
           

City of Ramsey
REVISED Agenda

Regular Planning Commission
Thursday, September 7, 2017

7:00 pm
Council Chambers, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW

             

1. Call to Order
 

2. Citizen Input
 

3. Approve Agenda
 

4. Approve Minutes
 

1.   Approve the Following Planning Commission Meeting Minutes: 
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated July 6, 2017
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated August 3, 2017

 

5. Public Hearing
 

1.   PUBLIC HEARING: Consider a Request for a Conditional Use Permit for a Two-Story Accessory
Building (Project No. 17-107); Case of Raymond & Linda Bonifas.

 

2.   PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Multiple Actions Related to a Request to Install and Maintain a
Ground-Mounted Solar Energy System on the Property Legally Described as Lot 3, Block 1 River
Crossing Addition (Project No. 17-135); Case of Connexus Energy 

Appeal for issuance of a Development Permit on an officially mapped parcel.1.
Zoning Amendment to include Solar Energy Systems as a principal use with the issuance of a
Conditional Use Permit in the Public/Quasi-Public District.

2.

Zoning Amendment to rezone a property from R-2 Residential to Public/Quasi Public.3.
Conditional Use Permit to install and maintain a Solar Energy System.4.

 

3.   CASE ADDED/PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Resolution #17-09-217 Granting a Variance to Front
Yard Setback for Parking Lots and Resolution #17-09-218 Granting a Conditional Use Permit for Motor
Vehicle Sales at 7103 Highway 10 NW (Project No. 17-140); Case of Motors on 10

 

6. Commission Business
 

1.   Receive Update on Proposed Plat Known as Northfork Meadows Located Near Puma Street and Alpine
Drive; Case of Paxmar (Project No. 17-126)

 

2.   Discussion Topic: Event Centers in Residential Areas (Ag areas/farms)
 

3.   Discussion Topic: Temporary Health Care Dwelling Units and Tiny Homes
 

7. Comprehensive Plan Update Items

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

  



 

8. Commission/Staff Input
 

1.   Zoning Bulletins
 

9. 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, July 6, 2017, at the 

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

 

Members Present:  Chairperson Randy Bauer 

    Commissioner Bruce Anderson 

    Commissioner Ralph Brauer 

    Commissioner Cheri Gengler 

    Commissioner Cindy Nosan 

    Commissioner Patrick Surma 

    Commissioner Gary VanScoy 

 

Members Absent:  None 

 

Also Present:   Community Development Director Timothy Gladhill 

    City Planner Chris Anderson 

    Civil Engineer II Leonard Linton 

    Planning Intern Alec Henderson  

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

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

 

2. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

None. 

 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

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

presented. 

 

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

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

 

4. APPROVE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

 

4.01: Approve the Following Planning Commission Minutes: 

 

 4.01.1: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated June 1, 2017 
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Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Nosan, to approve the 

following minutes as presented:  Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated June 1, 2017. 

 

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

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

 

4.01.2: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated June 12, 2017 

 

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

following minutes as presented:  Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated June 12, 2017. 

 

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

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

 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS/COMMISSION BUSINESS 

 

5.01: Public Hearing: Consider Variance to Cul-de-Sac Length for Riverstone Phase 1; 

Case of Riverstone Development, LLC (Capstone Homes) 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 7:01 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

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

withdrawn after a Public Hearing Notice was sent. The Developer will now be making a second 

connection with Phase 1 to eliminate a cul-de-sac condition that exceeds 600 feet in length. The 

only action necessary at this time is to close the Public Hearing to avoid any ambiguity. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

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

hearing. 

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 7:02 p.m. 

 

5.02: Public Hearing: Consider a Request for a Variance for a Fence Installation at 7214 

167th Terrace NW; Case of Brandon Sis 
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Public Hearing 

 

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

 

Chairperson Bauer disclosed for the record that Brandon Sis served on the Park Board and noted 

he served as a Deacon at St. Catherine Drexel Church, where Brandon Sis was also a member. 

 

Presentation 

 

Civil Engineer II Linton presented the staff report stating the resident at 7214 167th Terrace NW 

(the “Subject Property”) submitted a fence permit application in 2016.  Staff rejected the 

application on the grounds that most of the back yard is encumbered with drainage and utility 

easement and is part of the stormwater ponding system for the development.  The City does not 

allow fences through stormwater ponds.  Staff recommendation will be dependent on the 

determination of the wetland status by ACD and BWSR staff.  If the wetland is still partially 

functioning, then staff recommends denying the variance to allow placing a fence around most of 

the perimeter of the back yard.  Staff would support placing a fence along the northerly line of 

the property to define the property boundaries and address the trespassing concerns the applicant 

has raised.  Staff would also support placing a closed fence near the house to separate the 

children and pets from the pond.  If the wetland is nonfunctioning and does not need wetland 

protection, then Staff would support the variance request to place the fence around the entire 

perimeter of the back yard as proposed. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

Chairperson Bauer recommended this item be tabled until the Planning Commission had further 

information available regarding the wetlands. 

 

Civil Engineer II Linton reported it would take professionals to determine if this area was still a 

wetland. 

 

Commissioner Anderson asked if this area had water in it currently. 

 

Chairperson Bauer stated the pond area had water. 

 

Commissioner Nosan questioned if the City could get into this area to further evaluate. 

 

Civil Engineer II Linton explained there was a drainage and utility easement over a good portion 

of the rear property that allows stormwater to be stored on the site. He explained the City would 

have viable access to the area by foot. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy questioned if all rear yard fences abutting a stormwater pond had to 

have gates.   
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City Planner Anderson stated this was not a City requirement.  

 

Brandon Sis, 7214 167th Terrace NW, thanked the Commission for their time.  He stated his 

primary reason for making the Variance request was for safety purposes.  He explained that last 

year a brush fire was started on the south side of the pond.  He indicated he wanted to keep his 

rear yard safe for his children and believed a fence was the best option. 

 

Jason Hubler, 7218 167th Terrace NW, explained he has lived in his home for the last eight years.  

He commented on the wetland in his rear yard and how it flooded throughout the year with heavy 

rains.  He discussed how Mr. Sis has begun altering the area abutting the wetland by mowing and 

pumping.  He asked that the City protect this area and not allow a permanent fence to be installed 

in a protected wetland area. 

 

Commissioner Anderson asked if Mr. Hubler had a fence in his rear yard.   

 

Mr. Hubler stated he had a two to three-foot plastic white picket fence in his rear yard.  He 

reported that all of the land between his property and the wetland was undisturbed. 

 

Commissioner Brauer requested further information on the wetland altering or draining that was 

conducted by Mr. Sis. 

 

Mr. Hubler explained that Mr. Sis had dug a trench in order to put in drain tile, which was 

removed after receiving complaints.  He indicated Mr. Sis has been running a pump with a hose 

to the pond. 

 

Mr. Sis reported he was not aware of what could and could not be done in the wetland area.  He 

stated after installing drain tile he was informed this was not allowed and has since removed the 

drain tile and restored the area to its original condition.  He commented the pump was used to get 

rid of the standing water in his rear yard after a large rain event.  He explained the water was 

pumped to other areas of his property.  He did not believe he has modified the wetland area over 

time.   

 

Catherine Epp, 7158 167th Terrace, stated she formed a petition for this Planning Case.  She 

explained she has lived in her home for nearly eight years and has enjoyed living in Ramsey.  She 

indicated she purchased her lot with the understanding the land behind her home would remain 

untouched.  She expressed concern with how the pond has deteriorated over time and was 

frustrated by the fact her neighbor was doing things he was not supposed to be doing.  She 

believed the wetland had become an eyesore when it should have remained untouched.  She 

stated that Mr. Sis had removed the natural barrier between his property and the wetland.  She 

provided further comment on how Mr. Sis has been adversely impacting the wetland over the 

past several years.  She expressed frustration with how the City has handled this situation over 

time and encouraged the Commission to deny the fence request as this would further reduce her 

property value. 
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Community Development Director Gladhill requested the Commission focus their comments and 

discussion on the fence proposal and not on previous code violations.  He followed up on several 

items stating the City was aware of the drain tile situation noting this had been corrected. 

 

Amanda Hora, 7190 167th Terrace NW, believed the proposed fence would provide safety for her 

three children.  She understood the land behind her home would remain untouched.  She stated 

she could support the proposed fence. 

 

Danielle Hubler, 7218 167th Terrace NW, stated the Sis family were great neighbors.  She 

commented on the current condition of the pond noting there was no standing water at this time.  

She expressed concern with Mr. Sis being allowed to construct a permanent structure in a DNR 

protected wetland area.  She commented on how Mr. Sis’s actions have already altered the 

wetland through the drain tile installation and pumping.  She reported her small decorative fence 

was placed in its location due to the DNR requirements and for the health of the pond.  She 

recommended that Mr. Sis not be allowed to install a fence as this would further alter the wetland 

and would negatively impact property values.  She believed it was not environmentally 

responsible and feared a precedent would be set by the City if this fence were approved. 

 

City Planner Anderson provided several areas of clarification noting the wetland area in question 

was not a designated DNR protected wetland, due to its size.  He reported the wetland was below 

the 2.5-acre threshold.  He recalled that wetland buffer signs were in place at one point in time.  

However, some time ago, the signs were removed after the City’s buffer requirements were 

lifted.   

 

Chairperson Bauer noted for the record the Planning Commission had received an advisory 

petition, along with the letter offering support to the request. 

 

Scott Ostrander, 16772 Limonite Street, agreed with the points being made by his neighbors and 

stated he opposed the fence request.  He believed that if fences were not allowed around 

stormwater ponding areas, a fence should not be allowed in the Sis backyard either.  He did not 

want to see the City bending the rules for this one property. 

 

Mr. Sis explained when he purchased his lot promises were made by realtors and he believed it 

was within his right to mow his property.  He stated that any pumping he does goes through a 

buffer area and noted the grass adjacent to the pond remains untouched.  He was of the opinion 

that the fence would improve the safety for his children and he did not want neighboring children 

accessing the pond through his yard. 

 

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

hearing. 

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 7:56 p.m. 
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Commission Business 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill commented the wetland area was not considered to 

be a recreational public pond.  He anticipated this Variance request would spark broader 

neighborhood discussions.  He requested the Commission not hold the allegations over Mr. Sis 

and that only the fence request be considered at this time.   

 

Commissioner Surma stated he would like to see this item tabled until the wetland status could 

be verified.   

 

Motion by Commissioner Surma, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to table action on this 

item until the Planning Commission could receive further information on the wetland status. 

 

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

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

 

Commissioner Surma encouraged Mr. Sis to reconsider his request given the fact he had 30 

neighbors that opposed his request.  He suggested a smaller or shorter fence be considered as a 

compromise. 

 

5.03: Public Hearing: Consider Preliminary Plat Plan, Zoning Amendment, 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment for Estates of Silver Oaks 2nd Addition (Project 

No. 17-119); Case of John Peterson 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 8:04 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

Planning Intern Anderson presented the staff report stating the purpose of this file is to review 

the official Preliminary Plat Plan, prepared by Roshell Engineering, LLC, for Estates of Silver 

Oaks 2nd Addition.  This subdivision would create eight (8) new single family residential 

lots and it located on Lithium Street NW, PID #14-32-25-12-0011 (the "Subject Property"). 

The Preliminary Plat Plan submitted includes nine (9) sheets.  The application also includes a 

request for a Zoning Amendment and Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The Planning 

Commission reviewed the Sketch Plan for this project at the June 1, 2017 meeting.  City Staff is 

recommending that the Preliminary Plat, Zoning Amendment, and Comprehensive Plan 

Amendment be approved contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter.  

 

Citizen Input 
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John Peterson, 2281 County Road B West in Roseville, thanked the Commission for their 

consideration.  He stated he appreciated staff’s assistance and noted he was supported all of 

staff’s recommendations. 

 

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

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 8:08 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

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

City Council adopt Ordinance #17-09 approving a Zoning Amendment for the Subject Property 

to R-1 Residential (MUSA). 

 

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

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

 

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

Council adopt Resolution #17-07-160 approving a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to reguide 

the Subject Property as Low Density Residential. 

 

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

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

 

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

Council adopt Resolution #17-07-161 granting preliminary plat approval of Estates of Silver 

Oaks 2nd Addition contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter. 

 

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

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

 

5.04: Public Hearing: Consider Preliminary Plat for Cole Addition (Project No. 17-132); 

Case of Bryon and Lynn Cole 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 8:11 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

Planning Intern Anderson presented the staff report stating the purpose of this file is to review 

the Preliminary Plat for Cole Addition, an eight (8) lot subdivision located northwest of the 
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intersection of 168th Avenue NW and Garnet Street NW. The project is a re-plat of an existing 

residential lot at 6951 168th Ave NW and two adjacent, small outlots (together the "Subject 

Property").  The Planning Commission reviewed the Sketch Plan for this project at its June 12, 

2017 special meeting.  As long as the plans can be revised in accordance with the Staff Review 

Letter, including solving for the drainage (and easement vacation) concern and the cul-de-sac 

design, Staff would recommend approval of the Preliminary Plat.  If the revisions result in a 

change in lot configuration, number of lots, and/or deficiencies in lot size, the revised 

Preliminary Plat could be routed back through the Planning Commission. 

 

Citizen Input 

 

Commissioner VanScoy questioned how the plat would be impacted if a portion of the site was 

determined to be a wetland. 

 

Civil Engineer II Linton explained if a portion was determined to be a wetland the plat 

boundaries would have to be redrawn and the applicant would have to come back before the 

Planning Commission. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy asked if structures on the site would be removed. 

 

Planning Intern Anderson stated the structures would be demolished.   

 

Chairperson Bauer asked if it would be best to table action on this item until further information 

was known about the wetland and cul-de-sac. 

 

Reid Schultz, Landform Professional Services, thanked staff for their assistance on the 

Preliminary Plat.  He commented on the Preliminary Plat and stated at this time, there has been 

no determination that there are wetlands on the site.  He stated he looked forward to working 

with staff on the cul-de-sac issue.  He requested the Commission offer their support to the 

Preliminary Plat and that he be allowed to work with staff on the cul-de-sac. 

 

Commissioner Surma questioned the length of the cul-de-sac. 

 

Mr. Schultz stated the existing temporary cul-de-sac would be extended an additional 240 feet, 

which would. 

 

City Planner Anderson reported the proposed cul-de-sac would comply with the City’s maximum 

length requirements. 

 

Thomas Hunt, 16850 Grant Street West, stated he would like to see a temporary cul-de-sac be 

developed as this would allow him to subdivide his property at some point in the future. 

 

Josh Underbakke, 6960 169th Lane, requested the developer consider sparing the trees on the 

north side of the subject property.   
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Doug Barren, 7008 168th Lane, stated he lived on the south side of the temporary cul-de-sac.  He 

understood that the neighborhood was changing and would continue to change.  He stated he 

supported the proposed Preliminary Plat.   

 

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

hearing. 

 

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

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

 

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

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner VanScoy asked if the house on the northern end touches the property line.   

 

City Planner Anderson stated this home would have had to meet the six-foot side yard setback 

when constructed. 

 

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

Council adopt Resolution #17-07-162 contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter. 

 

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

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

 

5.05: Public Hearing: Consider Preliminary Plat and Zoning Amendment for Pearson 

place (Project No. 16-31); Case of Development Consulting Services, LLC 

 

Public Hearing 

 

Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 8:32 p.m. 

 

Presentation 

 

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

Zoning Amendment and Preliminary Plat for Pearson Place, a proposed twelve (12) lot single 

family residential subdivision located on the north side of Bowers Drive near the end of the cul-

de-sac where there is a gap between existing homes (the "Subject Property").  The Planning 

Commission reviewed a concept plan for this project in March of 2016 and the City also hosted 

two (2) public workshops regarding that concept plan in 2016 as well.  The Planning 

Commission reviewed the official Sketch Plan for Pearson Place on June 1, 2017. Staff 

recommends approving the Zoning Amendment and Preliminary Plat contingent upon 

compliance with the Staff Review Letter. 

 

Citizen Input 
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John Dobbs, 22 Clement Street in Maplewood, thanked staff for their assistance through the 

Preliminary Plat process.  He stated he was excited to be bringing a development to the City of 

Ramsey. 

 

Terry Lueck, 14250 Bowers Drive, stated he loved living in the country.  He expressed concern 

with the zoning for the property to the north and east beyond the 50-foot area.  He questioned if 

this land would be zoned high density. 

 

Chairperson Bauer indicated this property was not being considered this evening but noted it was 

currently zoned R-1 Residential MUSA. 

 

Joshua Fear, 14573 Bowers Drive, stated he was generally in favor of the proposed Preliminary 

Plat and urged the Commission to offer their support. 

 

John Jacobson, 14691 Bowers Drive, expressed concern with the zoning of the property behind 

his home.  He understood a 50-foot buffer was in place, but he did not want to see an apartment 

complex behind his home.   

 

Chairperson Bauer reported the land behind Mr. Jacobson was not being considered this evening. 

 

Mr. Dobbs explained the 50-foot buffer zone was an outlot that would be deeded to the City.   

 

Mr. Lueck appreciated the plat that has been presented and encouraged the Commission to offer 

their support. 

 

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

hearing. 

 

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

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

 

Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 8:51 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner VanScoy thanked the developer for working with the neighborhood on this 

project. 

