool of potential projects/ 
users.  This risk factor should be known. 
 
However, considering it’s 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 require storm water on-site.  In fact, density is strongly encouraged 
in this development.  These COR development 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 as current master developer, or by a 
future master developer). 
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o 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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C. PROPOSED USE/ SITE LOCATION 
o The COR master plan coincidentally shows a childcare center in this general location.  The COR 

master plan generally shows three buildings on this site, pushed up against Sunwood Drive, at 
the following estimated sizes: 20-40K sf, 3-5k sf, and 4-8K sf.  Stone Brook is proposing a 10K sf 
building, pushed up against Sunwood Drive.  Therefore, the proposed project appears to 
generally fit The COR master plan.   
 

o This proposed use (childcare center) generally appears to be an allowed use in the The COR-2 
zoning district.  This site is located in The COR-2 zoning district. 

 

o From an objective perspective, this project appears to be in an acceptable location, and an 
acceptable use (based on zoning and master plan).  However, the City retains ultimate discretion 
as property owner/ master developer to pick and choose which projects they want, or don’t 
want; and how property should be developed. 
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D. WELL, WELL EASEMENT 
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 reviewed this case 12/08/2016 and 01/12/2017.  The EDA is generally supportive of moving 
forward with Site #1. 

 

12/08/2016 NOTES 
 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).  The EDA would rather have Stone Brook located on another site, to avoid solidifying the 
development challenges for this site (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.  These 
items create development layout/ lot size limitations—which restrict future development 
options.  Please see “Staff Feedback Section” for details/ background. 
 
This proposed Stone Brook 1-acre site will solidify 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. 
 
 

01/12/2017 NOTES 
 EDA supported moving forward with this site, with a 5-1 vote.  The EDA felt that this project was a real 

project.  Stone Brook is here today.  It appears to be an acceptable use of Site #1.  The user appears to be 
quality, and the proposed building should fit The COR.  This site can be sold to Stone Brook without 
providing a formal business subsidy. 

 

 The EDA supported making a counter offer to Stone Brook (@ $3.30 psf).  The EDA supported the Planning 
Commission’s request, that if a project was to move forward on this particular site, that a connection be 
made from Sunwood to Veterans Drive.  The EDA understood the significant traffic Stone Brook will 
create, and wants to avoid the drop off/pick up taking place on Sunwood.  The EDA does not think a public 
road connection should be required, the EDA does support a private drive connection (like Residence at 
The COR).  Generally, the EDA understood Stone Brook would likely desire to split the cost of a private 
drive with the City (50:50). 
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 The EDA did have a robust discussion.  Many topics were covered.  In most situations, the EDA 
acknowledged there was no single clear/ correct/ easy way to move forward with this project, and 
address all individual concerns.   This was a very challenging discussion for the EDA. 

 

 Some EDA members felt that this use was a good fit for this site—considering it’s proximity to 
apartments, and the Northstar Rail.  Some EDA members felt this use was a good transition user, from the 
apartments to traditional retail.  Some EDA members believe that having a master developer/ large 1-
time project for this site is ideal—however, were concerned that alternative has never occurred in reality, 
and will likely take a long time before it ever does (if at all).  Some EDA members were concerned that, to 
make the project work on other sites, the level of subsidy needed could not be justified.  Some EDA 
members indicated that getting this project moving forward will result in land proceeds, jobs, tax base, 
will provide a good service to the community, and will generate traffic in The COR.  Some EDA members 
believe that the several development issues with Site #1 (remnant lots, Yolite, the well, etc.) are the result 
of previous decisions, and at some level are now a moot point—those issues are not Stone Brook issues. 

 

 Some EDA members were concerned with allowing Stone Brook on this site.  This action will confirm/ 
solidify many development issues: remnant lots, Yolite, the well, etc.  These issues limit the City’s ability 
to market sell remaining lots (specifically, the remnant half acre lot), and will eliminate the option for a 
master developer to take the entire site (and deploy creative solutions to address the issues of this 
site).  One EDA member formally opposed Site #1 for this reason. 

 

 Generally, the EDA was unclear what the City’s vision was for this property.  Below is their concern. 
 
What is the vision for this parcel? 

1. Is the vision traditional retail, as the adopted zoning district indicates? 
2. Is the vision apartments/ COR-1 density, to be consistent with the block? 
3. Is the vision a large, mixed-use, master planned, significant project(s), as the Planning 

Commission suggests? 
4. Is the vision large, multi-tenant retail/ commercial buildings, master planned, as the EDA has 

contemplated? 
5. Is the vision the current COR Master Plan, which shows three individual buildings/projects, one 

being a daycare center. 
6. Is the vision the old COR Master Plan, which shows 3-4 commercial (potentially mixed use) 

buildings? 
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(4) Planning Commission Feedback 
 

01/05/2017 NOTES 
 By consensus, the Planning Commission was opposed to the project being located on this site (Site #1). 

 
o The Planning Commission is uncomfortable with the many development issues that encumber 

this site (remnant lots, storm sewer, well, Yolite, etc.).  The Planning Commission is 
uncomfortable with Stone Brook etching out a 1-acre parcel on this site, and further solidifying 
the various encumbrances on this site.   

 

o The Planning Commission believes great opportunity exists for the City on this site, and this 
project may remove the ability to make a large project(s) happen.  The Planning Commission 
believes this site is better suited for a larger project(s), and/ or a master developer to take down 
the site all at once.  The Planning Commission discussed several better-suited options for 
development on this site (including many larger destination users).  One option discussed 
included destination type attractions, such as a ferris wheel.  Another option included building a 
skyway/ or building over the Yolite connection.  Another option included a mixed use building 
(living above and commercial below. 

 

o The Planning Commission does not agree with Stone Brook, that this project is best fit on this 
particular site (Site #1).  The Planning Commission believes Stone Brook is best suited on other 
sites: (i.e. #2, #3, #4, #6, #7, #8). 

 

 The Planning Commission indicated that, if this project moved forward on this site, they would 
recommend a connection be made between Sunwood and Veteran’s drives.  The Planning Commission 
was concerned about the large amount of traffic this user will generate, and that having direct access to 
Sunwood Drive would be problematic.  The Planning Commission appeared to be open to discussing an 
private or public connection. 

 
 Assuming this project is classified as a “daycare” user specifically (and academy as a secondary use), the 

Planning Commission believes this site generally works form a zoning/ COR master plan perspective. 
 

o Staff did check into this item (classification of user).  Stone Brook will have a daycare/ childcare 
license through the State of Minnesota (Department of Human Resources).  They are technically 
considered a childcare center.  Daycares are technically a home based business (per the State of 
Minnesota). 
 

o The City of Ramsey uses the terms “childcare” and “daycare” interchangeably throughout zoning 
code. 
 

o To have a childcare center, Stone Brook must develop a written child care program plan, along 
with a plan for daily access for interest activities, plan for naps and rest, behavior guidance plan, 
proper furnishings/ equipment/ materials/ supplies for each age group, have a program for 
special needs, drop in programs/ supervision, sick child program, food/ snack program, parent 
information, emergency and accident policy, protective personal records program, health 
records, facility inspection (floor plan, occupancy, fire inspection, hazards, hygiene).    

 

o With the above in mind, Stone Brook will also be providing/ specializing in early childhood 
education services.  They want to be more than simply a childcare center—education is very 
important to their brand/ strategy.      
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02/02/2017 NOTES 
 By a 5-1 vote, the Planning Commission was in support of the project being located on this site (Site #1).  

The PC made a motion to move this project to the next step, which is negotiating a purchase agreement. 
 

o The PC was in support of this project being located on Site #1 for the reasons outlined below.   
 The COR-2 Zoning District allows for this use (permitted use).  Site #1 is located in the 

COR-2 zoning district. 
 The COR Master Plan shows a childcare center in a similar location as Site #1. 
 The COR Master Plan shows site layouts similar to what is being proposed by Stone 

Brook. 
 The reasons Stone Brook is requesting Site #1 generally appear to be reasonable, and 

Site #1 appears to work for the user.   
 The PC still feels this project is ideally located elsewhere in The COR--for the reasons 

outlined in the 01/05/2017 meeting notes (above).  However, the PC felt it would be 
unreasonable for the City to allow this project via our adopted Master Plan and Zoning 
Code, and then choose not move it forward now, because it’s not the City’s current #1 
ideal location. 

 
o RE the four site layouts, the PC liked Master Site Layout “B” the most (attached to this case), and 

was the focus of their discussion.  They liked Master Site Layout “B” for the following reasons: 
 Allowed for internal traffic flow, and multiple access points to Stone Brook site, which 

will be important during the peak drop-off and pick-up hours of this business. 
 Separation of drop-off area from parking area is likely safer with this design. 
 PC preferred site layouts that covered Sunwood Drive with buildings as much as possible 

(on the remnant lots). 
 

o The PC remains in favor of the road connection (Yotlie).  They are open to either a public or 
private road, for the reasons previously stated in the 01/05/2017 PC Notes. 
 

o One PC member opposed the project.  They were in support of the attached Master Site Layout 
“B”.  However, they couldn’t support the Stone Brook project on Site #1, if the remaining portion 
of the larger parcel/ development was not guaranteed.  In other words, the is nothing requiring 
the remaining portion of the larger site to be developed as proposed in Master Site Layout “B”.  
And, therefore, would result in too many future development challenges. 

 
o Some PC members stated that the .5-acre remnant lot and the well issue are both moot points.  

They are issues created by the City that are not going to go away, and will affect any master site 
layout for this larger site.  They are not Stone Brook issues.  Also, the 3-acre remnant lot is large 
enough to do many things with, and lots of options still exist. 

 

o Most PC members felt this use was a destination user, and would drive traffic to The COR, which 
will benefit The COR overall.  One PC member wanted more information on Stone-Brook’s 
demographic model, and where specifically will Stone Brook be pulling their customer base—is 
this business truly going to pull users from outside of Ramsey? 

 

o One PC member made a note, that this use is technically not an academy or early childhood 
learning center, based how they are licensed through the State of Minnesota.  Stone Brook is 
seeking a childcare center license (primary use).  They will be providing educational services as an 
added benefit. 
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(5) City Council Feedback 
 

01/24/2017 NOTES 
o The City Council has indicated more information is needed before a final decision can be made (RE 

site location).  The Council was concerned about the ramifications this single project (about 1 
acre) would have on the development of the larger parcel/ block (about 5 acres).  The 
Council desires to know more about how the various development challenges associated with this 
site will play out in various development scenarios (i.e. Stone Brook proposal vs. single developer 
master planned site). 
 

o Per Council direction, various professional development scenarios were drafted for consideration/ 
discussion.  The Council requested this case be reviewed one more time by the Planning 
Commission before the Council made a final decision.  The Council would like to receive feedback 
from the Planning Commission on the attached four concepts. 
 

o The Council was generally very supportive of the use/ proposed project.  The Council would like to 
explore options on how to make this project work on Site #1.  However, the Council remains 
undecided about site location. 

 

02/14/2017 NOTES 
o By consensus, the Council is generally supportive of Site location #1, and has invited Stone Brook to 

bring forward a purchase agreement. 
 

o The Council generally supports a road connection (Sunwood to Veterans).  Some Councilmembers 
were in support of a public road connection specifically.  The Council didn’t have enough information 
to provide final direction on this item (public or private). 
 

o The Council believes the internal road connection, as shown in master plan B, from east to west, is 
important to the Council.  Also, proper easements are important to allow the site to function as a 
single master-planned block. 
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PURCHASE AGREEMENT 
 

This Agreement is entered into by and between the City of Ramsey, a Minnesota 

municipal corporation (“Seller”), and Michael & Kristen Johnson, (“Buyer”). 