 

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

Council adopt Ordinance #17-010 approving the Zoning Amendment. 

  

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

Brauer, Gengler, and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 
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Motion by Commissioner Nosan, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to recommend that City 

Council adopt Resolution #17-07-163 approving the Preliminary Plat for Pearson Place, 

contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter. 

  

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

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

 

6. COMMISSION BUSINESS 

 

6.01: Review Sketch Plan for Bunker Lake Industrial Park; Case of PSD, LLC 

 

Presentation 

 

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

case is to review a concept plan in design stages for Bunker Lake Industrial Park by PSD, LLC. 

This Sketch Plan is for the first two (2) buildings (9.05 acres) of a 45-acre future industrial park 

along Bunker Lake Boulevard.  The purpose of Sketch Plan Review is to provide initial feedback 

to the Developer before preparing more detailed construction and plat documents.  The first 

building proposed for construction is proposed for Adrenaline Sports Center. The Planning 

Commission had previously reviewed that concept for another location in Ramsey. Adrenaline 

has chosen not to move forward at that location, and is now working with PSD, LLC at the 

Bunker Lake Industrial Park. Adrenaline Sports Center desires to occupy the facility in January 

or February, which is an aggressive schedule for the status of this greenfield development. Staff 

will attempt to accomplish a timely review wherever possible. This may require advanced 

approvals and special meetings along with certain risks of plan amendments to the Developer. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Matt Kuker, PSD, thanked the Commission for their consideration of his request and for fast 

tracking this project.   

 

Commissioner Brauer believed this was an exciting project. 

 

Chairperson Bauer agreed and stated the Adrenaline Sports Complex would bring a lot of traffic 

to the City of Ramsey. 

 

The consensus of the Commission was to direct the applicant to proceed to the Preliminary Plat 

phase. 

 

6.02: Consider Sketch Plan Review for Greenway Terrace; Case of Aeon (Project No. 16-

84) 

 

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

case is to review a sketch site plan and plat for a 1 lot subdivision that would be developed as a 

54-unit apartment building.  A Sketch Plan affords the Planning Commission the opportunity to 

review a project before it enters the official Preliminary Plat stage. The Preliminary Plat (future 

step) is the most important step in the review process and gives the project 'entitlement' to the 

project. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner VanScoy believed the proposed structure was remarkable that would enhance The 

COR.   

 

Commissioner Anderson agreed. 

 

Commissioner Nosan questioned what the building color scheme would be.  

 

Bart Nelson, Aeon representative, provided the Commission with detailed information on the 

building color scheme. 

 

Commissioner Surma requested the stacks on the roof be painted to match the building. 

 

The consensus of the Commission was to direct the applicant to proceed to the Preliminary Plat 

phase. 

 

6.03: Consider Appeal of Architectural Review for Single-Family Home in The COR; 

Case of Purmort Homes 

 

Presentation 

 

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

case is to respond to an appeal of a Staff interpretation from Purmort Homes, Inc. on an 

interpretation of architectural requirements in The COR. At issue is the definition of a front 

porch, a required element of The COR Design Framework (the Zoning Code for The COR). A 

reminder that these enhanced architectural requirements only exist in The COR Zoning District 

and not in all areas of the community.  Staff recommends that this model not be approved until 

the City finishes the update to The COR Development Framework. However, if the Planning 

Commission feels the original intent of the guideline is met, Staff will feel comfortable in 

approving the model and use this as policy directive moving forward. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Commissioner Anderson disclosed that he lived in this neighborhood and he had seen the model 

homes that were presenting in the neighborhood.   
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Shawn Rogers, Purmort Homes representative, thanked the Commission for their time.  He 

believed there was not a lot of clarity within the Code. He explained he has had the proposed 

elevation (with a 6 x 8-foot porch) in other locations in the City.  He provided further comment 

on the four-level split and stated from the street this home would look the same as a rambler.  He 

requested the Commission approve his request and allow for a split-entry model in The COR. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy stated the original intent was to have street oriented, pedestrian friendly 

neighborhoods.  He did not believe a recessed covered area was the same as a porch.  He asked 

staff how many split entry homes the City has approved since 2012.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated he had not counted the number specifically 

noting it was difficult to plan backwards.  He understood there was a gap in the code which made 

this situation difficult. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy reiterated that he was looking for a porch on these homes. 

 

Commissioner Brauer agreed and stated split entries were never intended to be approved in The 

COR.   

 

Commissioner Anderson respectfully disagreed and stated he believed the proposed elevation did 

have a porch-like amenity that was enclosed on three sides that appealed to the pedestrian 

friendly neighborhood. 

 

Mr. Rogers asked if there was one property that met the true intent of the City Code and had a 

three-sided open front porch.  He suggested the garage be pushed back in order to create a 6’ x 8’ 

unobstructed three-sided porch. 

 

Commissioner VanScoy did not believe the porches had to be six feet in front of the garages in 

order to have three sides open.   

 

Commissioner Brauer expressed frustration with this whole situation.  He believed that the 

Planning Commission should support staff and their ability to interpret City Code unless there 

was a major reason not to.  He recommended the developer work this issue out with the staff.  

 

Commissioner Nosan asked if there were lots that had to be a split entry. 

 

Mr. Rogers commented on the water table and noted how some lots would benefit by being a 

split entry versus a rambler, but reported they did not have to be built as a split entry.  He stated 

that if a split entry was not built the home would just be six or more steps above ground level.  

He believed that if split entries were allowed, this would create a more diverse housing stock.  

 

Commissioner Nosan questioned how big the proposed recessed area was on the split entry 

homes.   

 

Mr. Rogers stated the area was roughly 6’ x 9’ or 54 square feet in size. 



 

Planning Commission/July 6, 2017 

Page 14 of 16 

 

Commissioner Surma believed the City’s pictures with porches were not clear.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill commented on the porch issue further with the 

Commission. 

 

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

Council approve the appeal request for a split entry model in The COR. 

 

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

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

 

Commissioner VanScoy excused himself from the meeting at 9:55 p.m. 

 

6.04: Discuss Concerns Raised on Accessory Building Architectural Standards 

 

Presentation 

 

Planning Intern Anderson presented the Staff Report stating at the June 13, 2017 City Council 

Meeting, concerns about the architectural standards for accessory buildings were brought up by a 

resident of Ramsey. The comments concerned a metal paneled pole barn that was recently 

constructed on his neighbor's property and whether these metal panel structures should be 

allowed on smaller lots. The City Council suggested the Planning Commission review the 

standards associated with accessory building and metal panel structures in particular to determine 

whether any additional design and architectural controls are warranted.  Staff requested feedback 

from the Commission on this matter. 

  

Commission Business 

 

Chairperson Bauer asked where an accessory building would be allowed. 

 

City Planner Anderson reviewed the lot sizes and zoning districts where an accessory building 

would be allowed. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill commented on the initial concerns that were raised 

and stated the placement of a metal paneled structure was of concern along with the minimum 

roof pitch.   

 

Chairperson Bauer stated the roof pitch could make a building even more overbearing. 

 

Commissioner Anderson believed that the structure in question had more square footage than the 

home.  It was his opinion the accessory structure looked out of place and should have been 

pushed to the rear yard.  He recommended that all accessory structures match the colors of the 

principle structure. 
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Chairperson Bauer agreed with this suggestion and recommended the Commission discuss this 

portion of City Code in further detail. 

 

7. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE ITEMS 

 

7.01: Receive Progress Report on Comprehensive Plan Update 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill provided the Planning Commission with a progress 

report on the Comprehensive Plan describing the input the City has received from public 

workshops in preparation for the Comprehensive Plan Update. The Comprehensive Plan Steering 

Committee wrapped up the first phase of public engagement in June. This first phase focused on 

listening and allowing the community to define topics and priorities. Raw data, mark-up, 

comments, etc. are available upon request. The Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee will be 

reviewing first drafts of the Framework Chapter, Community Background Chapter, and Land Use 

Chapter at their July Meeting. Staff reported the Comprehensive Plan Update will also have a 

presence at the July 13 Draw Summer Event Series. 

 

7.02: Consider Authorization to Distribute The COR Interim Development Plan for 

Public Comment  

 

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

case is to review a preliminary draft of The COR Interim Development Plan, which essentially 

puts into motion a more formal amendment to the master plan. Details of the recommendations 

prepared by the Planning Commission over a series of workshops were reviewed by staff.  

Direction from the April 25, 2017 Joint Work Session was to review this draft with advisory 

boards and commissions. The draft was reviewed by the Economic Development Authority on 

May 25, 2017 and by the Parks and Recreation Commission at their June 8, 2017 meeting. Staff 

will be seeking authorization for public comment on the draft in July. 

 

Commission Business 

 

Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to recommend staff 

distribute The COR Interim Development Plan to the City Council. 

 

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

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

 

8. COMMISSION/STAFF INPUT 

 

8.01: Receive Staff Update  

 

The Staff Update was noted. 
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8.02: Zoning Bulletins 

 

Zoning Bulletins were noted. 

 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

 

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

 

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

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

 

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 10:16 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Tim Gladhill 

Community Development Director 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

JoAnn Shaw 

Community Development Assistant 

 

Drafted by Heidi Guenther 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

 CITY OF RAMSEY 

 ANOKA COUNTY 

 STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 

The Ramsey Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting on Thursday, August 3, 2017, at 

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

 

Members Present:  Vice Chair Gary Van Scoy 

    Commissioner Bruce Anderson 

    Commissioner Ralph Brauer 

    Commissioner Cheri Gengler 

    Commissioner Cindy Nosan 

    Commissioner Patrick Surma 

 

Members Absent:  Chairperson Randy Bauer 

 

Also Present:   Community Development Director Timothy Gladhill 

    City Planner Chris Anderson 

    Planning Consultant Eric Maass 

    Planning Intern Alec Anderson  

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy called the regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

2. CITIZEN INPUT 
 

None. 

 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

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

presented. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Nosan, Anderson, Brauer, 

Gengler, and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer. 

 

4. APPROVE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
 

4.01: Approve the Following Planning Commission Minutes: 

 

None. 
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5. PUBLIC HEARINGS/COMMISSION BUSINESS 

 

5.01: Public Hearing: Consider a request for Preliminary Plat approval of Bunker Lake 

Industrial Park (Project #17-127); Case of PSD, LLC 
 

Public Hearing 
 

Vice Chair Van Scoy called the public hearing to order at 7:02 p.m. 

 

Presentation 
 

Planning Intern Moss presented the staff report stating the purpose of this case is to review the 

preliminary plat for a new Business Park being proposed near the southeast corner of Bunker Lake 

Boulevard and Puma St.  The total area is about forty-five (45) acres in size, but only a portion of 

that is being proposed for development initially.  It should be noted that the City Council has 

approved a Tree Clearing and Grading Agreement for the Developer to allow some of the site 

preparation work to begin in advance of final approvals to aid in getting Lots 1 & 2 pad ready as 

soon as possible.  Staff recommends approval of the Resolution granting preliminary plat approval 

of Bunker Lake Industrial Park, contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter dated 

July 27, 2017. 

 

Citizen Input 
 

Matt Kuker, PSD, stated he recently completed a tree inventory for the site and addressed the 30% 

replanting plan.  He explained staff cleared him to begin mass grading and tree removal this week.  

He noted he would begin a spec building yet this fall to have the home occupied by February 1st. 

 

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

hearing. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Anderson, Nosan, Brauer, 

Gengler, and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy closed the public hearing closed at 7:06 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 
 

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

Council adopt Resolution #17-08-192 granting preliminary plat approval of Bunker Lake 

Industrial Park, contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter dated July 27, 2017. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Nosan, Surma, Anderson, 

Brauer, and Gengler.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer. 
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5.02: Public Hearing: Consider a request for Preliminary Plat and Site Plan for Jaspar 

Industrial park (Project #16-69); Case of Sharp Associates, LLC 

 

Public Hearing 
 

Vice Chair Van Scoy called the public hearing to order at 7:07 p.m. 

 

Presentation 
 

Planning Intern Moss presented the staff report stating the City has received an application for 

Preliminary Plat and Site Plan for Jaspar Business Park.  The Applicant is proposing a 52,000-

square foot multi-tenant building for small or startup businesses in manufacturing and 

services.  The project is proposed on the southeast corner of 143rd Avenue and Jaspar Street and 

east of the current public works facility.  The Developer, Sharp & Associates, has proposed a three-

lot subdivision with one buildable lot for the proposed building and two outlots (one of which is 

potentially to site the future public works facility).  Staff recommend approval of the preliminary 

plat and site plan, contingent on revisions outlined in the Staff Review Letter. 

 

Citizen Input 
 

Dan Sharp, Sharp & Associates, commented on the multi-tenant building he was proposing to 

construct for startup businesses.  He explained there was a demand for this type of use.  He 

anticipated the users would be machine shops, contractors or small manufacturing businesses.  He 

indicated the tenant sites would range in size based on the needs of the business. 

 

Commissioner Brauer stated he was pleased to see a small business incubator location coming to 

the City of Ramsey.   

 

Commissioner Nosan agreed stating this was a nice concept. 

 

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

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Surma, Nosan, Anderson, 

Brauer, and Gengler.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy closed the public hearing closed at 7:16 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 
 

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

Council adopt Resolution #17-08-193 approving the Preliminary Plat for Jaspar Business Park, 

and recommend adoption of Resolution #17-08-194 approving the Site Plan for Jaspar Business 

Park, both contingent upon revisions outlined in the Staff Review Letter. 
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Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Surma, Anderson, Brauer, 

Gengler, and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer. 

 

5.03: Public Hearing: Consider Request for a Variance to cul-de-sac size requirements 

(Project #117-132); Case of Bryon Cole 

 

Public Hearing 
 

Vice Chair Van Scoy called the public hearing to order at 7:17 p.m. 

 

Presentation 
 

Planning Intern Anderson presented the staff report stating the City has received an application 

from Bryon and Lynn Cole (the "Applicant") requesting a variance to minimum cul-de-sac radius 

for the Cole Addition. The Cole Addition would subdivide three existing lots totaling 2.7 acres 

into eight lots for single family homes, including the existing Cole residence at 6851 168th Avenue 

NW. The development proposes to remove the existing temporary cul-de-sac and extend 168th 

Lane into a new cul-de-sac.  Engineering, Fire, Public works, and Planning departments are not 

supportive of the variance to the standard cul-de-sac bulb radius. Fire and engineering will submit 

memos describing their concerns with supporting substandard cul-de-sacs. 

 

Citizen Input 
 

Vice Chair Van Scoy noted a decision made by the Planning Commission will stand and will not 

be reviewed by the City Council, unless the decision is appealed.     

 

Darren Lazan, Landform Professional Services, stated he was representing Bryon Cole, who was 

a 40-year resident of Ramsey.  He described how the land around Mr. Cole has changed and 

urbanized over the years.  He reviewed a plat surrounding Mr. Cole’s property in detail with the 

Commission and commented on the proposed cul-de-sac.  He noted there was no City Code that 

prohibited temporary cul-de-sac’s in the City of Ramsey.  He described an alternative plat with the 

Commission which would require him to drop a lot, which was a tremendous hardship.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported staff had not reviewed the alternative and 

this was not being considered by the Planning Commission this evening. 

 

Mr. Lazan stated he was simply requesting feedback from the Commission on the alternative and 

if this was a better option for the plat. 

 

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

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Surma, Nosan, Anderson, 

Brauer, and Gengler.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy closed the public hearing closed at 7:35 p.m. 
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Commission Business 
 

Vice Chair Van Scoy stated he was most concerned with the safety issues regarding the proposed 

cul-de-sac size and for this reason, explained he would not be supporting the variance request.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill suggested that if the Commission was going to deny 

the variance request that Items 2 through 5 be removed from Resolution #17-08-196. 

 

Motion by Vice Chair Van Scoy, seconded by Commissioner Gengler, to adopt Resolution #17-

08-195 approving unfavorable findings of fact #0982 for the cul-de-sac bulb size variance.  

 

Further discussion 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reviewed the language within the unfavorable findings 

of fact.  

 

Commissioner Brauer recommended the last two findings be removed and that an additional 

finding be added stating: It is the opinion of the Fire Chief that this cul-de-sac does not meet the 

minimum specifications for fire apparatus access.   

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy and Commission Gengler accepted this friendly amendment. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Gengler, Anderson, Brauer, 

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

 

Motion by Vice Chair Van Scoy, seconded by Commissioner Nosan, to adopt Resolution #17-08-

196 denying the variance for cul-de-sac bulb size, striking Items 2 through 5. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Nosan, Anderson, Brauer, 

Gengler, and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer. 

 

Further discussion ensued regarding the alternative plans submitted by the applicant.  Community 

Development Director Gladhill noted staff would be reviewing these plans with the applicant in 

the coming weeks.   

 

Commissioner Brauer thanked the applicant for bringing in an alternative. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy stated he supported the alternative moving forward and asked if the applicant 

had spoken to the property owner to the east.  

 

Mr. Lazan explained he had not spoken to the land owner recently but understood he would like 

access to his site.   

 



 

 

Planning Commission / August 3, 2017 

Page 6 of 15 

5.04: Public Hearing: Consider Request for an Amended Conditional Use Permit for Motor 

Vehicle Sales and Repair at 6845 Highway 10 NW (Project No. 17-136); Case of EJ 

Properties LLC 

 

Public Hearing 
 

Commissioner Brauer recused himself from taking action on this item and excused himself from 

the meeting at 7:54 p.m. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy called the public hearing to order at 7:54 p.m. 

 

Presentation 
 

Community Development Director Gladhill presented the staff report stating in March of 2010, 

the City approved a Conditional Use Permit for motor vehicle sales and repair on the property 

located at 6845 Highway 10 NW (the "Subject Property").  However, the property owner, EJ 

Properties LLC (the "Applicant'), has approached the City about the potential to make some 

internal building modifications to accommodate additional tenants conducting motor vehicle sales 

and repair.  That represented an expansion of the conditional use and thus, the Applicant submitted 

a request to amend the existing conditional use permit.  Staff recommends approval of the 

Amended Conditional Use Permit contingent upon the Applicant bringing the property into 

compliance with the terms of the Conditional Use Permit and Zoning Code (this would include 

removing inoperable vehicles, removing the numerous small signs in the greenspace area, 

removing the 'tiny home' displayed on grass, and eliminating the overnight and/or longer-term 

parking/storage of semis). 

 

Citizen Input 
 

Ed Prater, 6540 169th Lane, introduced himself to the Commission and thanked them for their 

consideration.  He explained he was proposing to amend his CUP to allow for motor vehicle sales 

and repair.   

 

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

hearing. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Anderson, Surma, Gengler, 

and Nosan.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer and Commissioner Brauer. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy closed the public hearing closed at 8:00 p.m. 

 

Commission Business 
 

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

Council adopt Resolution #17-08-197 approving an Amended Conditional Use Permit contingent 
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upon bringing the Subject Property into compliance with the terms of the Conditional Use Permit 

and Zoning Code. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Anderson, Nosan, Gengler, 

and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer and Commissioner Brauer. 

 

5.05: Public Hearing: Review Sketch Plan for Lavern Estates (Project No. 117-137); Case 

of Joshua Peterson 

 

Public Hearing 
 

Vice Chair Van Scoy called the public hearing to order at 8:01 p.m. 

 

Presentation 
 

Planning Intern Anderson presented the staff report stating this file is to review the Sketch Plan 

Submittal for Lavern Estates. The Sketch Plan proposes to subdivide one 36.17 Acre Lot into two 

(2) buildable lots; Lot 1 is 35.49 Acres and Lot 2 is 4.05 Acres. The submittal consisted of one (1) 

sheet, prepared by Developer John Peterson (You Wish You Had This Land, L.L.C.) and Carlson 

McCain dated October 3, 2016. The submittal also includes a request for a Zoning Amendment 

and Comprehensive Plan Amendment to rezone the property from R-1 Residential (MUSA) to R-

1 Residential (Rural Developing) and to re-guide the land from Low Density Residential to Rural 

Developing (Received July 6, 2017). The land use and zoning amendments will officially occur 

during Preliminary Plat approvals.  Staff recommends that the Developer proceed with preparation 

of the Preliminary Plat, contingent upon the directives of the Staff Review Letter, including the 

necessary Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported staff was not completely supportive of the 

proposed Sketch Plan as it was creating a number of flag lots.  He believed another local road 

should be considered to serve these homes. 

 

Citizen Input 
 

Vice Chair Van Scoy asked if the surrounding property owners were aware of the proposed zoning 

change.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained all of the adjacent landowners were aware 

of the applicant’s intent, but noted their approval was not required.  

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy questioned how long it would take City water and sewer to get to this area.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill estimated this would take 10 to 15 years, if ever. 
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Lonnie Gray, 17530 Nowthen Boulevard, stated the back of his property abuts the property in 

question.  He stated his only concern was with the increased number of cars that would be traveling 

past his property.  He requested numerous lots not be developed. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill clarified the applicant was proposing to develop 2.5 

acre lots. 

 

Mr. Gray questioned how this property would be impacted by the proposed Comprehensive Plan 

Amendment. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported the impacts would be very minimal to 

adjacent property owners. 

 

Norm Novak, 7041 175th Avenue, indicated he has lived in his home for the past 16 years.  He 

explained his property abuts the proposed project as well. He stated he has been trying to purchase 

five or six acres from the applicant for some time and was told by the City the property could not 

be rezoned.  He expressed frustration that he was not able to purchase these five acres. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill commented the property owner and Mr. Novak could 

come to an agreement, but recommended this remain separate from the request before the Planning 

Commission.   

 

Josh Peterson, 7009 175th Avenue, stated he did speak to all of his neighbors north of 175th and 

west of Nowthen Boulevard.  He stated all but three or four signed off on the project.   

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy asked if the applicant had any objections to the staff recommendations and 

conditions for approval.   

 

Mr. Peterson stated he has yet to review this letter in detail. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill recommended staff review this information in further 

detail with the application.  

 

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

hearing. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Anderson, Nosan, Gengler, 

and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer and Commissioner Brauer. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy closed the public hearing closed at 8:22 p.m. 

 

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

Council approve the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zoning Amendment to change the 

zoning from the urban service area to Rural Developing, contingent upon the Staff Review Letter. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Nosan, Surma, Anderson, 

and Gengler.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer and Commissioner Brauer. 

 

6. COMMISSION BUSINESS 

 

6.01: Discussion Item: Update on Variance Request for a Fence Installation at 7214 167th 

Terrace NW; Case of Brandon Sis  

 

Presentation 
 

Community Development Director Gladhill presented the staff report stating at the July 6 Planning 

Commission meeting, a Public Hearing was held regarding a request to construct a fence partially 

within a stormwater management area, including wetland.  Representatives from both the Anoka 

Conservation District (ACD) and the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) were going to 

visit the property at 7214 167th Terrace NW (the "Subject Property") to make a determination 

about the status of the wetland area.  However, at the time of the Public Hearing, that site visit had 

not occurred.  Ultimately, the Planning Commission closed the Public Hearing but tabled action 

on the requested variance until additional information was received on the wetland status. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained representatives from BWSR and ACD 

conducted a site visit on the Subject Property the week of July 10.  City Staff met with ACD staff 

and did a follow up site visit of the Subject Property the week of July 17.  It was found that the 

wetland area still meets the criteria to be defined as a wetland, both on the Subject Property as well 

as many of the surrounding properties.  It appears that there have been some significant 

encroachments into the wetland area, with fill, sod, structures, etc., over time.  It is clear that there 

is a broader wetland encroachment issue than just the request for the Subject Property. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained as was noted in the ACD review, it is 

unclear whether encroachments were the result of the initial development itself, the builder(s), or 

past/current homeowners. Additional time is needed to explore what options are available to 

resolve the cumulative encroachments rather than attempting to address them individually.  This 

likely will require broader policy discussion with, and direction from, the City Council as to how 

best to address this issue.  Staff believes that it will ultimately be beneficial for all of these property 

owners to look at this matter (and available options) holistically and therefore does not recommend 

any action by the Planning Commission this evening. 

 

Commission Business 
 

Commissioner Nosan asked if the applicant had submitted new plans for the fence. 

Brandon Sis, 7214 167th Terrace, stated he has not submitted any other plans for the fence.  He 

was still asking for consideration on the original request.   
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6.02: Site Plan for Greenway Terrace (Project (#16-84); Case of Aeon, LLC 

 

Presentation 
 

Planning Intern Moss presented the staff report stating the purpose of this case is to review an 

application for site plan approval of Greenway Terrace.  This site is generally located south of 

146th Avenue NW, west of Traprock Street NW, and North of East Ramsey Parkway and is 

identified as PID 28-32-25-13-0033.  Staff recommends approval of Resolution #17-08-189 

granting Site Plan approval of Greenway Terrace. 

 

Commission Business 
 

Leslie Maring, Aeon, LLC, thanked the Commission for their consideration.  She updated the 

Commission on the project timeline and stated she hoped to break ground on this project in 

October.  

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy indicated he supported the proposed project. 

 

Commissioner Nosan stated she was really excited for this project to be completed in Ramsey. 

 

Ms. Maring questioned what preference the Commission had for the entrance. 

 

Commissioner Anderson recommended the entrance way be covered in brick.  The Commission 

supported this recommendation. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy asked if the applicant had any concerns with the Staff Review Letter. 

 

Ms. Maring stated she had no concerns with the Staff Review Letter. 

 

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

Council adopt Resolution #17-08-189 granting Site Plan approval of Greenway Terrace contingent 

upon compliance with Staff Review Letter dated July 27, 2017. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Anderson, Nosan, Gengler, 

and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer and Commissioner Brauer. 

 

6.03: Recommend Approval of Final Home Designs for Vistas at North Commons; Case of 

Morning Sun Homes 

 

Presentation 
 

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

case is to approve final model home designs for Vistas at North Commons. This case has been 

updated to include final model designs and Staff review. Architectural review and approval was a 
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contingency of plat approval to finalize architectural design. No homes have yet been constructed 

within this plat. This is a step in plat approval, versus Building Permit Review. With that in mind, 

this is not an appeal process as was the case with recent requests. This step is crucial to provide 

clarity for Staff to be able to approve Building Permits in a timely fashion and in a manner 

consistent with Planning Commission and City Council approval.  Staff recommends authorizing 

the proposed models. 

 

Commission Business 
 

Vice Chair Van Scoy asked what kind of conversations staff has had with the developer. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill commented on the conversations staff has had with 

the developer regarding the proposed front facades and front porches.  Staff feels they have taken 

these conversations as far as they could with the developer. 

 

Mark Milner, Owner of Morning Sun Homes, understood there was a gap between his proposed 

home models and noted he was willing to alter the homes slightly.  He explained these proposed 

improvements would increase costs.  He stated he was not in favor of putting stone along the back 

sides of the homes as there would be no benefit to the homeowner.   

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy indicated the requested improvements were being made because this 

development abutted a major roadway.  For this reason, the City was hoping to have the rear 

facades of the homes enhanced architecturally. 

 

Commissioner Anderson stated he would like to see a sliding glass door as an option for these 

homeowners.  In addition, he wanted to see homeowners have the option of a rear façade that was 

two-tone. 

 

Commissioner Nosan understood it was different to dress up the rear façade of a home.  However, 

these homes would abut a main drag in Ramsey and numerous people would be driving by the rear 

side of these homes.   

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy suggested the developer consider shutters for the front and rear facades.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill summarized the comments made by the Commission 

to enhance the rear façade of the proposed homes. 

 

Commissioner Surma stated he would like to see the buildings match and compliment the other 

homes in the area.  

 

Commissioner Nosan supported these homes blending in with the adjacent neighborhood as well. 

 

Commissioner Gengler believed it would be difficult to make a decision on the proposed models 

without further information. 
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Vice Chair Van Scoy stated he would like more articulation on the rear façade. 

 

Bill Gleason explained the drawings presented to the Commission were not of the greatest quality.  

He commented further on how the rear facades and plantings would be enhanced.   

 

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

Council authorize the proposed model homes for Vistas at North Commons. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Nosan, Gengler, Anderson, 

and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer and Commissioner Brauer. 

 

6.04: Review Sketch Plan for Davis Addition; Case of Green Valley Greenhouse 

 

Presentation 
 

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

case is to consider a lot split that will ultimately allow for the future expansion of Green Valley 

Greenhouse. Ideally, the lot split would occur concurrently with a Comprehensive Plan 

Amendment from Low Density Residential to something that would allow the expansion of this 

existing commercial greenhouse. However, the time to consider and approve will take a longer 

period of time than Green Valley Greenhouse has with an existing purchase agreement. A closing 

is scheduled for the end of August. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported staff believes that any liability can be covered 

in a Development Agreement. By approving this lot split, there is no approval of any site plan for 

expansion of Green Valley Greenhouse. Green Valley will still need a Comprehensive Plan 

Amendment and Site Plan Approval prior to any construction activities that would expand the 

footprint of the existing facility.  Staff recommends approval of this Plat, contingent upon the 

Applicant entering into a Development Agreement with the City and the completion of a 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment prior to any actual construction activities. 

 

Commission Business 
 

Commissioner Nosan asked if the pending purchase agreement was for Lot 1, Block 1.  

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated this was correct and noted this was an “L” 

shaped lot that was approximately 64.37 acres in size.  He reported the homestead would remain 

on 12 acres of land.  He provided further comment on the proposed land transaction.  

 

Brad Wolf, 6421 Green Valley Road, discussed with the Commission his proposed building 

expansion and described how his business has been growing in recent years.   

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy congratulated Mr. Wolf on his successful business. 
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Scott Nill, 6231 177th Lane, stated he supported this thriving local business but expressed concern 

with how the traffic was impacting his neighborhood.  He believed that soon it would appear the 

Green Valley Greenhouse has turned into an industrial park.   

 

Anthony Belknap, 6230 177th Lane NW, stated he had concerns with the growth that has occurred 

at the Green Valley Greenhouse considering the site was not zoned for a business use.  He 

explained the surrounding property was all zoned agricultural and he would like to see this remain.  

He expressed concern with the high level of noise and traffic coming to and from the business.  He 

indicated he was also concerned with the amount of well water was being used by the greenhouse. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy explained the City views Green Valley Greenhouse to be an agricultural use 

and are a conditional use in the R-1 zoning district.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated this was the case but understood the City’s 

intent was not to have greenhouses of this size in the R-1 zoning district.  He reported this would 

be the maximum size for the greenhouse. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy thanked the public for bringing their concerns and feedback forward this 

evening. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Nosan, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to recommend approval of 

this Plat, contingent upon the Applicant entering into a Development Agreement with the City and 

the completion of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment prior to any actual construction activities. 

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Nosan, Surma, Anderson, 

and Gengler.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer and Commissioner Brauer. 

 

6.05: Review Concept Plan for 175 Unit Market Rate Apartments in The COR; Case of 

Inland Group 

 

Presentation 
 

Community Development Director Gladhill presented the staff report stating The City has been 

approached by Inland Development Group about a potential market-rate apartment building in 

Ramsey.  In order to set up a smooth review process learning from lessons of the past, the City has 

prepared Concept/Context Maps and Architectural Renderings on the front end of the Purchase 

Agreement phase. The Inland Group is looking at purchasing property from the City of Ramsey. 

Traditionally, these real estate contracts are reviewed by the City's Economic Development 

Authority (EDA) in the context of real estate management and financial analysis. In the past, the 

City has identified a need to involve the Planning Commission to a greater degree earlier in the 

purchase agreement phase to avoid perceptions of full project approval at the time of Purchase 

Agreement approval. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained the purpose of tonight is simply to introduce 

the topic and see what questions exist as Inland Group continues to discuss with City Staff.   He 
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explained there are certainly items that will need to be tweaked and plans to be formally adopted 

as part of this discussion. Staff believes that this generally meets the spirit and intent of The COR 

Interim Development Plan. Staff will identify any deficiencies in these concepts in future review 

with the Planning Commission. This evening is simply a high-level review and introduction. Staff 

will come with a more formal recommendation on preferred alternatives at future steps.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated staff acknowledges that additional discussion 

needs to occur surround parking strategies and architectural design. The Developer appears to at 

least be proposing a strategy to attempt to reduce the amount of surface parking required 

(underground parking). It may be premature to get into great detail on this topic at this stage. Staff 

is simply attempting to get to a purchase agreement to be able to have more detailed conversations 

in the near future.  Staff requested feedback from the Commission on how to proceed. 

 

Commission Business 
 

Keith James, Inland Group, thanked the Commission for their time and introduced Inland Group.  

He stated he has completed 18 communities throughout the country and noted he recently started 

a development in Eagan, Minnesota.  He described the proposed age restricted community and 

commented on the amenities that would be provided.  He reported the demographics in Ramsey 

show this was a strong market for the proposed development.  He believed The COR would be a 

great location for an Affinity community. 

 

Commissioner Surma believed the proposed senior housing would be a complimentary 

development within The COR.   

 

Commissioner Nosan stated she was thrilled to see this type of development being proposed for 

Ramsey and believed this would be a great option for Baby Boomers and would allow them to 

remain in the community. 

 

Vice Chair Van Scoy agreed and believed this was an exciting project that had great value.  He 

stated it would be a great fit for The COR. 

 

Commissioner Anderson suggested the location of the proposed development be moved to a COR1 

area.   

 

Further discussion ensued regarding the differences between COR1 and COR2. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill summarized the comments made by the Commission 

and understood there was general consensus for the project, noting details still had to be worked 

out. 

 

7. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE ITEMS 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill had no update on the Comprehensive Plan at this time. 
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8. COMMISSION / STAFF INPUT 

 

8.01: Receive Staff Update  
 

The Staff Update was noted. 

 

8.02: Zoning Bulletins 
 

Zoning Bulletins were noted. 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

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

 

Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Vice Chair Van Scoy, Commissioners Nosan, Anderson, Gengler, 

and Surma.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Chairperson Bauer and Commissioner Brauer. 

 

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 9:50 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Tim Gladhill 

Community Development Director 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

JoAnn Shaw 

Community Development Assistant 

 

Drafted by Heidi Guenther 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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Submitted For: Tim Gladhill, Community Development 
By: Eric Maass, Community Development

Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Consider a Request for a Conditional Use Permit for a Two-Story Accessory Building
(Project No. 17-107); Case of Raymond & Linda Bonifas.