 

In consideration of the Earnest Money, the mutual covenants set forth below, and other 

good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, 

Seller and Buyer agree as follows: 

 

1. EFFECTIVE DATE.  The effective date of this Agreement is March 15, 2017 (the 

“Effective Date”).   

 

2. SALE OF PROPERTY.  Seller agrees to sell to Buyer, and Buyer agrees to buy from 

Seller, roughly one acre of the Property, legally described as follows: 

 

Outlot B, COR ONE PLAT, City of Ramsey, County of Anoka 

 

and further identified by Anoka County by the following property identification number(s): 

 

                    28-32-25-23-0010   

 

3. PURCHASE PRICE.  The purchase price for the Property is $3.30 per square foot (the 

“Purchase Price”).  Buyer intends to purchase roughly 1-acre of land.  Buyer is responsible 

for subdividing property, providing the City of Ramsey with a legal description of the new 

parcel, and an official parcel size. 

 

4. EARNEST MONEY.  By March 22, 2017 Buyer must deposit the sum of $7,500 (the 

“Earnest Money”) with Commercial Partners Title Company, 200 South 6th Street, #1300, 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 (“Escrow Agent”), via wire transfer or delivery of a certified check 

payable to Escrow Agent. 

 

a. If Buyer does not deposit the Earnest Money with Escrow Agent as required 

above, then Seller may terminate this Agreement by written notice to Buyer; 

provided, however, if Buyer deposits the Earnest Money with Escrow Agent 

before Seller exercises Seller’s right to terminate, Seller’s right to terminate is 

extinguished.   

 

b. Unless Buyer has previously terminated this Agreement pursuant to Section 9, 

$7,500 of the Earnest Money (the “Initial Disbursement”) becomes non-

refundable to Buyer (except in accordance with Section 23 as a result of a default 

by Seller) 120 business days after the Effective Date, and on that date Escrow 

Agent must disburse the Initial Disbursement to Seller.    

 

c. Upon Seller’s receipt of a Notice to Proceed from Buyer in accordance with 

Section 9(b), all of the Earnest Money becomes non-refundable (except in 

accordance with Section 23 as a result of a default by Seller).   
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d. If Buyer does not provide a Notice to Proceed to Seller in accordance with 

Section 9(b), this Agreement automatically terminates and Escrow Agent must 

disburse all Earnest Money Escrow Agent holds to Buyer, other than Earnest 

Money Escrow Agent is obligated to disburse to Seller pursuant to Sections 4(b) 

and (c). 

 

e. At Closing, Escrow Agent shall disburse to Seller any Earnest Money not 

previously disbursed to Seller, and Buyer shall receive a credit against the 

Purchase Price owing at Closing in an amount equal to the amount of the Earnest 

Money. 

 

5. SURVEY.  Seller shall, at Seller’s expense, obtain an ALTA/NSPS 2016 survey (Table 

A, items 1-4 and 6, 8, and 11) (the “Survey”) from a duly licensed surveyor and deliver it 

to Buyer within thirty (30) days after the Effective Date.  Buyer may arrange with the 

surveyor to include additional information on the Survey at Buyer’s expense. 

 

6. TITLE COMMITMENT. 
 

a. Seller makes no representations or warranties with respect to the status of title to 

the Property.  Within thirty (30) business days after the Effective Date, Seller 

shall, at Seller’s expense, obtain a commitment from Escrow Agent to issue an 

owner’s policy of title insurance insuring Buyer’s title to the Property (the “Title 

Commitment”) and deliver the Title Commitment and copies of or internet access 

to copies of all recorded documents referenced in the Title Commitment to Buyer.   

 

b. Buyer shall have until the date ten business days after the receipt of the Title 

Commitment and the Survey (collectively, “Title/Survey”) to review 

Title/Survey and to give Seller written notice of (i) any defects in the 

marketability of Seller title to the Property or any encumbrances on Seller’s title 

to the Property that are objectionable to Buyer, and (ii) the specific actions Buyer 

requests that Seller take with respect to each such defect or encumbrance (a “Title 

Objection Notice”).   Any defects in or encumbrances on Seller’s title that Buyer 

does not identify in a timely Title Objection Notice are each a “Permitted 

Exception.”  Within three (3) business days after Seller’s receipt of a Title 

Objection Notice from Buyer, Seller will notify Buyer, in writing, of the actions, 

if any, that Seller is willing to take with respect to each of the matters identified in 

the Title Objection Notice and the time frame in which Seller will take those 

actions (“Seller’s Title Notice”).  If Seller’s Title Notice indicates that Seller 

unconditionally agrees to make Seller’s title to the Property marketable on or 

before the closing date established pursuant to Section 10, the parties shall 

proceed to closing pursuant to the terms of this Agreement.  If Seller’s Title 

Notice indicates that Seller does not unconditionally agree to make Seller’s Title 

to the Property marketable on or before the closing date established in Section 10, 

Buyer may, at any time with three (3) business days after Buyer’s receipt of 

Seller’s Title Notice, terminate this Agreement by written notice to Buyer in 
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which case this Agreement is terminated and Escrow Agent must disburse any 

Earnest Money (other than Earnest Money that Escrow Agent has disbursed to 

Seller pursuant to Sections 4(b) and (c)) (“Buyer’s Title Termination Notice”).  

If Buyer does not deliver a Buyer’s Title Termination Notice to Seller within the 

three (3) business days after Buyer’s receipt of Seller’s Title Notice, than Seller 

must perform in accordance with Seller’s Title Notice, Buyer shall be deemed to 

have waived Buyer’s objections to the extent Seller has not agreed to address 

them in Seller’s Title Notice, the matters to which Buyer objected and Seller did 

not agree to resolve are deemed Permitted Exceptions, and the parties shall 

proceed to Closing in accordance with the terms of this Agreement and the terms 

of Seller’s Title Notice.   

 

7. RIGHT OF ENTRY.  At all times after Buyer has deposited the Earnest Money with 

Seller and before the expiration of the Inspection Period (as defined in Section 9), Buyer 

(and its employees, agents, and contractors) may enter the Property for the purpose of 

conducting soil tests, environmental tests and additional survey work, subject to the 

following conditions: 

 

a. Upon the earlier of the date one week after Buyer’s completion of its activities on 

the Property or the date one week after the termination of this Agreement, if either 

Seller or Buyer terminate this Agreement in accordance with the provisions 

hereof prior to Closing, Buyer must repair and or restore any damage Buyer or its 

employees, agents or contractors cause to the Property and remove any personal 

property, refuse or debris Buyer or its employees, agents or contractors brought 

onto or authorized third parties to bring onto the Property. 

 

b. Buyer must defend and indemnify Seller from and against and hold Seller 

harmless Seller from all “Claims,” as defined in Section 10, arising out of, 

resulting from or relating to any loss of or damage to any property or business or 

out of any injury to or death of any person, if the loss, damage, injury, or death 

arises or is alleged to arise either directly or indirectly and either wholly or in part 

from: (a) any action or omission of Buyer or its employees, agents, or contractors, 

while on the Property pursuant to this Section; or (b) actions or omissions of 

Buyer or Buyer’s employees, agents, or contractors that cause or result in the 

release of any Hazardous Substance onto the Property or onto other property. 

 

c. Buyer must comply with and shall cause it employees, agents, and contractors to 

comply with all applicable laws, while on the Property. 

 

d. Buyer may not commence any environmental testing on the Property until Buyer 

submits a work plan for such testing to Seller and Seller approves the work plan, 

in writing.  Seller may not unreasonably withhold, condition or delay Seller’s 

approval of a work plan.  

 

e. Buyer must, promptly and without demand from Seller, provide Seller with true 

and complete copies of all draft and final reports relating to Buyer’s geotechnical 
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and environmental investigations and testing of the Property including, without 

limitation, any reports relating to any Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of 

the Property. 

 

f. The cost of any test or additional survey work will be borne solely by Buyer. 

 

8. PROPERTY SOLD AS IS.  Subject to Buyer’s right to terminate this Agreement 

pursuant to Section 9, Buyer agrees to accept the Property in its current condition, 

including, without limitation, its current environmental and geological condition, and in 

an “AS-IS” and with “ALL FAULTS” condition.  Buyer’s payment of the Purchase Price 

at Closing constitutes Buyer’s acknowledgment and agreement that: 

 

a. Seller has not made any written or oral representations or warranties of any kind 

with respect to the Property (including without limitation express or implied 

warranties of title, merchantability, or fitness for a particular purpose); 

 

b. Buyer has not relied on any written or oral representation or warranty made by 

Seller, its agents or employees with respect to the condition or value of the 

Property; 

 

c. Buyer has had an adequate opportunity to inspect the condition of the Property, 

including without limitation any environmental testing, and to inspect documents 

applicable thereto, and Buyer is relying solely on such inspection and testing; and 

 

d. The condition of the Property is fit for Buyer’s intended use.   

 

e. Buyer accepts all risk of Claims (including without limitation all Claims under 

any Environmental Law and all Claims arising at common law, in equity or under 

a federal, state or local statute, rule or regulation) whether past, present or future, 

existing or contingent, known or unknown, arising out of, resulting from or 

relating to the condition of the Property, known or unknown, contemplated or 

uncontemplated, suspected or unsuspected, including without limitation the 

presence of any Hazardous Substance on the Property, whether such Hazardous 

Substance is located on or under the Property, or has migrated from or to the 

Property. 

 

9. INSPECTION PERIOD. 
 

a. Except as otherwise provided in Section 6, Buyer shall have from the date that 

Buyer deposits the Earnest Money with Escrow Agent to August 01, 2017 (the 

“Inspection Period”) to investigate the Property and determine, in Buyer’s sole 

judgment, whether (i) the condition of the Property is suitable to Buyer’s intended 

use; and (ii) Buyer will be able to obtain all governmental approvals and utilities 

necessary for Buyer’s intended use of the Property.  Buyer acknowledges and 

agrees that Seller has not made any covenants, representations or warranties 

regarding Buyer’s ability to obtain governmental approvals from the City of 



 

   5 

 

Ramsey or any other governmental entity. The City of Ramsey will review, 

consider and act on any applications Buyer submits to the City for governmental 

approvals in accordance with City Code. 

 

b. Buyer may, at any time on or before 5:00 p.m. on the last day of the Inspection 

Period, terminate the Agreement by written notice to Seller based on Buyer’s 

determination, in Buyer’s sole and absolute discretion, that the condition of the 

Property is not suitable for Buyer’s intended use or that Buyer may not be able to 

obtain all governmental approvals and utilities necessary for Buyer’s intended use 

of the Property.  In addition, this Agreement automatically terminates at 5:00 p.m. 

on the last day of the Inspection Period unless, prior to that time Buyer delivers a 

written notice of Buyer’s intention to proceed (a “Notice to Proceed”) to Seller. 

 

c. If, pursuant to Section 9(b) either Buyer terminates this Agreement or this 

Agreement is automatically terminated, the Escrow Agent must disburse to Buyer 

any Earnest Money Escrow Agent holds, other than Earnest Money Escrow Agent 

is obligated to disburse to Seller pursuant to Sections 4(b) and (c).   