Purpose/Background:
The Applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the construction of a two-story accessory building
at 6451 170th Lane NW. Minnesota State Building Code classifies the storage space located in the attic space of the
proposed accessory building due to the height from floor to ceiling.

Notification:
Staff attempted to notify all Property Owners within a 350 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 Subject Property is within the R-1 Rural Residential District. This district allows for two-story accessory
buildings with the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). The Applicant has indicated that no commercial
operation or habitation will take place within the second story of the accessory building. The second story of the
building is the storage space within the trusses of the proposed building. As designed the measurement from floor to
ceiling is classified as a second story by Minnesota State Building Code and as a result a CUP is required. 

The proposed structure meets all requirements of City Code Section 117-349 governing accessory buildings for
front, rear, side yard setbacks as well as height from finished grade to mean gable. The Applicant has indicated that
the building will be wrapped with the same vinyl siding and trim as the principal structure. 

Alternative 1: Recommend approval of Resolution #17-09-208 adopting findings of fact, and approval of Resolution
#17-09-209 granting a Conditional Use Permit to allow the construction of a two-story accessory building on the
Subject Property. The proposed building meets all requirements of the zoning code as it related to accessory
buildings and conditional uses. Staff is supportive of this alternative.

Alternative 2: Do not recommend approval of the Conditional Use Permit to allow the construction of a two-story
accessory building on the Subject Property. Staff is not supportive of this alternative.

Funding Source:
The Applicant is responsible for all costs associated with this request.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the requested Conditional Use Permit.

Action:
Motion to recommend that the City Council adopt Resolution #17-09-208 adopting findings of fact #0789, and



Motion to recommend that the City Council adopt Resolution #17-09-208 adopting findings of fact #0789, and
recommend that the City Council adopt Resolution #17-09-209 approving a Conditional Use Permit contingent
upon the terms of the Conditional Use Permit and Zoning Code.

Attachments
Site Location Map
CUP Application
Building Plans
Site Plan
Staff Review Letter
Resolution #17-09-209: Findings of Fact and Conditional Use Permit

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 08/30/2017 01:14 PM
Chris Anderson Chris Anderson 08/31/2017 08:47 AM
Form Started By: Eric Maass Started On: 08/26/2017 11:16 AM
Final Approval Date: 08/31/2017 
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CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 
TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE 
AUGUST 29, 2017 

PROJECT 

ADDRESS  

6451 170TH
 LN NW 

PROJECT. TITLE BONIFAS TWO-STORY ACCESSORY BUILDING CUP 

ESCROW #  

DEPARTMENT: Community Development: Planning Division  

TECHNICAL 

REVIEWER: 

Name:  Eric Maass 

Phone:  763-576-4306 

Email:  EMaass@wsbeng.com   

  

Conditional Use Permit 

 

We offer the following comments regarding the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) request at 6451 

170th Lane NW for a two-story accessory building by Raymond and Linda Bonifas as it relates to 

the City’s Zoning Code.  

 

Staff provides the following comments for general review of applications: 

 

Conditional Use Permit 

In accordance with the R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) District standards, the submittal 

includes an application for a Conditional Use Permit for (CUP) which is required for a two-story 

accessory building on a parcel outside of the Municipal Urban Service Area (MUSA) and which 

the subject property is less than two acres in size.   

 

Minnesota State Building Code classifies the bonus area in the roof of the structure as a second 

story as the measurement from floor to ceiling is 8’ 1.5” constituting the requirement for a 

conditional use permit. 

 

Exterior Finish 
City Code Section 117-349(d)(6) outlines acceptable exterior wall finishes and indicates that the 

materials shall be generally consistent with the exterior finish of the principal building or finished 

with hardboard lap siding, vinyl lap siding, aluminum or metal siding, metal panels, textured wood 

(painted) and/or masonry. The Applicant has indicated that the materials for the proposed structure 

will be brick, vinyl siding, and shakes that match the principal structure. 

 

Dimensional Standards 

 

 Required by Code Proposed by Applicant 

Height (Less than 2 acres) 16 feet (mean gable) 15 feet 11 1/8 inches (mean 

gable) 
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Front Setback 40 feet (not in front of 

principal structure) 

80 feet (and behind principal 

structure) 

Side Setback 10 feet 90 feet 

Rear Setback 5 feet 128 feet 

 



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

 

RESOLUTION #17-09-209 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

FOR A TWO-STORY ACCESSORY STRUCTURE ON THE PROPERTY GENERALLY 

KNOWN AS 6451 170TH LANE NW AND DECLARING TERMS OF SAME. 

 

RECITALS 

 

1. Raymond Bonifas and Linda Bonifas, hereinafter referred to as the “Permittee” have 

properly applied for a Conditional Use Permit to construct a two-story accessory 

structure at the property located at 6451 170th Lane NW and legally described as 

follows: 

 

LOT 3, BLOCK 1, Shady Lawn Estates, Anoka County, Minnesota. 

 

(“Subject Property”) 

 

2. That the Applicant appeared before the Planning Commission for a public hearing 

pursuant to Section 117-52 of the Ramsey City Code on September 7th, 2017, and that 

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

are hereby incorporated by reference. 

 

3. That Planning Commission met on September 7, 2017, conducted the public hearing 

and recommended City Council approve/deny the request. 

 

4. That the Subject Property is zoned R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) District; all 

adjacent parcels are also zoned R-1 Residential (Rural Developing).  

 

5. That the Subject Property is approximately 0.97 acres in size.  

 

6. That Minnesota State Building Code classifies the bonus area in the roof of the structure 

as a second story as the measurement from floor to ceiling is 8’ 1.5” constituting the 

requirement for a conditional use permit. 

 

7. The Applicant has stated that the bonus area in the roof of the accessory building will 

not be used for any home occupation or habitation. 

 

8. The proposed structure will have an exterior finish of brick, vinyl siding, and shakes to 

match the principal structure. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1. That the proposed use will/will not adversely impact traffic in the area. 
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2. That the proposed use will/will not substantially or adversely impair the use, enjoyment 

or market value of surrounding properties. 

 

3. That the proposed use will/will not be constructed so as to be harmonious and 

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

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

 

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

public facilities and services. 

 

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

community. 

 

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

neighboring uses. 

 

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

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

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

glare. 

 

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

of Section 117-51 (Conditional Use Permits) of the City Code. 

 

 

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

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

 

That the Ramsey City Council hereby grants approval of a Conditional Use Permit (the “Permit”) 

for a two-story accessory structure (the “Building”) on the Subject Property contingent upon the 

following conditions: 

 

CONDITIONS 

 

1. That there shall be no additional accessory structures constructed on the Subject Property, 

unless in accordance with City Code. 

 

2. That the Permittee shall construct the Building in accordance with all other provisions of 

City Code Section 117-349 (Accessory Uses and Buildings) and City Code Section 117-

111 (R-1 Residential District). 

 

3. That the Permittee shall extend the existing driveway to provide access to the Building 

and that the driveway shall comply with the standards in City Code Section 117-111. 
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4. That the Permittee agrees that there will not be any commercial activities within the 

detached accessory building unless in full compliance with City Code Section 117-351 

(Home Occupations). 

 

5. That the Permittee agrees that there will not be any habitation within the detached 

accessory building. 

 

6. That this Permit shall be perpetual in duration as long as the terms are herein complied 

with. 

 

7. That the Permittee shall be responsible for all City costs incurred in administering and 

enforcing this Permit. 

 

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

construction of the Building, including a Building Permit. 

 

9. That the City Administrator, or his/her designee, shall have the right to inspect the Subject 

Property for compliance and safety purposes annually or at any time, upon reasonable 

request. 

 

10. That this Permit shall automatically expire if the use is not initiated by September 12, 2018 

and issuance of the Building Permit shall constitute initiation. 

 

 

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

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

 

  

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

 

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

the 12th day of September, 2017. 
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PERMITTEE 

 

Raymond Bonifas and Linda Bonifas hereby acknowledge receipt of this Permit and that they 

have reviewed the conditions of this Permit and have agreed that they will comply with the terms 

of this Permit. 

 

By:       By:       

 Raymond Bonifas     Linda Bonifas 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF   ) 

 

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

appeared Raymond Bonifas and Linda Bonifas, husband and wife, to me known to be the persons 

described in and who executed the foregoing instrument and acknowledged that they executed the 

same as their free act and deed. 
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CITY OF RAMSEY 

 

By:       By:       

 Mayor       City Clerk 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

On this    day of    , _____, before me a Notary Public 

personally appeared Sarah Strommen and Jo Ann M. Thieling, to me personally known, who, 

being each by me duly sworn, did say that they are respectively the Mayor and City Clerk of the 

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

to said instrument is the corporate seal of said Municipal corporation, and the said instrument was 

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

said Sarah Strommen and Jo Ann M. Thieling acknowledge said instrument to be the free act and 

deed of said Municipal Corporation. 

 

              

       Notary Public 

 

 

 

This document drafted by:    This document reviewed by: 

The City of Ramsey     Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney 

7550 Sunwood Drive NW    730 Second Ave. S., Suite 300 

Ramsey, MN 55303     Minneapolis, MN 55402 
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Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Multiple Actions Related to a Request to Install and Maintain a Ground-Mounted
Solar Energy System on the Property Legally Described as Lot 3, Block 1 River Crossing Addition (Project No.
17-135); Case of Connexus Energy 

Appeal for issuance of a Development Permit on an officially mapped parcel.1.
Zoning Amendment to include Solar Energy Systems as a principal use with the issuance of a Conditional
Use Permit in the Public/Quasi-Public District.

2.

Zoning Amendment to rezone a property from R-2 Residential to Public/Quasi Public.3.
Conditional Use Permit to install and maintain a Solar Energy System.4.

Purpose/Background:
Connexus Energy has applied for a Zoning Amendment and a Conditional Use Permit to construct a new solar
garden on the property legally described as Lot 3, Block 1 River Crossing Addition (the "Subject Property"). The
system would have the capability of producing 3.5 megawatts (MW) with ground mounted solar photovoltaic
panels and would include 6 MW of battery energy storage. This is one of three (3) sites within Anoka County that
Connexus Energy is developing to produce solar energy. 

The Subject Property is owned by Anoka County and would be leased by Connexus Energy. When the City
contemplated solar energy systems several years ago, the Zoning Code was amended to consider ground or building
mounted solar energy systems as a permitted accessory use in any zoning district. However, it did not account for,
or address, the possibility of a solar energy system being the principal use of a property, as would be the case with
Connexus' proposal.

Both the current zoning standards for solar energy systems and the information submitted by Connexus are attached
for reference. The final design plans are in the process of being prepared by the solar developer (based on site work
being conducted now) but are not complete at this time. They have stated that they do not anticipate any major
changes from the initial proposed layout and the Site Plan would still be subject to review and approval by the City.

Notification:
Staff attempted to notify all Property Owners within a 350 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:
As noted, the Subject Property is owned by Anoka County and was initially acquired to accommodate a future
bridge crossing. In 2007, the Subject Property was designated with an Official Map to prevent future development
from occurring in advance of the bridge crossing. However, the current Highway 10 Access Planning Study no
longer identifies this parcel as needed for a potential bridge crossing (with the new Armstrong Blvd overpass
alignment). The Planning Commission has assumed the duties of the Official Map Board of Appeals and
Adjustments and therefore, will need to take action on an appeal to issue any type of development permit on the
Subject Property per City Code Section 117-4 (Official Map).



As part of the Official Map process in 2007, it was noted that the Subject Property was zoned R-2 Residential and
that the intention was to re-guide the parcel as Public/Quasi-Public with the 2008 Comprehensive Plan Update and
then subsequently rezone the parcel to Public/Quasi Public. That action did not occur. However, based on the
current owner of the Subject Property (Anoka County) and the proposed use (solar farm), it seems reasonable to
rezone the property as Public/Quasi-Public (this would also complete the stated intent when the area was officially
mapped) and to amend the uses of that zoning district to identify Solar Energy Systems as a principal use with the
issuance of a Conditional Use Permit (this district already identifies municipal and private substations as a
permitted use).

The Environmental Policy Board (EPB) was introduced to this concept at their July meeting and then officially
reviewed this request at their August meeting. Questions that the EPB had asked are outlined below along with the
responses from the solar developer and/or Connexus Energy. 

Nuisance noise: The solar energy system will not have any moving parts (fans, panel movement/rotation,
etc.) and therefore there should be no discernible noise generated, with the exception of the initial installation
of the solar farm. The battery storage units would include air conditioning. As with any air conditioning
system, the air condensing units would be outside and would generate some noise, but should be within
allowable standards.
Glare: The panels will be at a fixed tilt, permanently facing south (away from Highway 10), and
manufactured with anti-reflective glass specifically designed to reduce glare. A glare study was provided by
the solar developer. While it does indicate some glare would be produced at a particular receptor (near the
southern touch-down point of the Armstrong Blvd overpass), it is minimal and has low potential to create any
after-image.
Environmental Benefits/Impacts: According to the U.S. Department of Energy, few power generating
technologies have as little environmental impact as photovoltaic solar panels. A ground mounted solar array
generates electricity without any moving parts, requires no water, and produces no direct emissions.
Underneath the ground mounted equipment, native vegetation will be established, providing pollinator
habitat as well as erosion control and stormwater runoff benefits. Connexus noted that all power generated by
this solar energy system would remain in Ramsey.
Final Site Plan plans are being developed presently. Their design team is completing field work on the
Subject Property necessary to complete the final design and Site Plan. However, it is not anticipated to have
any significant impacts to the conceptual layout provided.

While a complete Site Plan is not yet available, consideration of and a recommendation regarding the requested
Appeal for a development permit, the Zoning Amendments (both text and map), and Conditional Use Permit can
still be addressed. The EPB recommended approval of the Zoning Amendments and Conditional Use Permit with
the following conditions (which have been incorporated into the draft Conditional Use Permit): 

Submittal of final Site Plan for review and approval by the City.
Submittal of a Glare Study (already received).
Submittal of a Decommissioning Plan (how the site will be deconstructed and restored upon the
abandonment of the operation).
Installation of native, sustainable landscape underneath the ground mounted equipment.

The City's Comprehensive Plan does address solar access protection within the Land Use Chapter. One of the
identified policies for solar access protection is to work with the League of Minnesota Cities, University of
Minnesota Extension Services, Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance, Anoka County, and other agencies
to develop programs that increase the use of solar energy systems. It appears that the proposed project would further
this policy.

Note that the attached, draft Conditional Use Permit was prepared as if the Zoning Amendments, both the text and
map amendments, were in effect already.
Alternatives

Alternative 1: Approve the Appeal for the issuance of a development permit in the Official Map area and
recommend adoption of both Ordinance Amendments and the request for a Conditional Use Permit. Based on the
alignment of the Armstrong Blvd overpass, the Subject Property is no longer needed for a future bridge crossing,
and therefore, the issuance of a development permit would not have an impact to future transportation needs. Solar



energy systems as a principal use of property in the Public/Quasi-Public District would encourage development of
this renewable energy source while allowing the City to address requests on a case by case basis and apply
reasonable conditions to an approval. Staff supports this alternative.

Alternative 2: Do not approve the appeal for the issuance of a development permit in the Official Map and
therefore, do not recommend approval of either Ordinance Amendment or the Conditional Use Permit. The City is
working toward amending the overall Official Map to eliminate those parcels no longer needed for future
transportation corridors, which includes the Subject Property. Thus, Staff would not support Alternative 2.

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

Recommendation:
The Environmental Policy Board recommended approval of the Zoning Amendments and Conditional Use Permit.
City Staff also supports the recommended approvals as well as the appeal for the issuance of a development permit
within an officially mapped area.

Action:
Motion to adopt Resolution #17-09-211 approving an appeal for issuance of a development permit for the Subject
Property for the installation of a solar energy system;

-and-

Motion to recommend adoption of Ordinances #17-13 and #17-14 to rezone the Subject Property to
Public/Quasi-Public and to amend Section 177-122 (Public/Quasi-Public) to identify solar energy systems as a
principal use with the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit;

-and-

Motion to recommend approval of Resolution #17-09-212 granting a Conditional Use Permit for the installation
and maintenance of solar energy system on the Subject Property contingent to review and approval as to legal form
by the City Attorney.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Application Submittal
Draft EPB Meeting Minutes Dated August 21, 2017
Glare Study
Manufacturer Equipment Specification Sheet
Existing Solar Engergy System Regulations
Resolution #17-09-211: Official Map Appeal
Ordinance #17-13: Zoning Map Amendment
Ordinance #17-14: Zoning Text Amendment
Resolution #17-09-212: Conditional Use Permit
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5.01: Consider Request for a Zoning Amendment and Conditional Use Permit for the  

 Installation of a Solar Garden at the Property Legally Described as Lot 3, Block 1, 

 River Crossing Addition (Project No. 17-135); Case of Connexus Energy  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report.  He stated that Connexus Energy has applied for 

a Zoning Amendment and a Conditional Use Permit to construct a new solar garden on the property 

legally described as Lot 3, Block 1, River Crossing Addition.  He stated that the subject property 

is owned by Anoka County and would be leased by Connexus Energy.  He stated that when the 

City contemplated solar energy systems several years ago, the Zoning Code was amended to 

consider ground or building mounted solar energy systems as permitted accessory use in any 

zoning district; however, it did not account for or address the possibility of a solar array being the 

principal use of a property, as would be the case with the Connexus proposal.   