 

10. DEFINITIONS.  As used in this Agreement: 

 

“Claim” or “Claims” means any and all liabilities, suits, claims, counterclaims, causes of 

action, demands, penalties, debts, obligations, promises, acts, fines, judgments, damages, 

consequential damages, losses, costs, and expenses of every kind (including without 

limitation any attorney’s fees, consultant’s fees, costs, remedial action costs, cleanup 

costs and expenses which may be related to any claims). 

 

“Environmental Law” means the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation and Liability Act (“CERCLA”), 42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq., the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. § 6901 et seq., the Federal Water Pollution 

Control Act (the Clean Water Act),  33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq. the Clean Air Act, 42 

U.S.C. § 7401 et seq., and the Toxic Substances Control Act, 15 U.S.C. § 2601 et seq., all 

as amended from time to time, and any other federal, state, local or other governmental 

statute, regulation, rule, law or ordinance dealing with the protection of human health, 

safety, natural resources or the environment now existing or hereafter enacted. 

 

“Hazardous Substance” or “Hazardous Substances” means any pollutant, contaminant, 

hazardous substance or waste, solid waste, petroleum product, distillate, or fraction, 

radioactive material, chemical known to cause cancer or reproductive toxicity, 

polychlorinated biphenyl or any other chemical, substance or material listed or identified 

in or regulated by any Environmental Law. 

 

11. RELEASE.  Buyer, for itself, its directors, officers, stockholders, divisions, agents, 

affiliates, subsidiaries, predecessors, successors, and assigns and anyone acting on its 

behalf or their behalf hereby fully releases and forever discharges Seller from any and all 

Claims (including without limitation all Claims arising under any Environmental Law 

and all Claims arising at common law, in equity or under a federal, state or local statute, 
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rule or regulation), past, present and future, known and unknown, existing and 

contingent, arising out of, resulting from, or relating to the condition of the Property, and 

Buyer hereby waives any and all causes of action (including without limitation any right 

of contribution) Buyer had, has or may have against Seller and anyone acting on its 

behalf with respect to the condition of the Property, whether arising at common law, in 

equity or under a federal, state or local statute, rule or regulation.  The foregoing shall 

apply to any condition of the Property, known or unknown, contemplated or 

uncontemplated, suspected or unsuspected, including without limitation the presence of 

any Hazardous Substance on the Property, whether such Hazardous Substance is located 

on or under the Property, or has migrated from or to the Property.   

 

12. INDEMNITY.  Buyer agrees to indemnify, hold harmless and defend Seller or anyone 

acting on its behalf for, from and against any and all Claims (including without limitation 

all Claims arising under any Environmental Law and all Claims arising at common law, 

in equity or under a federal, state or local statute, rule or regulation) past, present and 

future, existing and contingent, known and unknown arising out of, resulting from, or 

relating to the condition of the Property.  The foregoing shall apply to any condition of 

the Property, known or unknown, contemplated or uncontemplated, suspected or 

unsuspected, including without limitation the presence of any Hazardous Substance on 

the Property, whether such Hazardous Substance is located on or under the Property, or 

has migrated from or to the Property, regardless of whether the foregoing condition of the 

Property was caused in whole or in part by the Seller’s actions or inactions.   

 

13. NOTICES.  Notices permitted or required by this Agreement must be in writing and 

shall be deemed given when delivered in legible form to the party to whom addressed.  

Notices may be sent by certified mail, fax or e-mail.  Notices are effective two business 

days after they are mailed via certified mail, return receipt requested or, if delivered in 

any other manner, when the party to whom the notice is directed actually receives the 

notice.  If delivered at the Closing, a notice shall be deemed given when hand-delivered 

to the party's representative at the Closing. The business addresses of the parties are as 

follows: 

 

Seller: City Administrator 

 City of Ramsey 

 7550 Sunwood Drive N.W. 

 Ramsey, MN 55303 

  

Buyer:  Stone Brook Academy 

Michael & Kristen Johnson 

XXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXX 
 

Notices not given in the manner or within the time limits set forth in this Agreement are 

of no effect and may be disregarded by the party to whom they are directed. 
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14. CLOSING.  This transaction shall close within 14 days after Buyer delivers a Notice to 

Proceed to Seller or on such earlier date as Seller and Buyer may establish by mutual, 

written agreement.  The Closing shall take place at the offices of the Escrow Agent, or at 

some other place as the parties may mutually agree prior to such date.  At the option of 

either Party, the executed closing documents, Purchase Price and closing costs may be 

deposited with the Escrow Agent and disbursed by the Escrow Agent pursuant to avoid 

the necessity for a Closing at which the Parties are present. 

 

a. Seller’s Obligations at Closing.  At Closing, Seller must deliver to Escrow 

Agent, for delivery to Buyer: 

 

i. A quit claim deed, duly executed and acknowledged on behalf of the City 

and with the City’s seal affixed, conveying title to the Property, subject to 

(A) the lien of real estate taxes, if any, not yet due and payable and any 

installments of special assessments certified for payment therewith; (B) 

Building, Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances; (C) Matters that would be 

disclosed by an accurate survey of the Property; and (D) matters that 

constitute Permitted Exceptions pursuant to Section 6; 

 

ii. A certified copy of a duly adopted City Ordinance and Resolution 

authorizing Seller’s sale of the Property to Buyer; and 

 

iii. Seller’s affidavits, well disclosure certificate (if required), settlement 

statement approved by Seller and Buyer, and any other documents 

required by the Escrow Agent. 

  

b. Buyer’s Obligations at Closing.  At Closing, Buyer must: 

 

i. Wire Transfer (or deliver a certified check in) an amount equal to the 

amount of the Purchase Price adjusted for to reflect Buyer’s prior payment 

of the Earnest Money and to reflect amounts Buyer must pay or will 

receive pursuant to Section 14(c), to Escrow Agent for disbursement to 

Seller and others pursuant to this Agreement and the Settlement 

Statement; and  

 

ii. File or cause Escrow Agent to file an Electronic Certificate of Real Estate 

Value.  

 

c. Closing Costs. 
 

i. At Closing, the following Seller closing costs and expenses must be paid 

from the Purchaser Price or, if the Purchase Price is not sufficient, paid by 

Seller: 

 

1. Seller’s portion of the prorated property taxes.  

2. Seller’s own attorney’s fees. 
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3. One-half the cost of any closing fees. 

4. The cost of providing Title Commitment as prescribed in Section 6 

5. The cost of real estate broker commission fees as prescribed in 

Section 15. 

 

ii. At Closing Buyer must pay the Purchase Price to Seller and the following 

costs and expenses: 

 

1. Buyer’s portion of prorated property taxes. 

2. Buyer’s own attorney’s fees. 

3. One-half the cost of any closing fees. 

4. Documentary and recording fees for the deed(s). 

5. The cost of the owner’s title insurance policy if Buyer elects to 

purchase an Owner’s title insurance policy. 

6. State deed tax 

 

d. Possession.  Seller must deliver possession of the Property to Buyer at Closing. 

 

15. REAL ESTATE BROKERS.  Seller and Buyer represent and warrant to each other that 

they have dealt with no brokers, real estate agents, finders or the like in connection with 

this transaction, other than CBRE, Inc. (“Seller’s Broker”), which represents Seller.  

Seller shall pay Seller’s Broker as required by their agreement (5% of final sale price).  

Seller and Buyer agree to indemnify each other and to hold each other harmless against 

all claims, damages, costs or expenses of or for any broker’s fees or commissions 

resulting for their actions or agreements regarding the execution or performance of this 

Agreement, other than the fees payable to Seller’s Broker, and will pay all costs of 

defending any action or lawsuit brought to recover any such fees or commissions 

incurred by the other party, including reasonable attorney’s fees. 

 

16. ASSIGNMENT.  This Agreement may not be assigned without the written consent of 

the non-assigning Party.  The City recognizes the Buyer intends to bring a future request 

to reassign this Agreement to Stone Brook Academy LLC, a company that will be 

registered officially with the State of Minnesota. 

 

17. THIRD PARTY BENEFICIARY.  There are no third party beneficiaries of this 

Agreement, intended or otherwise. 

 

18. JOINT VENTURE.  Seller and Buyer, by entering into this Agreement and completing 

the transactions described herein, shall not be considered joint venturers or partners. 

 

19. CAPTIONS.  The paragraph headings or captions appearing in this Agreement are for 

convenience only, are not a part of this Agreement, and are not to be considered in 

interpreting this Agreement. 

 

20. ENTIRE AGREEMENT / MODIFICATION.  This written Agreement, and the related 

Development Agreement, if any, constitutes the complete agreement between the parties 
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and supersedes any prior oral or written agreements between the parties regarding the 

Property.  There are no verbal agreements that change this Agreement and no waiver or 

modification of any of its terms will be effective unless in writing executed by the parties.  

In the event the terms of this Agreement conflict with the terms of the Development 

Agreement, the latter shall control. 

 

21. BINDING EFFECT.  This Agreement binds and benefits the Parties and their 

successors and assigns. 

 

22. CONTROLLING LAW.  This Agreement is made under the laws of the State of 

Minnesota and such laws will control its interpretation. 

 

23. REMEDIES.   
 

a. If Buyer fails to perform any of the terms or conditions of this Agreement within 

the specified time limits, Seller may declare this Agreement terminated pursuant 

to Minnesota Statutes section 559.21.  Seller’s sole remedy in the event of 

Buyer’s default is retention of the Earnest Money, unless Buyer defaults under 

Section 7 or 12 of this Agreement, in which case Seller may retain the Earnest 

money or suspend the performance of its obligations under this Agreement and 

commence an action in Anoka County District Court to recover its actual damages 

arising from the default.  

 

b. If Seller fails to perform any of the terms or conditions of this Agreement within 

the specified time limits, Buyer may, as its sole remedy, declare this Agreement 

terminated in which case Escrow Agent and, if applicable, Seller, shall refund the 

Earnest Money (both the Initial Disbursement and the Remaining Earnest Money) 

to Buyer, or, in the alternative, Buyer may have this Agreement specifically 

enforced.  Buyer waives all claims for consequential damages against Seller based 

on Seller’s breach or alleged default hereunder.   

 

24. WAIVER.  Failure of Seller or Buyer to insist upon the performance of any of the 

covenants, agreements and/or conditions of this Agreement or to exercise any right or 

privilege herein shall not be deemed a waiver of any such covenant, condition or right. 

 

25. SURVIVAL OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS.  The terms and conditions of this 

Agreement shall survive and be in full force and effect after the delivery of the deed, and 

shall not be deemed to have merged therein. 

 

26. SEVERABILITY.  Each provision of this Agreement shall apply to the extent permitted 

by applicable law and is intended to be severable.  If any provision is illegal or invalid for 

any reason whatsoever, such illegality or invalidity shall not affect the legality or validity 

of the remainder of the Agreement. 

 

27. CONSTRUCTION.  The Parties acknowledge that this Agreement was initially 

prepared by Seller solely as a convenience and that all Parties and their counsel hereto 
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have read and full negotiated all the language used in this Agreement.  The Parties 

acknowledge that because all Parties and their counsel participated in negotiating and 

drafting this Agreement, no rule of construction shall apply to this Agreement to construe 

ambiguous or unclear language in favor of or against any Party. 

 

28. COUNTERPARTS; DIGITAL COPIES.  This Agreement may be executed in any 

number of counterparts and the signature pages of the separate counterparts combined 

into a single copy of this Agreement which will then constitute a fully executed version 

of this Agreement.  A facsimile, .pdf file or digital copy of a signed counterpart or of an 

assemblage of counterparts of this Agreement shall be deemed to be an original thereof. 