 

Brian Burandt stated that the proposed site would be 14 times the size of the existing solar array 

on the Connexus campus and would generate the power supply for 600 homes, noting that energy 

would remain in Ramsey.  He stated that there are tax credits available for the solar system, battery 

system, and storage system which decrease the project costs.  He explained that the midday solar 

peak and later peak of energy use, the storage system will allow that energy to be stored until the 

use is needed.  He stated that Connexus approached municipalities to determine interest and there 

are three willing partners with land available through Anoka County, St. Francis, and the National 

Sports Center.  He stated that this would be the largest multi-site community solar array in the 

midwest.  He provided additional details on the proposed sites which would include fencing and 

pollinator habitat.  He stated that they have learned key takeaways from the solar array on the 

Connexus campus.   

 

Board Member Trossen asked the size of the battery and average lifespan. 

 

Mr. Burandt provided additional details on the size and lifespan of the batteries.  He explained 

how the batteries would be charged and store energy in order to disburse the energy during peak 

demand times. 

 

Board Member Valentine asked for information on fire safety. 

 

Mr. Burandt provided additional details on the batteries and noted that the batteries are safe and 

the price of batteries have actually been reduced because of the competition that has been brought 

to the market.  He confirmed that there would be fire suppression as well.   

 

Board Member Covart asked if the members would be offered a buy-in on the project. 

 

Mr. Burandt explained that Connexus is leasing the land through municipalities and the energy 

will be used to lower the costs to all Connexus customers rather than offering a buy-in.  He stated 

that there is not an issue with glare.  He stated that after 25 years the equipment would be removed 

and the site would be restored for Anoka County to do what they wish with it. 

 



City Planner Anderson stated that he spoke with the solar developer and was assured that the 

developer would create a decommissioning plan for the removal of the equipment and restoration 

of the land that would occur after that leased period expires.   

 

Mr. Burandt stated that the storage developer has not yet been named but provided examples of 

storage containers that could be used in the solar array.  He noted that the storage containers would 

be located on the back side of the swale if you were looking from Highway 10. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that staff does not have a final Site Plan as that would be contingent 

on final site work that is being done.  He stated that part of the mapping process that was done in 

2007 to prepare for the Comprehensive Plan update identified this land as Public/Quasi Public but 

the reguiding of the land never occurred.  He stated that currently the property is zoned as R-

2/medium residential.  He stated that staff believes that it would be appropriate to rezone the 

property as Public/Quasi-Public, especially because the County owns the property.  He noted that 

substations are allowed in that zoning district and while a solar array is not a specified use, it would 

be similar.  He stated that staff would recommend adding a text amendment to the zoning district 

to allow solar energy systems as a principal use with the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit.  He 

noted that a Conditional Use Permit could then be used to allow the solar array.  He stated that this 

would move forward to the Planning Commission for a public hearing at their September 5th 

meeting and would then move to the City Council.   

 

Mr. Burandt stated that Connexus originally wanted to have a showcase on their property, as they 

have 18 acres of land but staff was hesitant and stated that they would support the solar array on 

another piece of property as they would rather see the land near the Connexus site preserved for a 

business park.   

 

City Planner Anderson agreed that from an economic development perspective, Ramsey is short 

on industrial/business park land and therefore the remainder of the Connexus property would be 

desirable for that purpose.  He stated that discussion has brought this idea to the County owned 

land, which would be a good marriage of the County owned land and the solar array. 

 

Board Member Hiatt asked if there has been any feedback from the residents on Bowers Drive. 

 

Mr. Burandt stated that they have not spoken with the residents in that area yet but would be open 

to holding a public meeting. 

 

City Planner Anderson stated that if Connexus is interested, staff could open up City Hall earlier 

for an open house prior to the Planning Commission meeting for residents to ask more questions 

if desired.   

 

Mr. Burandt stated that he has not heard any negative comments about creating more renewable 

energy.   

 

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

approval of a Zoning Amendment to rezone the subject property to Public/Quasi Public and to add 

solar energy systems as a principal use with the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit.  



 

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

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

 

Motion by Board Member Valentine and seconded by Board Member Hiatt to recommend 

approval of a Conditional Use Permit for the installation of a solar energy system on the subject 

property with contingencies. 

 

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

Covart, and Trossen.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Bernard. 
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Sec. 117-430. - Alternative energy systems.  

 (c) Solar energy systems . In all districts, solar energy systems shall be permitted as an accessory use in 
accordance with the standards in this section.  

(1) Exemptions . Passive or building-integrated solar energy systems are exempt from the 
requirements of this section and shall be regulated as any other building element.  

(2) Standards.  

a. Location. Ground-mounted solar energy systems may be permitted in any yard.  

1. In residential districts, the location of ground-mounted solar energy systems shall be in 
accordance with the accessory building location standards in City Code section 117-
349(d)(12).  

b. Setbacks.  

1. Ground-mounted solar energy systems shall be located on a property such that the 
distance to the closest property boundary is at least equal to the height of the solar 
energy system at its maximum designed tilt.  

2. Building-mounted solar energy systems shall comply with all building setbacks in the 
applicable zoning district and shall not extend beyond the perimeter of the building on 
which the system is mounted unless the mounting system has been explicitly 
engineered to safely extend beyond the edge.  

3. In residential districts, front, side and rear yard setbacks for ground-mounted solar 
energy systems shall be in accordance with accessory building setbacks outlined in City 
Code section 117-111(d).  

c. Height.  

1. The height of ground-mounted solar energy systems at maximum designed tilt shall not 
exceed the distance from the nearest property boundary or the maximum allowable 
building height for the applicable zoning district, whichever is more restrictive.  

2. Building-mounted solar energy systems shall comply with the maximum allowable 
building height for the applicable zoning district.  

3. In residential districts, the height of ground-mounted solar energy systems shall be in 
accordance with accessory building height limitations outlined in City Code section 117-
349(d)(6).  

d. Easements. Solar energy systems shall not encroach on public drainage, utility, roadway or 
trail easements.  

e. Feeder lines. The electrical collection system shall be placed underground within the interior 
of each property. The collection system may be placed overhead near substations or points 
of interconnection to the electric grid.  

f. Aesthetics. All solar energy systems shall be designed to blend into the architecture of the 
building and to minimize glare toward vehicular traffic and adjacent properties to the extent 
possible without impacting the performance of the system.  

g. Abandonment. If a solar energy system remains non-functional or inoperative for a 
continuous period of one year, the system shall be deemed to be abandoned and shall 
constitute a public nuisance. The owner shall remove the abandoned system at their 
expense after obtaining a demolition permit.  

h. Permits. A permit(s) shall be obtained for any solar energy system in accordance with 
Minnesota State Building Code prior to installation.  
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i. Glare. The panels of ground mounted solar energy systems shall be placed and arranged 
such that reflected solar radiation or glare shall not be directed onto adjacent buildings, 
properties or roadways.  

1. Prior to the issuance of a permit for a ground mounted solar energy system in a 
residential district or on a property abutting a residential district, the permit applicant 
must provide an analysis demonstrating that the ground mounted system will not impact 
aesthetics of adjacent residential properties due to glare.  



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

 

RESOLUTION #17-09-211 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT PERMIT TO ALLOW THE 

CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTAINENCE OF A SOLAR ENERGY SYSTEM. 

 

RECITALS 

 

1. Connexus Energy (Permittee), applied for a development permit (the “Permit”) to construct 

and maintain a solar energy system on an officially mapped parcel legally described as 

follows: 

 

Lot 3, Block 1 River Crossing Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

(the "Subject Property"). 

 

2. Section 117-4(g) of the City Code requires that every application for a development permit 

concerning an area designated on an official map be denied. 

3. In accordance with the City Code, Permittee’s application permit was denied.   

4. Permittee appealed the denial to the Official Map Board of Appeals, pursuant to Section 

117-4(h) of the City Code. 

5. The Planning Commission, acting as the Official Map Board of Appeals and after duly 

publishing notice, met on September 7, 2017, and conducted a public hearing. 

 

FINDINGS 
 

1. The property, of which the Subject Property is a part, is owned by Anoka County and was 

made part of an official map because of the intent to use the property for the approach to 

a bridge crossing the Mississippi River. 

2. Due to changes in the road system in the area, the property, including the Subject 

Property, will likely never be used for the purpose for which it was officially mapped. 

3. The Subject Property cannot yield a reasonable return unless a development permit is 

granted. 

4. The granting of a development permit is required by considerations of justice and equity. 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF 

THE CITY OF RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OF MINNESOTA, ACTING AS 

THE OFFICIAL MAP BOARD OF APPEALS, as follows: 
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1. The denial of the Permit to install and maintain a solar energy system on the Subject 

Property is hereby reversed and the Permit is approved contingent upon the Permittee 

obtaining all other necessary approvals and permits including, but not necessarily limited 

to, a Zoning Text Amendment, a Zoning Amendment to rezone the Subject Property to 

Public/Quasi-Public, the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit for installing and 

maintaining a solar energy system as a principal use on the Subject Property, and a 

Building Permit. 

 

2. The Permittee shall submit to the City for review and approval a final Site Plan, which 

shall specify the exact layout of the solar energy system, height(s) of the equipment, 

location of battery storage units, security measures (e.g. fencing), etc., for the proposed 

improvements on the Subject Property. 

 

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

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

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

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

the 7th day of September, 2017. 

 

  



Resolution #17-09-211 

Page 3 of 3 

 

CITY OF RAMSEY: 

 

By: ______________________________  By: ______________________________  

Planning Commission Chairperson   City Clerk 

 

 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Municipal Corporation. 

 

      ______________________________ 

       Notary Public 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This document drafted by: 

City of Ramsey  

7550 Sunwood Dr NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

This document reviewed by: 

Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney 

730 Second Ave. S., Suite 300 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 

 

 



ORDINANCE #17-13 

 

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 property is hereby rezoned from R-2 Residential to Public/Quasi-

Public. 

  

Lot 3, Block 1 River Crossing Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota, subject to 

easement of record. 

 

(the “Subject Property”) 

 

SECTION 2. MAP 
 

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

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

 

SECTION 3. EFFECTIVE DATE 
 

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

Section 5.04. 

 

 

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

 

              

       Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

       

City Administrator 

 

Introduction date: 

Posting dates: 

Adoption date: 



Publication date: 

Effective date: 
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ORDINANCE #17-14 

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 117-122 (PUBLIC/QUASI-PUBLIC DISTRICT) OF THE 

RAMSEY CITY CODE.  

The City of Ramsey Ordains: 

SECTION 1 AUTHORITY 

 

This ordinance is adopted pursuant to and under the authority of the City Charter of the City of Ramsey. 

 

SECTION 2 AMENDMENTS 

Section 117-122 – Public/Quasi-Public District is hereby amended to read as follows: 

Sec. 117-122 – Public/Quasi-Public District.  

(a) Intent. The intent of the Public/Quasi-Public District is to provide for and regulate uses that are public 
or semi-public in nature and to provide the community with area designated specifically for open 
spaces, community gathering places, public and private recreational spaces, educational facilities, 
and government buildings.  

(b) Permitted uses.  

(1) Government buildings and facilities.  

(2) Public recreational facilities.  

(3) Private recreational facilities including golf courses.  

(4) Schools, public and private.  

(5) Private utility substations.  

(6) Municipal utility substations.  

(c) Conditional uses. 

1. Solar Energy Systems as a principal use 

(d) Site plan required. Any construction of buildings in the Public/Quasi-Public District will be subject to 
the site plan review process, as outlined in section 117-54.  
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SECTION 3. SUMMARY 

 

The following is the official summary of Ordinance #17-14, 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 #17-14 to amend Ramsey, Minnesota City Code Section 117-122 to 

identify Solar Energy Systems as a principal use with the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit. 

 

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:    

 



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

 

RESOLUTION #17-09-212 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

TO CONNEXUS ENERGY TO ALLOW THE INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OF A SOLAR ENERGY SYSTEM ON AS A PRINCIPAL USE IN THE PUBLIC/QUASI-

PUBLIC DISTRICT AND DECLARING TERMS OF SAME 

 

RECITALS 

 

1. Connexus Energy, hereinafter referred to as the “Permittee”, has properly applied for a 

Conditional Use Permit to install and maintain a solar energy system as the principal use 

on the property legally described as follows: 

 

Lot 3, Block 1 River Crossing Addition 

 

(the “Subject Property”) 

 

2. The City of Ramsey received an application for a Zoning Amendment and Conditional Use 

Permit on June 30, 2017. 

 

3. That on August 15, 2017, the City informed the Permittee that it was invoking a 60-day 

extension as permitted by State Statute. 

 

4. That the Environmental Policy Board reviewed the request at their August 21, 2017 

meeting and recommended approval of the request with contingencies including submittal 

of a final Site Plan for review and approval by the City, installation of a native landscape, 

submittal of a glare study, and submittal of a decommissioning plan. 

 

5. That the Permittee appeared before the Planning Commission for a public hearing pursuant 

to Sections 117-4 (Official Map) and 117-51 (Conditional Use Permits) of the Ramsey City 

Code on September 7, 2017, and that said public hearing was properly advertised and that 

the minutes of said public hearing are hereby incorporated by reference. 

 

6. That the Subject Property is zoned Public/Quasi Public District.  Properties to the west and 

south of the Subject Property are R-1 Residential (MUSA); parcels to the north are zoned 

R-2 Residential; and parcels to the east are zoned B-2 Highway Business.  

 

7. That in the Public/Quasi-Public District, solar energy systems as a principal use are 

permitted with the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit.  

 

8. That the Subject Property is approximately 18.6 acres in size. 

 

9. That the Subject Property is owned by Anoka County. 
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10. That the Subject Property is part of an Official Map. 

 

11. That due to changes in the road system in the area, the Subject Property will likely never 

be used for the purposes of a future bridge crossing. 

 

12. That the Planning Commission, who serves as the Official Map Board of Appeals and 

Adjustments, conducted a public hearing to consider an appeal for the issuance of a 

development permit per City Code Section 117-4. 

 

13. That the Permittee was initially considering the use of their existing campus for this project 

but that the City had requested they seek an alternative site so that the undeveloped portion 

of the Permittee’s corporate campus could be reserved for future economic growth 

purposes. 

 

14. That the solar energy system would include the installation of 3.5 Megawatts (MW) of 

ground-mounted photovoltaic panels and 6 MW of battery energy storage. 

 

15. That the solar developer working with the Permittee has submitted a glare study at the 

request of the City. 

 

16. That the glare study did identify one receptor that would experience some glare at certain 

times of the year for limited durations but that it has very low potential for hazardous 

glare. 

 

17. That the project would include installation of native plants underneath the solar panels 

providing enhanced wildlife and pollinator habitat improved stormwater management. 

 

18. That the solar panels will be at a fixed tilt facing south and will not include any moving 

parts and therefore, will not produce any discernible noise. 

 

19. That the battery storage units will be air conditioned and the air condenser units will be 

outside, which will produce some noise but will be within allowable standards outlined in 

State Statute and City Code. 

 

20. That the battery storage units will include fire suppression. 

 

21. That the City’s Comprehensive Plan addresses solar access protection and through stated 

policies, encourages cooperation with other agencies to develop programs that increase the 

usage of solar energy systems. 

 

22. That the Planning Commission met on September 7, 2017, conducted a public hearing and 

recommended City Council approve/deny the request. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
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1. That the solar energy system will/will not be unduly dangerous or detrimental to persons 

residing or working in the vicinity of the use, or to the public welfar. 

2. That the solar energy system will/will not substantially adversely impair the use, enjoyment 

or market value of any of the surrounding properties. 

 

3. That the solar energy system will/will not be maintained so as to be harmonious and 

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

and will not change the essential character of the area. 

 

4. That the solar energy system will/will not be hazardous to existing or future neighboring 

uses. 

 

5. That the solar energy system will/will not impact essential public facilities and services, 

such as highways, streets, police and fire protection. 

 

6. That the solar energy system will/will not create excessive additinoal requirements at 

public cost for public facilities and services and will not be detrimental to the economic 

welfare of the community. 

 

7. That the solar energy system will/will not involve uses, activities and equipment that will 

be detrimental to any persons, property, or the general welfare by reason of excessive 

production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare or odors. 

 

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

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

 

That the Ramsey City Council hereby grants approval of a Conditional Use Permit (the “Permit”) 

for the installation and maintenance of a solar energy system as the principal use on the Subject 

Property contingent upon the following conditions: 

 

CONDITIONS 
 

1. That this Permit allows for the installation and maintenance of a solar energy system as 

the principal use on the Subject Property. 

 

2. That the Permittee shall submit the final Site Plan for review and approval of the City. 

 

3. That the Permittee shall obtain all necessary permits, including a Building Permit, prior to 

installation of the solar energy system on the Subject Property. 

 

4. That the Permittee shall update the glare study to include receptors on all sides of the 

Subject Property. 

   

5. That the solar energy system shall not create or cause unreasonable glare on properties or 

public roadways.  Unreasonable glare shall mean a public safety hazard as determined by 

the City Council or the appropriate roadway authority. 
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6. That the Permittee shall provide the City with a decommissioning plan that addresses how 

the site will be deconstructed and restored when the solar energy system is removed. 

 

7. That the final Site Plan shall include a landscaping plan that includes the native plants that 

will be established on the Subject Property and outline any necessary maintenance 

activities to ensure the landscape is properly established on the Subject Property. 

 

8. That this Permit shall be perpetual in duration as long as the terms are herein complied 

with. 

 

9. That the Permittee shall be responsible for all City costs incurred in administering and 

enforcing this Permit. 

 

10. That the City Administrator, or his/her designee, shall have the right to inspect the premises 

for compliance and safety purposes annually or at any time, upon reasonable request. 

 

11. That this Permit shall automatically expire if the use is not initiated by October 10, 2018. 

 

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

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

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

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

the 10th day of October, 2017 
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PERMITTEE 

 

Connexus Energy hereby acknowledges receipt of this Permit and that they have reviewed the 

conditions of this Permit and have agreed that they will comply with the terms of this Permit. 

 

By:       Its:       

      

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF   ) 

 

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

appeared _______________________, the       of Connexus Energy, 

a Domestic Cooperative under the laws of Minnesota, on behalf of the Cooperative,  to me known 

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

they executed the same as their free act and deed. 

 

             

       Notary Public 

 

PROPERTY OWNER 

 

Anoka County hereby acknowledges receipt of this Permit and that they have reviewed the 

conditions of this Permit and have agreed that they will comply with the terms of this Permit. 

 

By:       Its:       

      

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF   ) 

 

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

appeared _______________________, the       of Anoka County, a 

Municipal Corporation under the laws of Minnesota, on behalf of the Corporation,  to me known 

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

they executed the same as their free act and deed. 

 

             

       Notary Public 
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CITY OF RAMSEY: 

 

 

By:       By:       

 Mayor       City Clerk 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

appeared Sarah Strommen and Jo Ann M. Thieling, to me personally known, who, being each by 

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

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

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

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

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

Corporation. 

 

              

       Notary Public 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This document drafted by: 

City of Ramsey  

7550 Sunwood Dr NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

This document reviewed by: 

Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney 

730 Second Ave. S., Suite 300 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 
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Meeting Date: 09/07/2017  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
CASE ADDED/PUBLIC HEARING: Consider Resolution #17-09-217 Granting a Variance to Front Yard Setback
for Parking Lots and Resolution #17-09-218 Granting a Conditional Use Permit for Motor Vehicle Sales at 7103
Highway 10 NW (Project No. 17-140); Case of Motors on 10

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to consider the following: 

Conditional Use Permit - Motor Vehicle Sales1.
Variance - Front Yard Setback (Parking Lot)2.

Notification:
Staff has attempted to notify all Property Owners within 350 feet of the Property of the Public Hearing. The Public
Hearing Notice was published in the Anoka County UnionHerald.

Observations/Alternatives:
The request for Conditional Use Permit will allow the expansion of a parking lot to facilitate motor vehicle sales.
For enforcement and review purposes, the City made motor vehicle sales a Conditional Use Permit in 2009. The
request, overall, seems reasonable, with exceptions outlined below.

The expansion shall require an easement with the City for use of City-owned property for portions of the proposed
stormwater improvements.

The proposed expansion is deficient in front yard setbacks for parking lots. If the Planning Commission so desires,
approval shall require the issuance of a Variance. The parcel is odd-shaped, and the building is screened from view
from Highway 10. The City has had enforcement difficulties with past users of this parcel, using the unimproved
area for display of vehicles for sale in violation of City Code. Expansion of the parking lot would improve the
condition of the property and reduce the amount of enforcement action necessary on the parcel.

When considering a Variance, the Planning Commission shall consider the following factors: 
The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by the zoning
ordinance.

1.

The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created by the landowner.2.
The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.3.
Economic considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties4.

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

Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the Conditional Use Permit to allow the expansion of the parking lot.

↵



Staff recommends approval of the Conditional Use Permit to allow the expansion of the parking lot.

The Planning Commission must decide if the request to variance to the 20 feet front yard setback (parking lot) is a
reasonable request. The Applicant has stated that the built environment surrounding the parcel (the adjacent parcel
to the west is lawful, non-conforming and does not have the 20 foot setback), that the request is reasonable. The
Planning Commission is making the final decision on the request for Variance; it is not a recommendation to the
City Council.

Action:
Motion #1 (separate motion): Motion to adopt Resolution #17-09-217 granting a Variance to Front Yard Setbacks
for Parking Lots. (Note: the Planning Commission is making a quasi-judicial decision on this motion, not a
recommendation)

Motion #2 (separate motion): Motion to recommend that the City Council adopt Resolution #17-09-218 granting
a Conditional Use Permit for Motor Vehicle Sales, contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Plan Set
Staff Review Letter
Resolution #17-09-217: Variance
Resolution #17-09-218: Conditional Use Permit

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill (Originator) Tim Gladhill 09/05/2017 04:23 PM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 08/30/2017 01:51 PM
Final Approval Date: 09/05/2017 
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CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 

TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 

 

DATE AUGUST 

28, 2017  

PROJECT ADDRESS  7103 TH 10 NW 

PROJECT. TITLE MOTORS ON 10 PARKING LOT EXPANSION 

ESCROW # 115491 

DEPARTMENT: Engineering  

TECHNICAL 

REVIEWER: 

Name: Joe Feriancek 

Phone:  763 433-9893 

Email:  jferiancek@cityoframsey.com 

 

The Engineering Department offers the following comments regarding the Construction Plans 

for Site Grading and Parking Lot and Miscellaneous Construction.  The submittal consists of 6 

sheets prepared by Hakanson Anderson dated July 20. 2017, Revised per Client 8/2/17, and a 

Stormwater Management Plan dated July 21, 2017, both received August 4, 2017. 

 

General comments: 

 

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

the legend for the sheet. Several symbols and line types are not included in the legends. 

2. Provide addresses for the parcels shown on the plans. 

 

Sheet Specific Comments: 

 

Sheet 3 
1. Protect the existing septic drainfield with construction fence. 

2. Show the elevation at the eastern edge of existing bituminous at the mill bituminous 

pavement location. 

 

Sheet 4 
1. Protect the infiltration basin with silt fence. 

2. Tipout Curb is shown in the legend, but not located in the plans. 

3. Reference Note 2 calls out drawing STD-603 or STD-604, provide this drawing in the 

details. 

4. Complete the legend per general comment 1. 

 

Sheet 5 
1. Complete the legend per general comment 1. 

 



Review File: Motors on 10 Parking Lot Expansion 

Construction Plans for Site Grading and Parking Lot and Miscellaneous Construction 

Engineering Review 

August 28, 2017 

Page 2 of 2 

 

Stormwater Management Plan 
1. The Drainage Diagram numbers are reversed on HydroCAD, start over with report and 

map number lines. 

2. The pond area scaled from the plans is < 10% of the HydroCAD area. 

3. Need MIDS Calculation for infiltration. 

4. A soil boring is required in the infiltration basin to a depth 15 feet below the surface. 

5. The perforated pipe, infiltration trench, is not in the model. 

 

 

**Please return annotated review sheet documenting changes** 

 



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

 

RESOLUTION #17-09-217 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF A VARIANCE TO THE PARKING 

AND PAVING SETBACK FROM STREET RIGHT OF WAY. 

 

RECITALS 

 

1. Motors on Ten, LLC (Permittee), has properly applied for a variance (the “Variance”) from 

the parking and paving setback from street right of way in the H-1 Highway 10 Business 

District on the property generally known as 7103 Highway 10 and legally described as 

follows: 

 

That part of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter Section 27, Township 32, 

Range 25 described as follows:  Beginning at a point on the northeasterly right of way 

boundary of Trunk Highway No 10, 710.23 feet southeasterly from intersection of said 

right of way with west line of said Quarter Quarter, thence on assumed bearing south 

65 degrees, 22 minutes, 49 seconds, east along said right of way 33.01 feet, thence on 

bearing north parallel with west line of said Quarter Quarter and its southerly extension, 

355.61 feet to southerly rail road right of way, thence north 66 degrees, 11 minutes, 34 

seconds west, along said rail road right of way 143.37 feet, thence on bearing south 

205.79 feet, thence south 65 degrees, 22 minutes 49 seconds east 111.28 feet, thence 

on bearing south, 147.58 feet to point of beginning, except road subject to easement of 

record, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

And 

 

That part of Lot 5 Auditors Subdivision No 31, beginning at northwest right of way of 

Trunk Highway No. 10 and the southwest corner of Kovar Addition, thence 

northwesterly along said right of way 33.01 feet, thence north to north line of Section 

34, Township 32, Range 25, thence east along said north line to west line of said Kovar 

Addition, thence south along said west line to point of beginning, Anoka County, 

Minnesota 

 

And 

 

Lot 1, Block 1 Kovar Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

(the "Subject Property"); and 

 

2. That That the Permittee appeared before the Planning Commission for a public hearing 

pursuant to Section 117-53 of the Ramsey City Code on September 7, 2017 and that said 

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

hereby incorporated as a part of these findings by reference. 

 



Resolution #17-09-217 

Page 2 of 5 

3. That the Subject Property is zoned H-1 Highway 10  Business District and is approximately 

1.52 acres in size. 

 

4. That the Subject Property abuts the railroad tracks to the north, Highway 10 to the south, 

and parcels to the east and west of the Subject Property are zoned H-1 Highway 10 Business 

District. 

 

5. That the Permittee has submitted a Site Plan to expand the paved area on the Subject 

Property to provide additional area to display motor vehicles for sale. 

 

6. That Section 117-120 of the City Code requires all parking and pavement (including 

maneuvering, sales, and display areas), setback from street right-of-way at least twenty 

(20) feet. 

7. That a portion of the Subject Property is already paved, is within the required greenspace, 

and is considered lawful, nonconforming. 

8. That the two adjacent parcels also have paved areas within the required greenspace and are 

also considered to be lawful, nonconforming. 

9. That the expansion of the paved area is an attempt to bring and keep the Subject Property 

in compliance with zoning standards. 

FINDINGS 

 

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

 

2. That the plight was/was not created by the Permittee. 

 

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

 

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

adjacent property. 

 

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

in the applicable zoning district. 

 

6. That, if granted, the variance will/will not increase the congestion on the public street. 

 

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

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

 

8. That, if granted, the Variance will/will not permit standards that are lower than those 

required by state law. 

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

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

accomplish the intended purpose of the Permittee. 

 

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

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

 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF 

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

 

CONDITIONS 

 

1. That a Variance to the required paving and parking setback from street right-of-way is 

hereby granted in accordance with the plans prepared by Hakanson Anderson and dated 

July 20, 2017, revised August 3, 2017, contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review 

Letter dated August 28, 2017.  

 

2. That the Permittee shall be responsible for obtaining a Conditional Use Permit for the 

expansion of a lawful, non-conforming use on the Subject Property. 

 

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

enforcing this Variance. 

 

5. The Variance shall become null and void if the use is not initiated by September 7, 2018 

and pavement installation shall be considered initiation.  

 

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

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

 

  

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

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

the 7th day of September, 2017. 

 

 

Motors on Ten, LLC hereby acknowledges receipt of this variance and that they have reviewed 

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

 

 

By:       Its:       
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STATE OF MINNESOTA  ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

appeared _______________________, the       of Motors on Ten, 

LLC, a Limited Liability Corporation (Domestic) under the laws of Minnesota, on behalf of the 

Corporation,  to me known to be the person described in and who executed the foregoing 

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

 

       ____________________________  

       Notary Public 
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CITY OF RAMSEY: 

 

By: ______________________________  By: ______________________________  

Planning Commission Chairperson   City Clerk 

 

 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Municipal Corporation. 

 

      ______________________________ 

       Notary Public 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This document drafted by: 

City of Ramsey  

7550 Sunwood Dr NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

This document reviewed by: 

Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney 

730 Second Ave. S., Suite 300 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 

 

 



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

 

RESOLUTION #17-09-218 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

TO MOTORS ON TEN, LLC, TO EXPAND A LAWFUL NONCONFORMING USE AND 

TO ALLOW MOTOR VEHICHLE MOTOR VEHICLE SALES IN THE H-1 HIGHWAY 

10 BUSINESS DISTRICT AND DECLARING TERMS OF SAME: 

 

RECITALS 

 

1. Motors on Ten, LLC, hereinafter referred to as the “Permittee” has properly applied for a 

Conditional Use Permit to expand a lawful, conforming use and allow motor vehicle sales 

on the property generally known as 7103 Highway 10 NW and legally described as follows: 

 

That part of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter Section 27, Township 32, 

Range 25 described as follows:  Beginning at a point on the northeasterly right of way 

boundary of Trunk Highway No 10, 710.23 feet southeasterly from intersection of said 

right of way with west line of said Quarter Quarter, thence on assumed bearing south 

65 degrees, 22 minutes, 49 seconds, east along said right of way 33.01 feet, thence on 

bearing north parallel with west line of said Quarter Quarter and its southerly extension, 

355.61 feet to southerly rail road right of way, thence north 66 degrees, 11 minutes, 34 

seconds west, along said rail road right of way 143.37 feet, thence on bearing south 

205.79 feet, thence south 65 degrees, 22 minutes 49 seconds east 111.28 feet, thence 

on bearing south, 147.58 feet to point of beginning, except road subject to easement of 

record, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

And 

 

That part of Lot 5 Auditors Subdivision No 31, beginning at northwest right of way of 

Trunk Highway No. 10 and the southwest corner of Kovar Addition, thence 

northwesterly along said right of way 33.01 feet, thence north to north line of Section 

34, Township 32, Range 25, thence east along said north line to west line of said Kovar 

Addition, thence south along said west line to point of beginning, Anoka County, 

Minnesota 

 

And 

 

Lot 1, Block 1 Kovar Addition, Anoka County, Minnesota 

 

 (“Subject Property”) 

 

2. That the Permittee appeared before the Planning Commission for a public hearing pursuant 

to Section 117-51 (Conditional Use Permits) of the Ramsey City Code on September 7, 

2017, and that said public hearing was properly advertised and that the minutes of said 

public hearing are hereby incorporated by reference. 
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3. That the Subject Property is zoned H-1 Highway 10 Business District and is approximately 

1.52 acres in size. 

 

4. That the Subject Property abuts the railroad tracks to the north, Highway 10 to the south, 

and parcels to the east and west of the Subject Property are zoned H-1 Highway 10 Business 

District. 

 

5. That the Permittee has submitted a Site Plan to expand the paved area on the Subject 

Property to provide additional area to display motor vehicles for sale. 

 

6. That Section 117-120 of the City Code requires all parking and pavement (including 

maneuvering, sales, and display areas), setback from street right-of-way at least twenty 

(20) feet. 

7. That the Permittee has applied for a Variance to the setback requirement. 

8. That motor vehicle, implement, and recreation equipment sales and service is a conditional 

use in the H-1 Highway 10 Business District. 

 

9. That motor vehicle sales had been occurring on the Subject Property when City Code was 

amended to identify motor vehicle sales as a Conditional Use and has been occurring 

continuously on the Subject Property since that amendment. 

 

10. That the Permittee has requested a Conditional Use Permit to expand the lawful non-

conforming use by expanding the paving/parking area and to allow for motor vehicle sales 

on the Subject Property.  

 

11. That City Code Section 117-356 (Commercial and Industrial Development Off-Street 

Parking) requires one (1) dedicated customer parking space for every ten (10) vehicles 

displayed; three (3) dedicated customer parking spaces for each enclosed bay; and one (1) 

dedicated parking space for each full time employee. 

 

12. That vehicles displayed for sale shall be restricted to bituminous or concrete surfaces only. 

 

13. That the Planning Commission met on September 7, 2017, conducted a public hearing and 

recommended City Council approval/denial of the request. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1. That motor vehicle sales will/will not be unduly dangerous or detrimental to 

persons residing or working in the vicinity of the use, or to the public welfar. 

 

2. That motor vehicle sales will/will not substantially adversely impair the use, 

enjoyment or market value of any of the surrounding properties. 
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3. That the motor vehicle sales operation will/will not be maintained so as to be 

harmonious and appropriate in appearance with the existing or intended character 

of the general vicinity and will/will not change the essential character of the area. 

 

4. That motor vehicle sales will/will not be hazardous to existing or future neighboring 

uses. 

 

5. That motor vehicle sales will/will not impact essential public facilities and services, 

such as highways, streets, police and fire protection. 

 

6. That motor vehicle sales will/will not create excessive additinoal requirements at 

public cost for public facilities and services and will/will not be detrimental to the 

economic welfare of the community. 

 

7. That motor vehicle sales will/will not involve uses, activities and equipment that 

will be detrimental to any persons, property, or the general welfare by reason of 

excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare or odors. 

 

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

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

 

That the Ramsey City Council hereby grants approval of a Conditional Use Permit (the “Permit”) 

for the expansion of a lawful nonconforming use and for motor vehicle sales on the Subject 

Property contingent upon the following conditions: 

 

CONDITIONS 
 

1. That this Permit allows for motor vehicle sales to occur on the Subject Property. 

 

2. That the expansion of the paved area shall be in accordance with the plans prepared by 

Hakanson Anderson and dated July 20, 2017, revised August 3, 2017, and in compliance 

with the Staff Review Letter dated August 28, 2017. 

 

3. That motor vehicle sales and repairs shall only be conducted within the building located on 

the Subject Property. 