 

29. OPTION TO EXTEND.  In the event Buyer requests a 60-day extension of the 

Inspection Period or Closing Date, and the extension is agreed to in writing by Seller, 

Buyer must deposit an additional $2,500 Earnest Money with the Escrow Agent.  The 

additional Earnest Money is nonrefundable immediately, and will comply with terms 

outlined in Section 4 of this Agreement.  Buyer is granted a maximum two extensions. 

 

30. CONSTRUCTION DEADLINE.  Buyer shall obtain a certificate of occupancy from the 

City of Ramsey for the construction of a roughly 10,000 square foot commercial 

building, by September 1, 2018.  At Closing, a “Right of Re-Entry Agreement” must be 

executed and recorded to the Property providing that, in the event the above deadline is 

not met, Seller has the right to reclaim title to the parcels for which a certificate of 

occupancy was not obtained, or in the alternative, and at Seller’s sole discretion, Buyer 

shall pay Seller $20,000. 

 

31. PLATTING & DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT.  Buyer must obtain an approved 

final plat, development agreement, and building exterior visual renderings with the City 

of Ramsey for a roughly 1-acre, 10,000 square foot commercial building before Closing.  

Development Agreement and Site Plan must comply with all local zoning ordinances and 

design standards, including The COR Design Standards. 

 

32. ROAD CONNECTION.  Both the Buyer and Seller understand that a road connection 

must be constructed between Sunwood Drive and Veteran’s Drive as part of this 

proposed development project.  If the road connection is required to be a public road, the 

Buyer will be assigned 20% of total projects costs.  If the road connection is required to 

be a private road connection, the Buyer will be assigned 50% of total project costs.  This 

item will be discussed and finalized during the City of Ramsey’s official Site Plan 

Review process. 
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SELLER: The City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
 

By: ____________________________  Dated: March 15, 2017 

Sarah Strommen, Mayor 

 

 

By: ____________________________ 

Kurt Ulrich, City Administrator 

 

 

 

BUYER: Kristen & Michael Johnson 
 

 

By: ____________________________  Dated: ___________________, 2017 

 

 

 

By: ____________________________ 

 

 

 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 3.           
Meeting Date: 03/02/2017  
By: Chris Anderson, Community

Development

Information
Title:
Consider Draft Ordinance Amendment Addressing Irrigation Requirements (Discussion Purposes Only)

Purpose/Background:
Over the past two months, the Environmental Policy Board (EPB) has discussed a potential ordinance amendment
regarding irrigation requirements for multi-family and commercial/industrial developments. The intention
originally was simply to eliminate the City Code requirement that in-ground irrigation systems shall be installed in
all multi-family and commercial/industrial projects. However, based on information received at their January
meeting from a guest speaker, the EPB directed Staff to revise the DRAFT Ordinance so that it also stipulates that if 
an irrigation system is installed (including single family parcels), it shall be equipped with a rain sensor (per state
statute) as well as one or more water efficient technologies. This could include, but would not be limited to, a smart
controller, soil moisture sensor(s), and/or an evapotranspiration (ET) sensor(s). This provides enough flexibility so
that as future advances in water efficient irrigation technologies are developed, it will not require additional
ordinance amendments.

The cost of these 'smart', water efficient technologies has come down as they have become more commonplace.
Again, based on input from a guest speaker from Conserva Irrigation, including a smart controller, for example, to a
new irrigation system, only adds about $250-$350 to the overall cost. It is more expensive to retrofit existing
systems with the more water efficient technologies, approximately $650-$750. However, the Return on Investment
(ROI) for a standard residential system could be realized relatively quickly, maybe in as few as 2-4 years (and
would be even quicker on larger, commercial systems).

As water supply continues to be a prominent concern for the City and as the 'smart' technologies become more
commonplace (and therefore with prices coming down), the EPB believes that requiring water efficient technologies
is appropriate. However, the EPB has also noted that they want to ensure that this is enforceable. Thus, Staff is still
assessing how the water efficient requirement could be verified in the field. At this time, it does not appear that it
could be addressed through any existing inspection. Additional review is still needed on this aspect. 

Notification:
Notification is not required. Proper notification procedures will be followed to advertise the official public hearing
for the ordinance amendment.

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

Action:
No action is being sought. This is simply an opportunity for feedback from the Planning Commission prior to
advertising for a formal public hearing.

Attachments
Redlined Sections



EPB Meeting Minutes Dated January 18, 2017
DRAFT EPB Meeting MInutes Dated Feb. 22, 2017
DRAFT Ordinance #17-04

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 02/24/2017 01:39 PM
Form Started By: Chris Anderson Started On: 02/23/2017 04:44 PM
Final Approval Date: 02/24/2017 



 

 

  Page 1 

Sec. 117-111. - R-1 Residential District.  

 (g) General R-1 residential performance standards.  

(1) Fences.  

a. Height. Fencing or walls (except retaining walls) located in the required front yard setback 
shall not exceed four feet in height except for "ornamental fences" as defined in section 117-
1. Fencing or walls located in the side or rear yard shall not exceed eight feet in height. A 
zoning permit is required for all fences that are not addressed by the Minnesota State 
Building Code.  

b. Materials and construction. Fences shall be constructed in a workmanlike manner and of 
substantial material reasonably suited for its intended purpose. Fencing material shall 
consist only of wood, chain link, wrought iron, maintenance free vinyl, aluminum, or steel. 
Any other material must be approved by the zoning administrator prior to installation.  

1. No boards, planks, or panels shall be larger than 12 inches in width.  

2. Link fences shall be constructed such that no barbed ends shall be at the top.  

(i) Agricultural uses.  

A. Fences may be constructed of barbless wire or have the capability to carry an 
electric charge to accommodate agricultural activities and the raising of 
livestock and animals as defined by chapter 10, Animals. Lots of record as of 
July 1, 2002, within the MUSA that are currently used for agricultural activities 
or the raising of livestock and animals also qualify under this provision.  

B. Electric fences must be set back a minimum of three feet from property lines 
and must be posted as being electric.  

C. A sketch drawing shall be submitted to the city showing the proposed location 
of an electric fence.  

3. Fence framing must face inward on the fence owner's lot.  

c. Location. Fencing must be located 100 percent on the fence owner's lot and it is the 
responsibility of the fence owner to accurately locate property boundaries.  

1. For corner lots, no fence shall be located within the vision clearance triangle as 
described in section 117-348.  

2. The zoning administrator may require the owner of the property upon which a fence will 
be constructed to establish the boundary lines of the property by a survey thereof to be 
made by any registered land surveyor.  

(2) Garbage receptacle storage. Outdoor garbage receptacles serving multifamily units must be in 
either the rear or side yard and must be screened from public view and adjacent lots.  

(3) Lot landscaping.  

a. Number of plantings. The minimum number of overstory trees on any given lot shall be as 
required below:  

Required planting types  Required number of plantings  

Overstory deciduous/coniferous trees  2 trees per dwelling unit  

  



 

 

  Page 2 

b. Minimum size of plantings. Required trees shall be of the following minimum planting size:  

Planting Type  Size  

Deciduous trees  1-inch diameter as measured six inches above ground  

Coniferous trees  5 feet in height  

  

c. Planting types. Acceptable plantings shall be determined by the city planting schedule. The 
compliment of trees fulfilling the landscaping requirements shall not be less than 25 percent 
deciduous and not less than 25 percent coniferous.  

(4) Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 
following: 

a. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of 

sufficient moisture (rain sensor).   

b. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, WasterSense 

labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or evapotranspiration 

(ET) sensors. 

(5) Lighting. Lighting used to illuminate an off-street parking area, sign or structure, shall be arranged 
to deflect light away from adjacent residential districts or public streets. Bulbs emitting in excess 
of 3,000 lumens (150 watts) shall be directed so that the bulb is not visible from off the property 
where the light source is located.  

(56) Exterior building materials. The type of building materials used on exterior walls on all structures 
in the R-1 Residential District shall be face brick, natural stone, stucco, aluminum, steel, or vinyl 
siding, wood, masonite products or other compatible residential materials that may be approved 
by the city.  
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Sec. 117-112. - R-2 Residential District.  

 (e) General R-2 residential performance standards.  

 (6) Lot landscaping.  

a. Minimum landscaping requirements. All open space areas of a lot which are not used or 
improved for required parking areas, drives or storage shall be landscaped with a 
combination of overstory trees, ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers, ground cover, decorative 
walks, or other similar site design materials in a quantity and placement suitable for the lot. 
A reasonable attempt should be made to preserve as many existing trees as practicable in 
order to incorporate the trees into the development.  

b. Minimum planting requirements. The minimum number of plantings required shall be 
determined based on crown or canopy cover. To fulfill the planting requirements, a 
combination of trees and shrubs shall meet or exceed the minimum required canopy cover 
square footage. The minimum canopy cover shall be calculated as follows:  

1. Determine ratio of impervious area to entire site area.  

2. Multiply the impervious area/site area ratio by the square footage of the pervious area 
to calculate the required canopy cover square footage for the project area.  

3. The following formula shall be utilized to determine the average canopy cover of a 
species:  

[(Minimum + Maximum Spread) ÷ 4] 2 × π × (0.65 for preferred species or 0.50 for 
acceptable species, as identified in the Ramsey Tree Book).  

c. Minimum size of plantings. Required trees shall be of the following minimum planting size:  

Planting Type  Size  

Deciduous trees  1-inch diameter as measured six inches above ground  

Coniferous trees  5 feet in height  

Deciduous shrubs  2 feet in height  

Evergreen shrubs  2 feet in height or 2 feet in width, whichever applies  

Ornamental trees  1-inch diameter as measured six inches above ground  

  

d. Planting types. Acceptable and preferred plantings shall be identified in the Ramsey Tree 
Book. The compliment of trees fulfilling the landscaping requirements shall not be less than 
25 percent deciduous and not less than 25 percent coniferous. No more than 25 percent of 
the canopy cover requirements shall be fulfilled with the use of shrubs and ornamental trees.  

e. Irrigation. If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 

following: 
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1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of 

sufficient moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, 

WasterSense labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or 

evapotranspiration (ET) sensors. 

All landscaped areas shall include underground irrigation systems. Exceptions to this requirement 
include natural areas that are left undisturbed.  

f. Open space. Each townhouse development shall have at a minimum, 40 percent open space 
for the enjoyment of its residents that may be held as private lots or in common areas. 
Qualifying areas include grassed lawns, landscape areas, gardens, natural areas, landscape 
rock, mulch, wetlands, and ponding areas. Of the 40 percent open space, ten percent is to 
be dedicated as an identifiable common area for use by residents of the development.  
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Sec. 117-113. - R-3 Residential District.  

 (e) General R-3 residential performance standards.  

 (5) Lot landscaping.  

a. Minimum landscaping requirements. All open space areas of a lot which are not used or 
improved for required parking areas, drives or storage shall be landscaped with a 
combination of overstory trees, ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers, ground cover, decorative 
walks, or other similar site design materials in a quantity and placement suitable for the lot. 
A reasonable attempt should be made to preserve as many existing trees as practicable in 
order to incorporate the trees into the development.  

b. Minimum planting requirements. The minimum number of plantings required shall be 
determined based on crown or canopy cover. To fulfill the planting requirements, a 
combination of trees and shrubs shall meet or exceed the minimum required canopy cover 
square footage. The minimum canopy cover shall be calculated as follows:  

1. Determine ratio of impervious area to entire site area.  

2. Multiply the impervious area/site area ratio by the square footage of the pervious area 
to calculate the required canopy cover square footage for the project area.  