 

4. That the Permittee shall maintain the Subject Property in compliance with City Code 

Section 117-356 (Commercial and Industrial Development Off-Street Parking) and 

Chapter 30 (Nuisances) at all times. 

 

5. That there shall be no salvaging of parts from inoperable motor vehicles on site to be used 

to repair other motor vehicles. 

 

6. That there shall be no outside storage of parts or cannibalized vehicles on the Subject 

Property. 
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7. That the Permittee shall obtain all necessary permits to complete any required building 

modifications. 

 

8. That the Permittee (and tenants) shall obtain all necessary licenses to lawfully operate 

motor vehicle sales operations on the Subject Property. 

 

9. That the Permittee shall stripe all required customer parking stalls and those stalls shall not 

be used for any use other than customer parking. 

 

10. That the Permittee shall maintain all required drive aisle widths in accordance with City 

Code Section 117-356. 

 

11. That this Permit shall be perpetual in duration as long as the terms are herein complied 

with. 

 

12. That the Permittee shall be responsible for all City costs incurred in administering and 

enforcing this Permit. 

 

13. That the City Administrator, or his/her designee, shall have the right to inspect the premises 

for compliance and safety purposes annually or at any time, upon reasonable request. 

 

14. That this Permit shall automatically expire if the use is not initiated by  

September 12, 2018. 

 

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

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

 

and the following voted against the same: 

 

and the following abstained: 

 

and the following were absent: 

 

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

the 12th day of September, 2017 

 

Motors on Ten, LLC hereby acknowledges receipt of this Permit and that they have reviewed the 

conditions of this Permit and have agreed that they will comply with the terms of this Permit. 

 

By:       Its:       

      

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF   ) 
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On this   day of    , ____, before me, a Notary Public, personally 

appeared _______________________, the       of Motors on  Ten, 

LLC, a Limited Liability Corporation (Domestic) under the laws of Minnesota, on behalf of the 

Corporation, to me known to be the person described in and who executed the foregoing instrument 

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

 

             

       Notary Public 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CITY OF RAMSEY: 

 

 

By:       By:       

 Mayor       City Clerk 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 

 

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

appeared Sarah Strommen and Jo Ann M. Thieling, to me personally known, who, being each by 

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

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

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

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

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

Corporation. 

 

              

       Notary Public 
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This document drafted by: 

City of Ramsey  

7550 Sunwood Dr NW 

Ramsey, MN 55303 

This document reviewed by: 

Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney 

730 Second Ave. S., Suite 300 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 

 

 



   
Regular Planning Commission   6. 1.           
Meeting Date: 09/07/2017  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Receive Update on Proposed Plat Known as Northfork Meadows Located Near Puma Street and Alpine Drive;
Case of Paxmar (Project No. 17-126)

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to receive an update and provide general policy direction prior to the Developer
(Paxmar) submitting a Preliminary Plat for official review. The City Council previously reviewed this case on June
27. Direction at that time was to host a public engagement workshop. The City Council noted two (2) topics to
focus on: 

Density Transitioning1.
Reliability/Consistency of the Comprehensive Plan2.

The original concept has undergone Sketch Plan Review with the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission
outlined a number of concerns indicated in the attached minutes from June 13. The City then held a public
workshop on August 3, 2017.

The City Council discussed next steps for review of this project on August 22nd. Concept #1 as outlined below
was presented to the City Council. Subsequent to that discussion, the Developer provided a second concept to
consider at this time (all 65 foot wide, detached single-family lots, no detached townhomes). Staff will give a more
detailed presentation at the meeting. One element removed on the second concept is the level of density
transitioning originally proposed (although the overall density is reduced).

Medium Density Residential Concept (65 foot wide single-family lots + detached townhomes)

Subsequent to that workshop, the Developer revised the concept to include better transitioning as discussed with the
City Council. General feedback from the workshop included some support for the overall concept, with the
improved density transitioning (lot size, lot width, lot depth, landscaping buffer). Staff does note, however, that a
number of area stakeholders prefer to leave the Comprehensive Plan as Low Density Residential, but Staff believes
there is room for compromise and there are some benefits of the proposed development.

Low Density Residential Concept (65 foot wide single-family lots)

Following City Council Review on August 22, 2017, the Developer presented Staff with a concept of all lots
approximately 65 feet wide. Assuming the net density was within the range of 2.5 units per acre and four (4) units
per acre, the project could move forward without a Comprehensive Plan Amendment. However, under this
scenario, a Zoning Amendment to Planned Unit Development would be required, as the proposed lots would be
deficient in lot width. Density transitioning would still be required where adjacent to Rural Developing lots. Planned
Unit Developments do require the Developer adding an element of public benefit in exchange for negotiating
certain design standards (such as lot width).

Current Stage/Purpose of Sketch Plan Review

A Sketch Plan affords the City the opportunity to review a project before it enters the official Preliminary Plat
stage. The Preliminary Plat (future step) is the most important step in the review process and gives 'entitlement' to
the project.



Please note that the request requires a Zoning Amendment and/or Comprehensive Plan Amendment. The City can,
but is not obligated to, approve said amendment. The City has discretion on how to move forward with the request.
It is worth noting that an existing goal of the Comprehensive Plan is to provide for more meaningful density
transitioning. This goal was in response to the practice of simply relying on landscaping buffer as a means of
transition, as opposed to transition of actual lot size. This goal seems to have been confirmed through the early
stages of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update.

Notification:
Staff attempted to notify all Property Owners within 700 feet of the Subject Property of the Sketch Plan Review.

Observations/Alternatives:
There are a number of layers to the review of this project. Please see the attached review letter for specific review.
Topics include, but are not limited to, the following: 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Compliance with Zoning and Subdivision Code

In this case, Sketch Plan Review is a critical path for this project given that a Comprehensive Plan Amendment is
required. There is known opposition to the project. The project also appears to have a level of support as well. There
is not strong consensus in either direction. Staff needs Planning Commission and City Council direction in order to
respond to the request. At this time, Staff can only layout pros and cons to the project.

Pros 

Additional residential units/tax base/demographics for retail growth.
Completion of Puma Street concurrently to existing project (Riverstone Addition/Bunker Lake Industrial
Park).
Potential for a quality residential project. Potential to be similar to adjacent project that has existing support
from community.
Manages growth of community into strategic locations (concentrate development near The COR, preserve
rural residential areas in other areas identified in the Comprehensive Plan).
Perceived diversification of builders for sustained growth.

Cons 

Weaker density transitioning than previously planned.
Not consistent with Comprehensive Plan that was confirmed after public engagement process in 2013,
refreshed in 2016.
Known/assumed opposition from neighboring property owners.
Extends risk to City related to cost-share of Puma Street construction.
Perceived saturation of product type in small geographic area.

As proposed, this project would also have the potential for financial obligations to the City to complete the final
segment of Puma Street. The proposed development would complete a portion of Phase 2 of Puma Street at the cost
of the Developer (amount to be determined with future steps and known costs). The Developer then proposes that
the remaining cost be split between the City and Riverstone Addition (Capstone), which is located to the west of
this project site. Staff is not proposing to discuss this aspect of the project at this time, but at a future review step
once additional direction on land use and zoning is provided. There is room for negotiation on this topic with future
cases.

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

Recommendation:
Staff does believe it is reasonable to move to the next step in the review process to include Preliminary Plat and
Comprehensive Plan Amendment. Taking this step does not obligate the City Council to approve the project, but
will continue discussions and continue momentum towards compromise.



Action:
Provide high-level feedback to the Developer to aide in deciding whether to move forward with the Preliminary Plat
and Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Medium Density Concept
Low Density Residential Concept
Adjacent Project Context Map
Developer Narrative
Letters of Support
Letters of Opposition
Developer Supplemental Submittal
Density Comparison
Draft Planning Commission Minutes dated June 12, 2017
Additional Tafoya Comments
DRAFT City Council Meeting Minutes dated June 27, 2017
DRAFT City Council Meeting Minutes dated August 22, 2017

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill (Originator) Tim Gladhill 08/30/2017 01:49 PM
Chris Anderson Chris Anderson 08/31/2017 08:47 AM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 08/30/2017 01:16 PM
Final Approval Date: 08/31/2017 
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BOTANICAL NAMEKEY COMMON NAME SIZE ROOT QTY.
LANDSCAPE LEGEND

INSTALL
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MATURE
HEIGHTEVERGREEN TREES
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-COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 6' BBPicea pungensCB

-SCOTCH PINE 6' BBPinus sylvestrisSP

6' 40'

6' 55'

6' 50'

NORWAY SPRUCEPicea abesNS

CH CANADIAN HEMLOCKTsuga canadensis

-6' BB

-6' BB

6' 60'

6' 40'
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Paxmar Recommendations for City Support of Northfork Meadows Addition 

The following talking points were provided by the Developer of Northfork Meadows (Paxmar) as 

suggestions for supporting a change to the Comprehensive Plan Amendment from Low Density 

Residential to Medium Density Residential. 

Please note that City Staff does not necessary support nor endorse each of these items. City Staff is 

avoiding responding to each of these talking points to avoid a loop of ‘point/counter-point’.  

Reasons city should consider approval: 
 

1. Have a developer who is willing to pay almost 60% up front for overall projected costs of Puma 
extension (total estimated costs puma street extension $1.4 million- developer portion 
$800,000). [Staff note: this cost-share agreement has not been reviewed by the City Council. It 
would still obligate the City to certain future expenses.] 

2. Plan increases density, which will increase long-term tax revenue. 
3. Not feasible to develop under straight [Low Density Residential/R-1 Residential District]. 
4. Plan fits to area- Not a lot of amenities to area and is basic flat field located next to business 

park to south, multi- family to west, busy street to north and single family to east.  
5. Would increase rooftops to attract commercial/business users in new business park and existing 

COR. 
6. Give community more choices on housing stock for area and not limit to [one] builder. 
7. Decrease city exposure of failure to [recoup] fees by allowing multiple builders/product being 

built. 
8. Finishes entire area with least amount of prolonged roads under construction. 
9. Shows strong support to business leaders that city’s growth is important- lots of housing options 

for workforce. 
10. Would give city a surge of cash with lots of [fees], [Sewer Availability Charge (SAC) and [Water 

Availability Charge (WAC)] fees being paid. [Staff note: the goal for the City is not to maximize 
collection of fees. Fees are being collected to offset impacts of development and to pay for 
infrastructure needed to serve the proposed development. Staff would recommend that this not 
be a finding to support the request.] 

 
 



















Tim 

 

We as the city of Ramsey put a lot of work and money into 

developing the Comp Plan and we feel it needs to remain as it is 

and would not like to see it amended. 

 

We as a [border land-owner] would not like to see the mid 

density that is desired on the Hageman Holdings NW acres on 

Puma and Alpine instead of the low density that the Comp Plan 

calls for. 

  

I, Al, personally, when on the City Council, did a lot of work 

years ago on the Comprehensive Plan so I have a vested interest 

in the plan and would not want to see it amended. 

 

We as a family 100% support land owners right to develop their 

own land, but we believe development needs to comply with 

what fits the area.   

 

Alan Pearson & Family 
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Tim Gladhill

From: Val Kruger <Val.Kruger@psdlanddevelopment.com>
Sent: Monday, June 12, 2017 3:34 PM
To: Tim Gladhill
Subject: Opposing Letter to the Paxmar Project 

Tim: 
 
My husband and I are writing this letter of opposition to the proposed Paxmar development which is directly behind our 
residence where we have lived for 40+ years.  We feel this type of high density development is going to change the 
essential character of our neighborhood.   
 
When we first built our home we were surrounded by farm fields and there was never any mention of any high density 
developments and that is one of the reasons we chose to build where we did in Ramsey. 
 
If the City feels it must move ahead with this project, we would like to see some type of noise/visual buffer between our 
property and the high density housing proposed.  We would like to suggest a tree screening buffer and/or a berm to 
separate the properties.   
 
Ramsey has changed drastically over the past forty years while our neighborhood has been able to keep the rural small 
town feel.  Please do not take this away from us nor take away our quiet enjoyment that is sure to be created by a high 
density housing right in our back yard. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lonnie and Val Kruger 
15210 Kangaroo Street NW 
Ramsey, MN 55303 
 
Val Kruger 
 



1

Tim Gladhill

From: Kent Roessler <kent@paxmar.com>
Sent: Monday, June 19, 2017 11:19 AM
To: Tim Gladhill
Cc: Alan Roessler; Philip Rondeau; Pankratz, Brian L. @ Minneapolis
Subject: Lot layout on east end and adjacent values
Attachments: Property values of neighbors.pdf; East side Lot Comparison Sketch.pdf

Tim 
We laid out east end to show existing zoning and what would be allowed alongside of  our proposal. 
As you can see we net 3 extra lots which helps pay for puma. 
 
We also pulled the values from Anoka County Assessor dept for 2017 values. Pretty hard to back up a $400k 80’ lot build 
to a bunch of $200k properties. 
 
Please add these to your packets and if we have time I would like to calculate a cost comparison to add for total 
build/revenue for city. Please let me know what cut off time for packets will be. 
 
Thanks 
 

Kent Roessler 
Cell (612) 242‐5051 | Fax (763) 753‐9812 
www.paxmar.com | kent@paxmar.com 
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City Fee Comparison North Fork Meadows

Description Unit Price R-1 Zoning Total R-1 PUD TOTAL PUD Notes

Park Dedication and Trail Development Units Units
Park Dedication 2,800.00$  66 184,800.00$       149 417,200.00$       
Trail Development 800.00$      66 52,800.00$          149 119,200.00$       

-$                      -$                      
Water and Sewer Fees -$                      -$                      
Water Fees - Trunk / Connection 1,720.00$  66 113,520.00$       149 256,280.00$       
Sewer Fees - Trunk / Connection 1,154.00$  66 76,164.00$          149 171,946.00$       

-$                      -$                      
Stormwater Management Fees -$                      -$                      
Stormwater Management 473.00$      66 31,218.00$          149 70,477.00$          

-$                      -$                      
Street Light fees -$                      -$                      
Three (3) Years Operation and Maintenance 294.00$      TBD TBD Fixture Count Needed

Total Development Fees 458,502.00$      1,035,103.00$   
Sewer & Water  Charges Collected with Building Permit

Water Accessibility Charge (WAC) 1,267.00$  66 83,622.00$          149 188,783.00$       
Sewer Accessibility Charge (SAC) 2,485.00$  66 164,010.00$       149 370,265.00$       

SAC/WAC Totals 247,632.00$      559,048.00$      

Proposed Additional City Development Fees 576,601.00$      

Proposed Additional SAC/WAC Fees 311,416.00$      

Total Proposed Additional Fees 888,017.00$      



Project Cost Comparison North Fork Meadows

Description R-1 - 66 units /unit PUD - 149 units /unit

Hard Cost - Grading, Pipe, Roads, Etc. 2,300,000.00$   34,848.48$       2,300,000.00$    15,436.24$    

10% City Escrow Fee 230,000.00$      3,484.85$          230,000.00$       1,543.62$       

Puma St. Extension 800,000.00$      12,121.21$       800,000.00$       5,369.13$       

10% City Escrow Fee 80,000.00$        1,212.12$          80,000.00$         536.91$          

Engineering 330,000.00$      5,000.00$          521,500.00$       3,500.00$       

City Fees 458,502.00$      6,947.00$          1,035,103.00$    6,947.00$       
4,198,502.00$  63,613.67$       4,966,603.00$   33,332.91$    

The cost of each project is substantially similar, regardless of the product developed.  The only major deviations are the City Fees
and Engineering, which are based per unit.

Our proposal significantly lowers the per unit costs to a point where it is fiscally feasible to move forward.

*Costs do not include any profit margin for the developer or Land cost



Property Tax Comparison North Fork Meadows

*Tax based on Anoka County estimated tax calculator

R-1 - 80' SF 65' SF Lots Detached Townhome PUD

Units 66 56 93 149

Taxable Market Value/unit 330,000.00$        300,000.00$            225,000.00$             

Property Tax/unit (homesteaded) 4,046.00$             3,643.00$                2,636.00$                  Total PUD TMV

Total Taxable Market Value 21,780,000.00$  16,800,000.00$      20,925,000.00$        37,725,000.00$     

Paxmar Proposed additional Taxable Market Value over and above current zoning 15,945,000.00$      

Yearly Property Tax gain if rezoned to Paxmar proposed PUD 182,120.00$            



North Fork Meadows/Riverstone Comparison 
 
The developable area is approximately 33.5 acres in size. Both projects have a variety of lot sizes, but 
overall/gross density is generally comparable. Capstone is proposing two styles of lot sizes in their 
detached single-family portion of the development, with lot sizes of 65 foot wide and 50 foot wide lots. 
Capstone is also proposing six (6) four unit attached single-family townhomes (48 units). Paxmar is 
proposing 65 foot wide single-family lots and 38 foot wide detached townhome lots.  
 
Comparison 
 

 Riverstone (Capstone) 
293 units 

North Fork Meadows (Paxmar) 
149 units 

Detached Single-Family 65 foot wide & 50 foot wide 
245 units (83.5% of the 
project) 
62.27 acres of the project 
Density = 3.93 units/acre 

65 feet wide 
56 units (37.5% of the project) 
20 acres of the project 
Density = 2.8 units per acre 

Townhomes Attached (4 unit) 
50 foot wide individual lots 
48 units (16.5% of the project) 
7.38 acres of the project 
Density = 6.5 units/acre 

Detached 
38 foot wide lots  
93 units (62.5% of the project) 
13.5 acres of the project 
Density = 6.88 units/acre 

Dedicated/Protected Open Space 20.67 acres 0 acres 

 
In terms of gross density, Riverstone calculates at 3.24 units per acre while North Fork Meadows 
calculates at 4.45. Two factors generally contribute to the difference in density. 
 