3. The following formula shall be utilized to determine the average canopy cover of a 
species:  

[(Minimum + Maximum Spread) ÷ 4] 2 × π × (0.65 for preferred species or 0.50 for 
acceptable species, as identified in the Ramsey Tree Book).  

c. Minimum size of plantings. Required trees shall be of the following minimum planting size:  

 Size  

Deciduous trees  1-inch diameter as measured six inches above ground  

Coniferous trees  5 feet in height  

Deciduous shrubs  2 feet in height  

Evergreen shrubs  2 feet in height or 2 feet in width, whichever applies  

Ornamental trees  1-inch diameter as measured six inches above ground  

  

d. Planting types. Acceptable and preferred plantings shall be identified in the Ramsey Tree 
Book. The compliment of trees fulfilling the landscaping requirements shall not be less than 
25 percent deciduous and not less than 25 percent coniferous. No more than 25 percent of 
the canopy cover requirement shall be fulfilled with the use of shrubs and ornamental trees.  

e. e. Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with 

the following: 
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1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of 

sufficient moisture (rain sensor).  

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, 

WasterSense labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or 

evapotranspiration (ET) sensors. 

Irrigation. All landscaped areas shall include underground irrigation systems. Exceptions to this 
requirement include natural areas that are left undisturbed.  

f. Open space. Each townhouse development shall have at a minimum, 40 percent open space 
for the enjoyment of its residents that may be held as private lots or in common areas. 
Qualifying areas include grassed lawns, landscape areas, gardens, natural areas, landscape 
rock, mulch, wetlands, and ponding areas. Of the 40 percent open space, ten percent is to 
be dedicated as an identifiable common area for use by residents of the development.  
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Sec. 117-114. - B-1 General Business District.  

 (e) Standards. (Also refer to article II, division 6 of this chapter for general performance standards.)  

 (14) Landscaping and buffering.  

a. Site landscaping.  

1. Minimum landscaping requirements. All open space areas of a lot which are not used 
or improved for required parking areas, drives or storage shall be landscaped with a 
combination of overstory trees, ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers, ground cover, 
decorative walks, or other similar site design materials in a quantity and placement 
suitable for the site. A reasonable attempt should be made to preserve as many existing 
trees as is practicable and to incorporate them into the development. For each existing 
significant tree retained one overstory tree can be deducted from the minimum 
requirements.  

2. Number of plantings. The minimum number of overstory trees on any given site shall 
be as indicated below. These are minimum requirements that are typically 
supplemented with other understory trees, shrubs, flowers and ground covers deemed 
appropriate for a complete quality landscape treatment of a site.  

 Business Districts  

Deciduous/coniferous 

trees  

1 per 50 lineal feet of site perimeter, or 1 tree per 1,000 square feet of 

building footprint, whichever is greater. For expansions to buildings, 1 

additional tree is required for each 1,000 square feet of additional building 

footprint area.  

Shrubs  
1 per 30 feet of site perimeter or 1 per 300 square feet of building footprint 

area, whichever is greater.  

  

3. Minimum size of plantings. Landscaping material shall be of the following minimum 
planting size:  

Landscape Material  Size  

Deciduous trees  2.5 inches diameter as measured three feet above ground  

Coniferous trees  6 feet in height  

Deciduous shrubs  2 feet in height  

Evergreen shrubs  2 feet in height or 2 feet in width, whichever applies  

Ornamental trees  1.5 inches diameter as measured three feet above ground  
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4. Planting types.  

(i) Acceptable plantings shall be determined by the City of Ramsey Tree Book.  

(ii) The compliment of trees fulfilling the landscaping requirements shall be not less 
than 25 percent deciduous and lot less than 25 percent coniferous. No more than 
25 percent of the required plantings shall consist of ornamental trees.  

(iii) For every 35 feet of public road frontage, one overstory tree shall be planted on 
the private property adjacent to the public road right-of-way.  

b. Topsoil. All exposed ground areas of a site not occupied by building, parking or storage, 
excluding natural areas that are left undisturbed, shall be covered with four inches of topsoil, 
as defined in section 117-1, or an approved alternative as referenced in section 117-348.  

c. Sodding and ground cover. All areas not otherwise improved in accordance with approved 
site plans shall be finished with sod up to the edge of improved streets. Any alternative to 
the sod requirement shall require city council approval.  

d. Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 

following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of 

sufficient moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, 

WasterSense labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or 

evapotranspiration (ET) sensors.  

Irrigation.  

1. All landscaping areas required under this section shall include underground irrigation 
systems.  

2. Exceptions include natural areas that are left undisturbed.  
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Sec. 117-115. - B-2 Highway Business District.  

 (e) Standards. (Also refer to article II, division 6 of this chapter for general performance standards).  

 (16) Landscaping and buffering.  

a. Site landscaping.  

1. Minimum landscaping requirements. All open space areas of a lot which are not used 
or improved for required parking areas, drives or storage shall be landscaped with a 
combination of overstory trees, ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers, ground cover, 
decorative walks, or other similar site design materials in a quantity and placement 
suitable for the site. A reasonable attempt should be made to preserve as many existing 
trees as is practicable and to incorporate them into the development. For each existing 
significant tree retained one overstory tree can be deducted from the minimum 
requirements.  

2. Number of plantings. The minimum number of overstory trees on any given site shall 
be as indicated below. These are minimum requirements that are typically 
supplemented with other understory trees, shrubs, flowers and ground covers deemed 
appropriate for a complete quality landscape treatment of a site.  

 Business Districts  

Deciduous/coniferous 

trees  

1 per 50 lineal feet of site perimeter or 1 tree per 1,000 square feet of 

building footprint area, whichever is greater. For expansions to buildings, 1 

additional tree is required for each 1,000 square feet of additional building 

area.  

Shrubs  
1 per lineal feet of site perimeter or 1 per 300 square feet of building 

footprint area, whichever is greater.  

  

3. Minimum size of plantings. Landscaping material shall be of the following minimum 
planting size:  

Landscape Material  Size  

Deciduous trees  2.5 inches diameter as measured three feet above ground  

Coniferous trees  6 feet in height  

Deciduous shrubs  2 feet in height  

Evergreen shrubs  2 feet in height or 2 feet in width, whichever applies  

Ornamental trees  1.5 inches diameter as measured three feet above ground  
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4. Planting Types.  

(i) Acceptable plantings shall be determined by the City of Ramsey Tree Book.  

(ii) The compliment of trees fulfilling the landscaping requirements shall be not less 
than 25 percent deciduous and not less than 25 percent coniferous. No more than 
25 percent of the required plantings shall consist of ornamental trees.  

(iii) For every 35 feet of public road frontage, one overstory tree shall be planted on 
the private property adjacent to the public road right-of-way.  

b. Topsoil. All exposed ground areas of a site not occupied by building, parking or storage, 
excluding natural areas that are left undisturbed, shall be covered with four inches of topsoil, 
as defined in section 117-1, or an approved alternative as referenced in section 117-348.  

c. Sodding and ground cover. All areas not otherwise improved in accordance with approved 
site plans shall be finished with sod up to the edge of improved streets. Any alternative to 
the sod requirement shall require city council approval.  

d. Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 
following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of 
sufficient moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, 
WasterSense labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or 
evapotranspiration (ET) sensors. 

Irrigation.  

1. All landscaping areas required under this section shall include underground irrigation 
systems.  

2. Exceptions include natural areas that are left undisturbed.  
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Sec. 117-116. - E-2 Employment District.  

 (e) Standards. (Also refer to article II, division 6 of this chapter for general performance standards).  

 (3) Landscaping and buffering.  

a. Site landscaping.  

1. Minimum landscaping requirements. All open space areas of a lot which are not used 
or improved for required parking areas, drives or storage shall be landscaped with a 
combination of overstory trees, ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers, ground cover, 
decorative walks, or other similar site design materials in a quantity and placement 
suitable for the site. A reasonable attempt should be made to preserve as many existing 
trees as is practicable and to incorporate them into the development. For each existing 
significant tree retained one overstory tree can be deducted from the minimum 
requirements.  

2. Number of plantings. The minimum number of overstory trees on any given site shall 
be as indicated below. These are minimum requirements that are typically 
supplemented with other understory trees, shrubs, flowers and ground covers deemed 
appropriate for a complete quality landscape treatment of a site.  

Type  Number of Plantings  

Deciduous/coniferous 

trees  

1 per 50 lineal feet of site perimeter or 1 tree per 1,000 square feet of 

building footprint area, whichever is greater. For expansions to buildings, 1 

tree is required for each 1,000 square feet of additional building footprint 

area.  

Shrubs  
1 per 30 lineal feet of site perimeter or 1 per 300 square feet of building 

footprint area, whichever is greater.  

  

3. Minimum size of plantings. Landscaping material shall be of the following minimum 
planting size:  

Type  Size  

Deciduous trees  2.5 inches diameter as measured three feet above ground  

Coniferous trees  6 feet in height  

Deciduous shrubs  2 feet in height  

Evergreen shrubs  2 feet in height or 2 feet in width, whichever applies  

Ornamental trees  1.5 inches diameter as measured three feet above ground  
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4. Planting types.  

(i) Acceptable plantings shall be determined by the City of Ramsey Tree Book.  

(ii) The compliment of trees fulfilling the landscaping requirements shall be not less 
than 25 percent deciduous and lot less than 25 percent coniferous. No more than 
25 percent of the required plantings shall consist of ornamental trees.  

(iii) For every 35 feet of public road frontage, one overstory tree shall be planted on 
the private property adjacent to the public road right-of-way.  

b. Topsoil. All exposed ground areas of a site not occupied by building, parking or storage, 
excluding natural areas that are left undisturbed, shall be covered with four inches of topsoil, 
as defined in section 117-1, or an approved alternative as referenced in section 117-348.  

c. Sodding and ground cover. All areas not otherwise improved in accordance with approved 
site plans shall be finished with sod up to the edge of improved streets. Any alternative to 
the sod requirement shall require city council approval.  

d. Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 
following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of 
sufficient moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, 
WasterSense labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or 
evapotranspiration (ET) sensors. 

Irrigation.  

1. All landscaping areas required under this section shall include underground irrigation 
systems.  

2. Exceptions include natural areas that are left undisturbed.   
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Sec. 117-117. - E-1 Employment District.  

 (e) Standards. (Also refer to article II, division 6 of this chapter for general performance standards)  

 (3) Landscaping and buffering.  

a. Site landscaping.  

1. Minimum landscaping requirements. All open space areas of a lot which are not used 
or improved for required parking areas, drives or storage shall be landscaped with a 
combination of overstory trees, ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers, ground cover, 
decorative walks, or other similar site design materials in a quantity and placement 
suitable for the site. A reasonable attempt should be made to preserve as many existing 
trees as is practicable and to incorporate them into the development. For each existing 
significant tree retained one overstory tree can be deducted from the minimum 
requirements.  

2. Number of plantings. The minimum number of overstory trees on any given site shall 
be as indicated below. These are minimum requirements that are typically 
supplemented with other understory trees, shrubs, flowers and ground covers deemed 
appropriate for a complete quality landscape treatment of a site.  

Type  Number of Plantings  

Deciduous/coniferous 

trees  

1 per 50 lineal feet of site perimeter or 1 tree per 1,000 square feet of 

building footprint area, whichever is greater. For expansions to buildings, 1 

tree is required for each 1,000 square feet of additional building footprint 

area.  

Shrubs  
1 per 30 lineal feet of site perimeter or 1 per 300 square feet of building 

footprint area, whichever is greater.  

  

3. Minimum size of plantings. Landscaping material shall be of the following minimum 
planting size:  

Type  Size  

Deciduous trees  2.5 inches diameter as measured three feet above ground  

Coniferous trees  6 feet in height  

Deciduous shrubs  2 feet in height  

Evergreen shrubs  2 feet in height or 2 feet in width, whichever applies  

Ornamental trees  1.5 inches diameter as measured three feet above ground  
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4. Planting types.  

(i) Acceptable plantings shall be determined by the City of Ramsey Tree Book.  

(ii) The compliment of trees fulfilling the landscaping requirements shall not be less 
than 25 percent deciduous and lot less than 25 percent coniferous. No more than 
25 percent of the required plantings shall consist of ornamental trees.  

(iii) For every 35 feet of public road frontage, one overstory tree shall be planted on 
the private property adjacent to the public road right-of-way.  

b. Topsoil. All exposed ground areas of a site not occupied by building, parking or storage, 
excluding natural areas that are left undisturbed, shall be covered with four inches of topsoil, 
as defined in section 117-1, or an approved alternative as referenced in section 117-348.  

c. Sodding and ground cover. All areas not otherwise improved in accordance with approved 
site plans shall be finished with sod up to the edge of improved streets. Any alternative to 
the sod requirement shall require city council approval.  

d. Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 
following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of 
sufficient moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, 
WasterSense labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or 
evapotranspiration (ET) sensors. 

Irrigation.  

1. All landscaping areas required under this section shall include underground irrigation 
systems.  

2. Exceptions include natural areas that are left undisturbed.  
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Sec. 117-120. - H-1 Highway 10 Business District.  

 (e) Standards. (Also refer to article II, division 6 of this chapter for general performance standards.)  

 (14) Landscaping and buffering.  

a. Site landscaping.  

1. Minimum landscaping requirements. All open space areas of a lot which are not used 
or improved for required parking areas, drives or display areas shall be landscaped with 
a combination of overstory trees, ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers, ground cover, 
decorative walks, or other similar site design materials in a quantity and placement 
suitable for the site. A reasonable attempt should be made to preserve as many existing 
trees as is practicable and to incorporate them into the development. For each existing 
significant tree retained one overstory tree can be deducted from the minimum 
requirements.  

2. Number of plantings. The minimum number of overstory trees on any given site shall 
be as indicated below. These are minimum requirements that are typically 
supplemented with other understory trees, shrubs, flowers and ground covers deemed 
appropriate for a complete quality landscape treatment of a site.  

 Business Districts  

Deciduous/coniferous 

trees  

1 per 50 lineal feet of site perimeter or 1 tree per 1,000 square feet of 

building footprint area, whichever is greater. For expansions to buildings, 1 

additional tree is required for each 1,000 square feet of additional building 

footprint area.  

Shrubs  
1 per 30 lineal feet of site perimeter or 1 per 300 square feet of building 

footprint area, whichever is greater.  

  

3. Minimum size of plantings. Landscaping material shall be of the following minimum 
planting size:  

Landscape Material  Size  

Deciduous trees  2.5 inches diameter as measured three feet above ground  

Coniferous trees  6 feet in height  

Deciduous shrubs  2 feet in height  

Evergreen shrubs  2 feet in height or 2 feet in width, whichever applies  

Ornamental trees  1.5 inches diameter as measured three feet above ground  
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4. Planting types:  

(i) Acceptable plantings shall be determined by the City of Ramsey Tree Book.  

(ii) The compliment of trees fulfilling the landscaping requirements shall be not less 
than 25 percent deciduous and lot less than 25 percent coniferous. No more than 
25 percent of the required plantings shall consist of ornamental trees.  

(iii) For every 35 feet of public road frontage, one overstory tree shall be planted on 
the private property, adjacent to the public road right-of-way.  

b. Topsoil. All exposed ground areas of a site not occupied by building, parking or storage, 
excluding natural areas that are left undisturbed, shall be covered with four inches of topsoil, 
as defined in section 117-1, or an approved alternative as referenced in section 117-348.  

c. Sodding and ground cover. All areas not otherwise improved in accordance with approved 
site plans shall be finished with sod up to the edge of improved streets. Any alternative to 
the sod requirement shall require city council approval.  

d. Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 
following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of 
sufficient moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, 
WasterSense labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or 
evapotranspiration (ET) sensors. 

Irrigation.  

1. All landscaping areas required under this section shall include underground irrigation 
systems.  

2. Exceptions include natural areas that are left undisturbed.  
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Sec. 117-121. - B-3 Business District.  

 (g) Standards.  

 (2) Performance standards.  

a. Building design. Building massing shall be varied throughout the development site and 
should include building components such as columns, articulated rooflines and facades, 
specialized window and door treatments, and unique architectural details. A common 
architectural theme shall be employed throughout the development site, with an emphasis 
on integration of color, style, and materials between buildings.  

b. Building materials. All exterior wall surfaces shall be brick, glass, stone, stucco, or pre-cast 
concrete units whose surface has been integrally treated with an applied decorative material, 
texture, or color. Other exterior materials may be used as approved by the planning 
commission and city council. Exterior materials shall not include smooth-faced concrete 
block, steel panels, fiberglass or vinyl siding. The use of metal for architectural accents may 
be permitted. A color palette for all materials shall be included in the site plan submittal.  

1. At least 50 percent of the front facade and street-facing facades must be comprised of 
brick.  

2. Windows must be utilized extensively on the front facade of all buildings to allow visual 
access into the store. Windows are also required on all facades with street frontage. 
For buildings where this is not feasible, additional architectural details and/or 
landscaping will be required.  

c. Building orientation. Buildings should be oriented to face public streets where possible. 
When this is not possible, additional landscaping and/or improved building design will be 
required to improve street-facing facades. Multiple buildings are permitted on one lot, if 
approved as part of the master plan.  

d. Street system. The street system internal to the development site is an essential element of 
the master plan. The new system must connect to existing city streets.  

e. Pedestrian circulation/sidewalks/trails. A comprehensive pedestrian network is required in 
the overall master plan for this zoning district. While this zoning district is intended to 
accommodate larger-scale retail uses, safe pedestrian access is required throughout the 
zoning district and between the district and adjacent neighborhoods. Sidewalks are required 
on both sides of all streets within the zoning district. Crosswalks are required where all 
sidewalks meet the street and shall be indicated with paver bricks or integrally-treated 
pavement rather than paint.  

f. Landscaping. The master plan shall include a landscape plan for the entire development 
site. Landscaping shall be integrated throughout the site and shall include a combination of 
overstory trees, ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers (planting beds and raised planters), 
ground cover, and other landscaping elements. The required number of plantings will be site 
specific and will be determined largely by the total pervious area of a site. Landscaping 
should be used to soften and shade parking areas, line sidewalks and streets, accent 
building entrances, and break up large building facades. Plant selection should focus on 
functionality and take into account characteristics such as tolerance of soil compaction, poor 
drainage, and deicing salts. All landscaping shall be over at least four inches of topsoil, as 
defined in section 117-1, or an approved alternative as referenced in section 117-348. If a 
landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of 
sufficient moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, 
WasterSense labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or 
evapotranspiration (ET) sensors. 
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Landscaping. The master plan shall include a landscape plan for the entire development site. 
Landscaping shall be integrated throughout the site and shall include a combination of 
overstory trees, ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers (planting beds and raised planters), 
ground cover, and other landscaping elements. The required number of plantings will be site 
specific and will be determined largely by the total pervious area of a site. Landscaping 
should be used to soften and shade parking areas, line sidewalks and streets, accent 
building entrances, and break up large building facades. Plant selection should focus on 
functionality and take into account characteristics such as tolerance of soil compaction, poor 
drainage, and deicing salts. All landscaping shall be over at least four inches of topsoil, as 
defined in section 117-1, or an approved alternative as referenced in section 117-348, and 
all landscaped areas shall include underground irrigation systems.  

g. Stormwater. The master plan shall include a stormwater plan for the entire development site. 
In addition to traditional stormwater management methods, low impact development (LID) 
strategies are encouraged throughout the development site, particularly in parking areas. 
Such methods might include special soil systems, pervious pavements, storm ceptors, 
underground storage, and bio-retention strips and cells (rain gardens).  

h. Parking areas. A parking plan shall be included as part of the master site plan submittal. 
Parking lots, stalls, and drive accesses shall be designed to accommodate a variety of 
vehicle sizes and turning movements.  

i. Building service areas (loading docks, trash storage and removal). Such areas shall be 
internal to the building wherever possible and in all cases constructed of the same exterior 
materials and screened from adjacent lots, public streets, and building entrances.  

j. Mechanical equipment. All mechanical equipment associated with buildings must be 
completely screened from view, whether located on the roof or ground level.  

k. Outdoor storage. All storage, including open storage, storage in containers, trailers, or similar 
enclosures, is prohibited, except as permitted under subsection (f) of this section.  

l. Lighting. A lighting plan shall be included as part of the master plan submittal. Lighting must 
be used to illuminate off-street parking areas, signs, structures, and pedestrian walkways. 
The scale of lighting fixtures must be appropriate to the scale of what is proposed to be 
lighted. Fixtures must be arranged so that the bulb is not visible from outside the area 
proposed to be lighted by that fixture.  

m. Signs. A sign plan shall be included as part of the master plan submittal. No temporary signs 
are permitted anywhere in the zoning district.  

(Code 1978, § 9.20.28; Ord. No. 06-29, 8-8-2006; Ord. No. 07-04, 2-13-2007; Ord. No. 09-06, § 

2(9.20.28), 4-28-2009; Ord. No. 10-04, § 2, 4-13-2010; Ord. No. 11-09, § 2, 6-28-2011)  
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ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY BOARD  

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

On Wednesday, January 18, 2017, the Environmental Policy Board (EPB) met in the Lake Itasca 

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

Minnesota. 

 

Members Present: Chairperson Thomas Stodola (arrived at 6:34 p.m.) 

   Board Member Colleen Anderson 

   Board Member Reid Bernard 

   Board Member Jane Covart 

Board Member Lucas Trossen 

   Board Member Michael Valentine 

 

Members Absent:  Board Member Michael Hiatt 

 

Also Present:  City Planner Chris Anderson 

   Councilmember John LeTourneau 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Vice Chairperson Valentine called the meeting to order at 6:32 p.m. 

 

2. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

None. 

 

3. APPROVE AGENDA 

 

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

as submitted. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Vice Chairperson Valentine, Board Member Covart, Bernard, 

Anderson, and Trossen.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Commissioner Hiatt and Chairperson Stodola. 

 

4. APPROVE MINUTES 

 

4.01: Approve Meeting Minutes December 19, 2016 

 

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

meeting minutes dated December 19, 2016. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Vice Chairperson Valentine, Board Member Covart, Trossen, 

Anderson, and Bernard.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Commissioner Hiatt and Chairperson Stodola. 

 

5. POLICY BOARD BUSINESS 
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5.01: Receive Presentation on Irrigation System Components and an Overview of Incentive 

Programs 

 

City Planner Anderson introduced the topic and guest speaker Russ Jundt of Conserva Irrigation, 

and stated that Mr. Jundt would provide a presentation on water conserving technologies available 

for irrigation systems and an overview of Minnesota Nursery and Landscape Association (MNLA) 

incentive/rebate programs that encourage use of these newer technologies.  

 

Russ Jundt, Conserva Irrigation, shared a presentation that outlined his background and explained 

water conservation as it relates to irrigation in residential, commercial, and municipal areas with 

over 46 million residential irrigation systems nationwide.  He stated irrigation systems waste more 

water than any other source. 

 

Councilmember John LeTourneau asked if the waste comes from systems not being designed 

properly. 

 

Mr. Jundt explained components are very inexpensive and that every head needs to be check-

valved, which is not an expensive upgrade.  He said zoning needs to be done per micro-climates 

and that a smart controller is much better than a simple timer in saving water.  He shared a sketch 

outlining zones versus time watering and explained how less watering is needed in April versus 

August which results in massive overwatering.  Mr. Jundt explained how rain sensors operate like 

a “snooze alarm” and shuts off but then returns to programmed time resulting in overwatering.  He 

said smart controllers can be programmed based on weather data by zip code which saves 

substantial amounts of water and shared an example in a Hugo homeowners association where 

over 2,200 sprinkler heads were broken in their 7,800 head system. 

  

Mr. Jundt shared changing industry dynamics including landscaping demand, control 

consumption, increased pricing, fines, and penalties and said most water wasted is through 

irrigation systems.  He shared how smart controllers can reduce water usage by 40-60% and that 

they developed a proprietary system where low scores provide motivation.  He shared their 

partnerships with Toro and The Wyland Foundation which are dedicated to water conservation. 

  

Mr. Jundt displayed samples of ET sensors and controllers and outlined the Metropolitan Council’s 

water efficiency grant program and cities who offer rebates, adding the return on investment for 

commercial systems can be seen in days and residential systems within one to two seasons. 

 

City Planner Anderson asked if ET sensors are different than soil moisture sensors. 

 

Mr. Jundt said ET sensors are different as they operate based on 40 years of weather data. 

 

Board Member Trossen inquired about the life expectancy of these controllers. 

 

Mr. Jundt replied controllers are warrantied up to five years and that data is updated every year. 

 

Chairperson Stodola asked how much would be added to a system in new construction.   

 

Mr. Jundt said smart controllers cost $250-350 more than standard controllers on new installations. 
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Board Member Anderson clarified the total additional cost for an existing system to be retrofitted 

would be $475-675 and asked if one system is better than another. 

 

Mr. Jundt said a system that includes a smart controller with an ET sensor would be better than 

just a soil moisture sensor and would result in the City saving a lot in water. 

 

Informational; no action required. 

 

5.02: Receive Update from Anoka County Community Health and Environmental Services 

Department related to Water Resources  

 

City Planner Anderson introduced Bret Biernat, Anoka County Environmental Services (ACES) 

who would provide an update on water related initiatives/activities.  

 

Mr. Biernat, ACES, shared his background beginning in 1991 with the ground water management 

act established in 1989 to address watershed management issues and creating the groundwater 

protection plan.  He reviewed priorities and said Anoka County created a task force to prioritize 

water, including coordination of water resources protection and management.  He said it is 

important not to work as silos and that Ramsey’s citizen survey included very good scores rating 

the drinking water.  Mr. Biernat reviewed the Board’s priorities and outlined the County’s Water 

Task Force statement as a committee charged with making water a priority.  He said the wellhead 

protection act ensures no pollution sources and the Community Health Services Plan includes 

measurable goals such as well sealing to reduce pollution.   

 

Mr. Biernat outlined the goal of reducing wells by two percent per year and to test private wells 

and collaborate better with all the organizations.  He shared that the Irrigation Association has 

declared July as Smart Irrigation Month and reviewed community health issues including water 

quality and sustainable drinking water.  Mr. Biernat shared how the County has provided water 

testing for homeowners since 1972 which is important from a public health standpoint and outlined 

how they can support the Board.  He shared water conservation goals as a partner with WaterSense 

and the EPA and referred to their “KnowTheFlow” coordination tool website and outreach and 

education efforts.  Mr. Biernat outlined drinking water protection and the Water Task Force focus 

and shared how the County can be an advocate for cities such as creating a well sealing video. 

 

City Planner Anderson distributed a sign-up sheet for notification of Task Force meetings and 

offerings then referred to Ray Renner of Renner & Sons well drilling, who provided the 

Department of Health with well locations in Ramsey.   

 

Mr. Biernat said the records were very helpful and that Mr. Renner’s brother is on the Water Task 

Force. 

 

City Planner Anderson shared how the City offers water testing kits at City Hall.   

 

Mr. Biernat said he is pleased with this partnership as cities can distribute bottles for testing instead 

of plastic bags which provides better results. 
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City Planner Anderson inquired about WaterSense program obligations such as reporting 

requirements. 

 

Mr. Biernat said an annual report is required for the EPA to promote water efficiency as a 

collaborative effort which could be done separately.   

 

Mr. Jundt inquired about the fee for a water test. 

 

Mr. Biernat said the cost is relatively inexpensive at $30 per test. 

 

5.03: Consider DRAFT Ordinance #17-04 Eliminating the Requirement for In-Ground 

Irrigation in Multiple Zoning Districts  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report and draft ordinance to amend multiple sections 

of City Code to eliminate the in-ground irrigation requirement for multi-family and 

commercial/industrial projects.  He explained this would not prohibit a project from including such 

a system, if they wished, but simply removes it as a required improvement.  City Planner Anderson 

stated revisions can be made to this draft, if desired, based on the information received tonight 

about technological improvements to irrigation systems.  

 

City Planner noted the proposed ordinance could be amended if the Board wishes to include 

language regarding smart technologies.  He said due to the rescheduled meeting the public hearing 

notice deadlines could not be met so if brought forward the ordinance now it would be discussed 

at the March Planning Commission with Council consideration in March or possibly April.  City 

Planner Anderson asked Mr. Jundt if the State Statute requirement refers to rain sensors only as it 

seems that it could be interpreted to require smart technologies.  

 

Mr. Jundt said the Statute’s intention was for rain sensors but the legislation is looking at 

broadening language to include any device affected by rain. 

 

Chairperson Stodola said the ordinance drafted satisfies our direction and asked if staff is 

requesting the Board go further by requiring different technologies.   

 

City Planner Anderson said that he was not requesting that but thought it should be discussed based 

on input from the Board last month.  He said the timing would provide for an opportunity to include 

ET sensors, smart controllers, moisture control sensors and other technologies if the Board desired. 

 

Chairperson Stodola confirmed the recommendation of incentives. 

 

City Planner Anderson said staff intended that language would be formalized after the evening’s 

discussion on Item 5.01 so staff will bring forward an outline for incentive programs for both 

retrofits and new systems and could include irrigation as well as indoor appliances and fixtures at 

a future meeting.  He noted they now understand that outdoor water conservation provides the 

most return but that the Board could expand any type of rebate program. 

 

Board Member Anderson said she would like to see incentives rather than rebates as it would 

provide better participation.   
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Chairperson Stodola said he is not advocating for incentivizing upgrades but would prefer 

language requiring smart sensors, ET sensor, etc. for new construction and at incentivizing 

retrofitting existing system. 

 

Board Member Bernard agreed. 

 

Board Member Trossen said he supported eliminating the requirement for systems but if someone 

is going to install a new system it should be water efficient. 

 

Board Member Valentine agreed, stating the return on investment is huge. 

 

City Planner Anderson noted an in-ground irrigation system is not required for single family home 

construction and asked for an estimate for multi-family/homeowner associations, and 

commercial/industrial projects.   

 

Mr. Jundt said the cost is usually not much more and noted the return on investment for large 

systems is much quicker because of the larger water source.   

 

Board Member Anderson referred to the need for fees and inspections and asked how we guarantee 

the system works.   

 

City Planner Anderson said irrigation permits are currently required to ensure backflow preventers 

are installed but agreed that this is something that will need to be reviewed in greater detail. 

 

Board Member Anderson suggested the requirements be included as part of the Certificate of 

Occupancy process. 

 

Chairperson Stodola said more research is needed.   

 

Board Member Covart confirmed the proposed ordinance is for new construction only for multi-

family and homeowners associations. 

 

City Planner Anderson said once the Board reaches consensus staff can include language on 

permitting processes. 

 

Chairperson Stodola said the overall goal is to use less water and that he wants to be bold in their 

recommendation. 

 

Board Member Trossen agreed, stating pricing makes this action obvious and suggested an 

incentive for retrofit. 

 

City Planner Anderson said staff will develop an ordinance outlining requirements for single 

family, multi-family, commercial, and industrial projects.  A potential incentive program for 

retrofitting existing systems will be explored and brought back at a future meeting.  

 

Chairperson Stodola clarified incentives will not be included in the ordinance amendment but 

instead Staff will work to develop a program for retrofitting existings systems. 
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It was the consensus of the Environmental Policy Board to bring forward an ordinance for Council 

consideration outlining irrigation system requirements for all properties, including single family, 

multi-family, commercial, and industrial and separately develop an incentive program to 

encourage retrofitting existing irrigation systems with more water efficient components. 

 

Mr. Jundt said he would offer proposed language for the ordinance and applauded the Board for 

their work in water conservation. 

 

Board Member Valentine referred to revenue loss due to this ordinance.   

 

City Planner Anderson said staff will discuss those implications with the Finance and Public 

Works Departments. 

 

Chairperson Stodola said with discussions of constructing an additional treatment plant this action 

could potentially delay that need. 

 

Mr. Biernat said this action could delay some demand costs and allow the City to work together 

with Nowthen and Oak Grove when they are ready for increased water needs. 

 

Board Member Anderson asked who pays for the rebates.   

 

City Planner Anderson said grant programs could potentially be renewed or similar programs 

created. 

 

Board Member Anderson asked if this type of proposal is typical throughout the country. 

 

Mr. Jundt said no as California’s need is much higher.  He added the City of Andover odd/even 

water restrictions do not apply if a homeowner’s system includes a smart controller. 

 

Board Member Anderson said Metropolitan Council grants need to be included in these 

discussions.   

 

City Planner Anderson noted that the decision not to participate in past grant opportunities was 

based on the lack of staff resources to administer the program. 

 

Chairperson Stodola asked that direction could be changed. 

 

City Planner Anderson said the direction could potentially be changed if the program is renewed. 

 

5.04: Review Concept Plan and Mandatory Environmental Review for Pearson Farm 

Residential Development  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report, noting the City received a Concept Plan for the 

potential future residential development currently named Pearson Farm.  If approved, it could 

result in approximately 350 new housing units on City services.  Due to its scale and size, the 

project will be subject to an Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW).   
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City Planner Anderson noted the EAW process takes 2-3 months to review and could result in the 

need for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  He said the Board will have a significant role 

in the EAW review and will include support of a planning consultant who focuses on EAWs.  He 

asked if the Board had any comments otherwise prior to the review and stated this will be a 

complex process including navigation with the public.  He added that the Environmental Quality 

Board is looking for volunteers for their review panel on how this process can be improved and to 

let him know if any Board Members are interested in being involved. 

 

Board Member Trossen inquired about the developer. 

 

City Planner Anderson said the developer is Capstone Homes and the property owner is Al 

Pearson.  He said Capstone Homes is located in Ramsey and has experience in the City with closing 

out the Brookfield project.  He said Capstone Homes has proven to be a good developer and that 

the proposed 350 units will be phased over a number of years.   

 

Chairperson Stodola asked what type of housing the developer proposes.   

 

City Planner Anderson said although they have not received a formal application the project would 

include both single and multi-family homes with multi-family on the north and south portions and 

single-family in between with a community building and small neighborhood parks. 

 

Board Member Covart inquired about road improvements.  

 

City Planner Anderson said road improvements are planned for Bunker Lake Boulevard and Puma 

Street with a proposed second connection to Alpine Drive.  

 

Informational; no action required. 

 

6. BOARD / STAFF INPUT 

 

 Pilot Program for Collecting Extra Cardboard over Holidays 

 

City Planner Anderson advised the implemented pilot program with ACE Solid Waste for 

cardboard collection was very popular.  He stated over the three weeks it was available, the 20-

yard container was dumped four times.  He said the effort was at no cost to the City to gauge how 

well it would be utilized and was successful with a total of over 2 tons of cardboard recycled with 

no illegal dumping.  City Planner Anderson said staff will likely continue with this program over 

the holidays in the future.  

 

City Planner Anderson stated the Board’s February meeting will be rescheduled to Wednesday, 

February 22 due to the President’s Day holiday. 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Chairperson Stodola and seconded by Board Member Valentine to adjourn the meeting. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 8:53 p.m. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

________________________________ 

Chris Anderson 

City Planner  

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

________________________________ 

JoAnn Shaw 

Community Development Secretary 

 

Drafted by Cathy Sorensen 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 

 



 

 

5.02: Consider Draft Ordinance Amendment Addressing Irrigation Requirements  

 

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

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

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

January meeting, staff has updated a draft ordinance that eliminates the irrigation requirement and 

also stipulates that if an irrigation system is installed (including single family parcels), it must be 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

inspection methodology.   

 

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

functional during the inspection. 

 

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

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

simply providing an alternative. 

 



 

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

Requirements, contingent upon staff developing an efficient and effective inspection methodology.   

 

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

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

 

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

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

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

irrigation systems. 
 



 

 

ORDINANCE #17-04 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

AN AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 117 OF THE CITY CODE, WHICH CHAPTER IS KNOWN AS 

ZONING AND SUBDIVISIONS OF THE CITY CODE OF RAMSEY, MINNESOTA  

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING MULTIPLE SECTIONS OF THE RAMSEY CITY CODE 

RELATING TO IRRIGATION REQUIREMENTS.  

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 117-111. – R-1 Residential (g) (4) is amended as follows and the existing (4) and (5) are renumbered 

to (5) and (6): 

(4) Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 

following: 

a. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of 

sufficient moisture (rain sensor).   

b. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, 

WasterSense labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or 

evapotranspiration (ET) sensors. 

Section 117-112. - R-2 Residential District (e) (6) e. is amended as follows: 

e. Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 

following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of sufficient 

moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, WasterSense 

labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or evapotranspiration (ET) 

sensors. 

Section 117-113. – R-3 Residential District (e) (5) e. is amended as follows: 

e. Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 

following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of sufficient 

moisture (rain sensor).  



 

 

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, WasterSense 

labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or evapotranspiration (ET) 

sensors. 

Section 117-114. – B-1 General Business District (e) (14) d. is amended as follows: 

d. Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 

following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of sufficient 

moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, WasterSense 

labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or evapotranspiration (ET) 

sensors.  

Section 117-115. – B-2 Highway Business District (e) (16) d. is amended as follows: 

d. Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 

following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of sufficient 

moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, WasterSense 

labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or evapotranspiration (ET) 

sensors. 

Section 117-116. – E-2 Employment District (e) (3) d. is amended as follows: 

d.  Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 

following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of sufficient 

moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, WasterSense 

labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or evapotranspiration (ET) 

sensors. 

Section 117-117. – E-1 Employment District (e) (3) d. is amended as follows: 

d.  Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 

following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of sufficient 

moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, WasterSense 

labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or evapotranspiration (ET) 

sensors. 



 

 

Section 117-120. – H-1 Highway 10 Business District (e) (14) d. is amended as follows: 

d.  Irrigation.  If a landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the 

following: 

2. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of sufficient 

moisture (rain sensor).   

3. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, WasterSense 

labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or evapotranspiration (ET) 

sensors. 

Section 117-121. – B-3 Business District (g) (2) f. is amended as follows: 

f. Landscaping. The master plan shall include a landscape plan for the entire development site. 

Landscaping shall be integrated throughout the site and shall include a combination of overstory trees, 

ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers (planting beds and raised planters), ground cover, and other 

landscaping elements. The required number of plantings will be site specific and will be determined 

largely by the total pervious area of a site. Landscaping should be used to soften and shade parking 

areas, line sidewalks and streets, accent building entrances, and break up large building facades. Plant 

selection should focus on functionality and take into account characteristics such as tolerance of soil 

compaction, poor drainage, and deicing salts. All landscaping shall be over at least four inches of 

topsoil, as defined in section 117-1, or an approved alternative as referenced in section 117-348. If a 

landscape irrigation system is provided, the system shall be equipped with the following: 

1. Technology that inhibits or interrupts operation of the irrigation system during periods of sufficient 

moisture (rain sensor).   

2. One or more water efficient technologies.  This could include, but is not limited to, WasterSense 

labeled weather-based irrigation controllers, soil moisture sensors, and/or evapotranspiration (ET) 

sensors. 

SECTION 3. SUMMARY 

The following is the official summary of Ordinance #17-04, 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 #17-04 to amend Ramsey, Minnesota City Code Chapter 117 to 

eliminate the requirement for in-ground irrigation systems in all zoning districts and to specify that if an 

irrigation system is installed, it shall be equipped with a rain sensor as well as one or more water efficient 

technologies. 

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   5. 4.           
Meeting Date: 03/02/2017  
Submitted For: Tim Gladhill, Community Development 
By: Eric Maass, Community Development

Information
Title:
Discussion Regarding Two Story Accessory Buildings; City Code Section 117-349

Purpose/Background:
Recently, City Staff received an application for a two-story accessory building, which has brought about lengthy
discussions about the standards that apply to such structures. While City Code allows for two-story accessory
buildings, either by right (on parcels two [2] acres or larger and outside the MUSA) or through the issuance of a
conditional use permit, there is no provision for such structures to deviate from the height limitation for accessory
buildings (either sixteen [16] or twenty-fwo [22] feet), without the issuance of a variance.

A two story accessory structure being approved through a conditional use permit was originally put into place due
to oversized attics that contained enough room between the floor and the ceiling that Building Code deemed the
attic space a second story even though from the exterior the structure did not appear to have a full two (2) levels.
This is the reason for the height limitation remaining at sixteen (16) feet for two story accessory buildings on
parcels less than two (2) acres rather than allowing for additional height allowances at this time.

Staff would like to have a discussion on this topic to determine if a text amendment that would allow for an
increase in accessory building height for a two-story accessory building is warranted. Note, City Staff is not
advocating for or recommending that an amendment is needed. There are several items to consider: 

What does the Planning Commission feel was the intention of allowing a two (2) story accessory buildings:
to accommodate a 'bonus room' or if it was to truly allow for two (2) full stories?

1.

Would allowing a deviation from height standards by Conditional Use Permit rather than by Variance be a
more appropriate tool to address accessory building height (similar to how deviations to sign standards are
addressed)?

2.

Addressing the two above points will indicate whether a text amendment should be contemplated. However, Staff
also wanted to raise a potential concern related to two (2) story accessory buildings being converted to an accessory
dwelling unit (complete independent living facilities entirely isolated from the primary dwelling unit). If the
intention is to allow a true, two (2) story building, Staff would need to work with the City Attorney to develop
proper and enforceable language prohibiting converting these into accessory dwelling units. That is, unless that is
something the Planning Commission believes is worth exploring as well.

Notification:
No additional notification beyond the meeting date and agenda were sent out as a result of this agenda item.

Observations/Alternatives:

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

Recommendation:
Staff is looking for direction from the Planning Commission as to whether or not a text amendment should be



Staff is looking for direction from the Planning Commission as to whether or not a text amendment should be
pursued. If the Planning Commission feels that this conversation warrants further discussion and that a draft text
amendment should be drafted, Staff would ask that the Planning Commission provide such direction.

Action:
Direct Staff as to whether or not a text amendment should be drafted based on discussion held during the March
meeting for future consideration by the Planning Commission.

Attachments
Accessory Building Code
2-Story Accessory Building Elevation
2-Story Accessory Building Floor Plan

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Chris Anderson Chris Anderson 02/23/2017 04:03 PM
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 02/24/2017 11:44 AM
Form Started By: Eric Maass Started On: 02/08/2017 09:21 AM
Final Approval Date: 02/24/2017 



17-349(d)(5): Accessory building height.  

a. The height of detached accessory buildings shall not exceed 22 feet on parcels two 

acres (87,120 square feet) or greater in size.  

b. The height of detached accessory buildings shall not exceed 16 feet on parcels less 

than two acres (87,120 square feet) in size. On parcels less than two acres, the height of 

side walls shall not exceed 14 feet.  

c. The height of attached accessory buildings shall not exceed the height of the principal 

structure.  

d. A variance will be required to exceed the established height restrictions for accessory 

buildings. The variance shall be processed in accordance with the procedures established 

in section 117-53. Criteria governing consideration of a variance request to exceed height 

restrictions on accessory buildings shall include, but not be limited to the following:  

1. Whether the variance will impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

property.  

2. Whether the variance will have the effect of allowing a use that is prohibited in 

the applicable zoning district.  

3. Whether the variance will impair established property values within the 

neighborhood.  

4. Whether the increased height will be compatible with the principal building on 

the same parcel.  

5. Whether the increased height will be compatible with existing development in 

the immediate neighborhood.  

6. Whether the variance requested is the minimum variance necessary to 

accomplish the intended purpose of the applicant.  

 

117-349(d)(8): Detached accessory buildings shall be prohibited from containing complete 

independent living facilities (accessory apartments), which would include permanent provisions 

for living, sleeping, eating, and sanitation. Independent living facilities shall be considered those 

which meet three or more of the criteria in subsection (6)d of this section and have provisions for 

separating the living space.  

 

https://www.municode.com/library/mn/ramsey/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH117ZOSU_ARTIIZO_DIV2ADEN_S117-53VA


117-349(d)(9): Two-story accessory buildings shall be permitted on properties under the 

following conditions:  

a. Within MUSA with the issuance of a conditional use permit in accordance with City 

Code section 117-51.  

b. Outside the MUSA on parcels less than two acres in size with the issuance of a 

conditional use permit in accordance with City Code section 117-51.  

c. Outside the MUSA on parcels two acres in size or greater.  

 

https://www.municode.com/library/mn/ramsey/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH117ZOSU_ARTIIZO_DIV2ADEN_S117-51COUSPE
https://www.municode.com/library/mn/ramsey/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH117ZOSU_ARTIIZO_DIV2ADEN_S117-51COUSPE








   
Regular Planning Commission   7. 1.           
Meeting Date: 03/02/2017  
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 Tim Gladhill 02/24/2017 11:43 AM
Form Started By: JoAnn Shaw Started On: 02/24/2017 08:26 AM
Final Approval Date: 02/24/2017 
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