1. Riverstone has more open space planned compared to North Fork Meadows. When we look at 
net density, removing these open spaces from the calculation, the comparison is more similar. 

2. North Fork Meadows has a higher percentage mix of the higher density units (townhomes) 
compared to Riverstone.  
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5.02: Consider Sketch Plan Review for Northfork Meadows located Near Puma Street and Alpine 

Drive; Case of Paxmar (Project #17-126)  

 

Presentation 

 

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

review a sketch plan for a 149-lot subdivision (56 detached single-family lots with 65-foot-wide 

lots, and 93 detached townhome lots). A Sketch Plan affords the Planning Commission the opportunity to 

review a project before it enters the official Preliminary Plat stage. The Preliminary Plat (future step) is 

the most important step in the review process and gives the project 'entitlement' to the project. Please note 

that the request requires a Comprehensive Plan Amendment. The City can approve said amendment, but 

is not obligated to approve said amendment. The City has discretion on how to move forward with the 

request.  

 

Commission Business 

 

Chairperson Bauer stated he was not on the Planning Commission when the current Comprehensive Plan 

was put in place.  He understood the Commission had to thoroughly evaluate each change and questioned 

why the current zoning designation was put in place.  

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained the current zoning designation (Low Density 

Residential) has been in place for the past 20 years.  However, in the yearly 2000’s Pulte homes proposed 

a housing development which matched the LDR zoning.  He indicated this development was never 

completed.  He reported this zoning designation was reconfirmed in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan.   

 

Commissioner Brauer recalled this property had been zoned LDR since before The COR was developed.   

 

Commissioner Gengler asked if the neighborhood to the east was zoned LDR. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reported this property was zoned Rural Developing and was 

outside of the MUSA. 

 

Commissioner Nosan questioned if Capstone’s subdivision would be across the street from Paxmar’s 

proposed project.  

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated this was the case. 

 

Commissioner Nosan inquired what the differences were between the Capstone and Paxmar 

developments. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill explained both developments were medium density projects.  

He described the differing buffers between the two projects.  

 

Kent Roessler, Paxmar Land Development, introduced himself to the Commission and thanked them for 

their time.  He explained he had several national and local builders that were interested in a housing 

development in Ramsey.  He stated he currently had a development in Elk River with 250 to 300 lots, and 

other developments he was working on in Blaine, Buffalo and North Branch.  He discussed the proposed 

detached townhouse community in further detail with the Commission and indicated these types of units 

were in demand.  He reported this development would have a homeowner’s association to maintain the 

exterior of the units.  He provided further comment on the styles and types of detached townhome units 
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that would be constructed, along with the proposed price points.  He then discussed the advantages of his 

proposed upscale neighborhood. 

 

Commissioner Brauer asked if the developer believed the site was being proposed for multi-family based 

on the site or current market conditions. 

 

Mr. Roessler stated he had considered both the site location and the market conditions.  He discussed the 

developments that surrounding the subject property and recommended the Commission consider re-

guiding the property.  He anticipated his development would nicely complement the Capstone 

development. 

 

Commissioner Brauer commented on the density transition issue.  He questioned if the developer could 

amend his plans. 

 

Mr. Roessler explained there was no easy way to completely buffer the project from the three adjacent 

homeowners.  He reported there was an existing tree line in place that was quite dense.  He stated he 

could work with staff to enhance the rear elevation of the units.   

 

Commissioner Gengler asked what the price range would be for the detached townhome units.  

 

Mr. Roessler stated the single-family homes would be in the high $200,000 to $400,000.  He noted the 

detached townhome units would range in price from $190,000 to $250,000.   

 

Commissioner Nosan believed Paxmar completed nice developments and noted her daughter lived in a 

Paxmar development in Monticello.  She stated she was having a hard time with the transition between 

the proposed project and the existing homeowners.  She questioned how much space was between the 

new units and the existing homes. 

 

Mr. Roessler reviewed the rear yard setback (30 feet) with the Commission and noted most of his units 

were 50 feet from the property line.  He encouraged the Commission to consider the greater good for the 

entire community and not strictly how six properties will be impacted. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill provided further comment on the City’s landscaping and 

buffer requirements.  He understood that more work had to be done to address density transition and 

stated the City was aware of the fact that the existing residents were important to Ramsey.   

 

Commissioner Brauer recommended that the City keep the promises that it has made to its existing 

residents. 

 

Commissioner Anderson stated he was not in favor of 28 foot streets as this was too narrow.  He reviewed 

the variances from City Code within the project and suggested these areas of the development be further 

considered.  He questioned if the detached townhouse units would have brick.   

 

Mr. Roessler reported the front of the units would have brick or stone. 

 

Commissioner Anderson indicated he was struggling with the proposed unit types but stated he would be 

willing to listen to future plans from the developer. 

 

Commissioner Surma expressed concern with the existing homeowners and how their property rights 

would be impacted. 
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Steve Bona, Capstone Homes, stated he did not oppose the development of this property.  He explained 

he designed his neighborhood with the understanding the subject property would be zoned R-1.  He 

feared the market would be flooded with too many high to mid-density units if both projects were 

completed.  He believed the Paxmar units did not fit with the character of the surrounding neighborhood 

and for this reason he encouraged the Commission to keep this property zoned R-1.   

 

Chairperson Bauer recommended a worksession meeting be held on this development to allow for further 

discussion of the project. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated staff could set a date for a worksession meeting. 

 

Commissioner Brauer stated he would like to see the neighboring property owners involved in the 

discussions for the proposed development.  He did not see how the Planning Commission could move 

forward on this project until the Commission received direction from the City Council on the 

Comprehensive Plan amendment.  He explained he did not see a compelling reason to change the 

Comprehensive Plan at this time. 

 

Commissioner Brauer encouraged the developer to continue to work with the City and not take the 

feedback from the Commission as a no. 

 

Chairperson Bauer recommended a work session meeting be scheduled if the City Council supports the 

Comprehensive Plan amendment. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill anticipated that a worksession meeting would not be able to 

be scheduled until July. 
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Tim Gladhill

From: Tafoya Salon and Day Spa <tafoyasalon@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2017 4:10 PM
To: Sarah Strommen; Kristine Williams; John LeTourneau; Jill Johns; Mark Kuzma; Melody H. 

Shryock; Chris Riley
Subject: Northfork Meadows

Mayor Strommen and Council members,  
 
First, thank you for all your time that you put into serving the City of Ramsey.  I do watch the meetings on cable and know 
how much time people can take repeating the same thing and I didn't want to do that last Tuesday evening.  If you can 
take a few minutes to read this it would be appreciated.   
 
George and I built our house 41 years ago.  We raised our 3 kids here and have loved it here.  Besides the farming that 
was done behind our house in the past and in recent years that area has been empty except for the deer, coyotes, 
wolves, pheasants, ducks, loons, other birds and even the mountain lion that walked across the back of my yard a couple 
years ago, and my son even found Indian artifacts on the land --  it's a shame that it will have more than 150 homes built 
on it.  It's just too bad that it wouldn't be made into a preserve. 
 
Here are some of the comments that I think weren't brought out tonight. 
 
1.  440 housing units are going to be packed into that small area by Capstone and Paxmar.  That means at least 880 cars 
making 1 to 8 trips in and out of that area every day.  Just think about that.  This project doesn't fit.  There should be a 
better transition between the 1 acre lots and the new development. 
 
2.  A comment was brought up that there was no neighborhood opposition to the Capstone project.  Well, there are no 
neighbors by the Capstone project, and none of us in the surrounding area were ever notified of the project. 
 
3.  The Comprehenive Plan is a promise between the City and the residents.  It should not be changed for a developer. 
 
4.  Personal privacy rights are being invaded. 
 
5.  Green Space!!! 
 
 
If you go into this neighborhood and just imagine living with 400+ more people and 800+ more cars, I'd like to know how 
you would feel if that happened in your neighborhood.    I'm not sure if that many townhomes are 'crammed' into the 
COR... 
 
Thanks for taking the time for reading this and please take these and our other neighborhood comments into 
consideration.  Extra tax revenue is not always a good thing! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mary Tafoya 
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CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey City Council conducted a City Council Work Session on Tuesday, June 27, 2017, at 

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

 

Members Present: Mayor Sarah Strommen 

   Councilmember Jill Johns  

Councilmember Mark Kuzma 

Councilmember Chris Riley (arrived at 5:35 p.m.) 

Councilmember Melody Shryock 

 

Members Absent: Councilmember John LeTourneau 

Councilmember Kristine Williams 

 

Also Present:  City Administrator Kurtis Ulrich 

Police Chief Jeff Katers 

   Public Works Superintendent Grant Riemer 

Community Development Director Timothy Gladhill 

City Engineer Bruce Westby  

City Planner Chris Anderson 

   Asst. City Administrator/Economic Development Manager Patrick Brama 

   Information Technology Manager Jason Fredrickson 

   Elwyn Tinklenberg, The Tinklenberg Group 

   Greg Damron, CivicPlus 

   Jaime Shannon, CivicPlus 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mayor Strommen called the City Council Work Session to order at 5:33 p.m. 

 

2. TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 

 

2.01: City of Ramsey Website Redesign Update, Recommendation, and Demonstration 

 

Asst. City Administrator/Economic Development Manager Brama reviewed the staff report. 

 

Councilmember Riley arrived at 5:35 p.m. 

 

Greg Damron, CivicPlus, introduced himself noting that his company has been in business for 20 

years and has designed over 2,600 websites.  He explained that they only work with 

governmental entities.  
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Jaime Shannon, CivicPlus, provided examples of other municipal websites that they have created 

for cities of similar sizes.  She highlighted features which allow users to sign up for mobile/email 

alerts.  She stated that the attention span of users is very short, six to 11 seconds and therefore it 

must be easy for users to find the information they need.  She stated that the “how do I” drop 

down menu makes it easy for residents to find the page they need within the website without 

having to know which department handles that duty.  She noted that a search bar within the 

website also makes it easy for users to find the information they are looking for. 

 

Mr. Damron stated that they try to make it easy for users to find the information they need 

through multiple options, so they can choose the option they are most used to using.   

 

Ms. Shannon stated that more pictures and less text also helps to draw people in and keep their 

attention.  She highlighted a City events calendar noting that each department can update their 

own events which will then load into an overall calendar with the same formatting.  She provided 

details on the ease of uploading information and pictures to the website for City staff members.  

She provided additional details on how an online forum can be set up on the website in order to 

gather information from residents and then noted that a select staff person can be set up to 

receive the forum information.  She stated that analytics for online surveys can also be provided.  

She stated that the website can be set up to accept reservations for amenities such as park 

shelters, with each amenity linking to its own calendar and able to accept e-payments to 

complete the reservation. 

 

Mr. Damron stated that all of the features available for the website can also be made available for 

the City’s intranet, noting that just as residents can reserve park facilities, staff can reserve 

conference rooms through the intranet.  He stated that everything that they use for the site is 

ADA compliant and mobile responsive.  He stated that the City would also have the ability to 

create an app but noted that he would not necessarily recommend that as the entire site is mobile 

responsive and therefore the only benefit to an app would be the ability for push notifications. 

 

Ms. Shannon highlighted another city website that features a scrolling newsfeed with items from 

each department that bring you to the specific department page when clicked on.   

 

Mr. Damron provided an example of a department header.  He explained that most companies 

will create a subsite for each department but noted that his company can carry forward the same 

type of dropdown menu and features as the homepage but specific to each department.   

 

Councilmember Kuzma asked how the past archives and history would be handled. 

 

Ms. Shannon stated that there is a document center and archive center that would be created in 

order to be searchable on the site.   

 

Mr. Damron stated that they would also optimize the current content.  He explained that they will 

condense the eight-sentence paragraph into two or three sentences.  He stated that they make it 

simple to update, using the example of an employee that receives a promotion and noting that the 

title can be updated in one place and it will automatically update that title in each of the locations 

that title appears.   
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Councilmember Kuzma stated that it seems that the onboarding process is six to eight months. 

 

Mr. Damron stated that the typical timeline is 16-26 weeks and they have never missed a go live 

date because of something that they have done.  He noted that sometimes there are delays in 

receiving necessary information from departments, which can push the timeline slightly.   

 

Ms. Shannon stated that website security is one of their priorities.  She noted that it is a 

proprietary system that is hosted in a tier two facility and they have never had a breach of 

information.  She stated that they monitor 24/7 because they manage local government websites.   

 

Councilmember Kuzma asked if there is backup. 

 

Ms. Shannon stated that they have three redundant data centers around the country. 

 

Mr. Damron stated that you will never have to call the company with a security problem, the 

company would be calling you.  He stated that they created and manage the Ferguson, Missouri 

website and that did not get hacked or go down during that incident. 

 

Councilmember Shryock asked the benefit of having an app. 

 

Mr. Damron stated that if you have multiple products (Civic Engage, Civic HR, Civic Rec), you 

can manage all of the products within that one app. 

 

Ms. Shannon stated that as a resident if you have signed up for “notify me” you will get a push 

notification when the City updates a notifying item.   

 

Councilmember Kuzma asked if the package would include the app. 

 

Mr. Damron stated that the package the City has been quoted does not include the app but that 

could be added if the City desires.   

 

Mayor Strommen stated that this has been a great demonstration.  She confirmed the consensus 

of the Council to select this vendor based upon what they have seen tonight.  She asked staff at 

what point the Council will be brought in to give some update.  

 

Information Technology Manager Fredrickson stated that they are just getting the Civic Engage 

package.  He noted that the City can select additional aspects if they would like. 

 

Asst. City Administrator/Economic Development Manager Brama stated that he has tracked the 

questions tonight and can bring some information back to the Council along the way. 

 

2.02: Update on WiFi Service 
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Information Technology Manager Fredrickson reviewed the staff report.  He noted that he has 

begun to research the dead spots within the City Hall and confirmed that there are funds 

available through QCTV to address the problem. 

 

2.03: Update on Past Legislative Session and Other Transportation Related Legislative 

Activity 

 

Elwyn Tinklenberg, The Tinklenberg Group, provided an update on recent legislative action.  He 

stated that the work that has gone on within the community from staff and the Council has made 

a huge difference to make people understand why these rail crossing projects are so important.  

He stated that they were not able to get in the House or Senate bonding bill for the crossings.  He 

commended Senator Abeler for his efforts and his willingness to assist but noted that both 

Senator Abeler and Representative Whelan had other priority items that they were working on as 

well.  He provided additional details on the process that was followed to get language added 

specifying that any excess funding from the Hanson Boulevard crossing would be used for 

another priority project, which would be Ramsey.  He stated that was done within the last two 

hours and the only reason that happens is because of the work the community has done.  He 

stated that $1,500,000 was included in the Hanson Boulevard crossing for Ramsey and it is 

equally important that the funds be made available to Ramsey rather than waiting for the Hanson 

crossing to be completed before releasing the remaining funds for Ramsey. 

 

Mayor Strommen asked at what point the County can specify the portion of the funds that 

Hanson Boulevard will use and declare the remainder surplus that can be used for Ramsey. 

 

Mr. Tinklenberg stated that Hanson Boulevard has already received additional funds and he 

believes that the County can move forward and determine funds that will be surplus and can be 

used for Ramsey.  He also advised of additional funds that may be available for work near the 

Armstrong interchange.  He stated that Representative Hortman would also like a list of projects 

that can be available for the next legislative session, which is good for the projects along 

Highway 10.  He stated that it was an interesting session that opens the door for what can be 

done in the future. 

 

Councilmember Riley asked what the Council needs to do. 

 

Mr. Tinklenberg stated that the discussion tomorrow will be important as there were a lot of 

people that were not in the room when the last-minute legislative discussions were occurring.  He 

stated that it will be important for the elected officials to be a part of the discussion with the 

County. 

 

City Administrator Ulrich stated that tomorrow the meeting is for the Highway 10 Working 

Group.  He stated that they have a clear agenda and talking points set.   

 

Mayor Strommen stated that it is important for all of the folks at the meeting tomorrow to get 

into the loop on what the funds are meant for and noted that the discussion on timing and when 

Ramsey can have access to the funds will most likely occur in a separate meeting with the 

County.  She thanked Mr. Tinklenberg for his continued efforts. 
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2.04: Consider Options for Proposed Plat Known as Northfork Meadows Located Near 

Puma Street and Alpine Drive; Case of Paxmar (Project #17-126) 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reviewed the staff report. 

 

Mayor Strommen noted that the discussion tonight should focus on whether the City is willing to 

entertain more conversation to this and not alternative plans. 

 

Councilmember Riley asked why staff would prefer a PUD rather than changing the zoning. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill noted that the PUD is a change to the zoning but it 

also allows flexibility for other items.   

 

Councilmember Kuzma stated that if the density was able to be figured out for Capstone, he 

would not have a problem with this but would like to see a wider street. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that with Capstone was consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan with massaging at the edges while this would be a change. 

 

Kent Roessler, Paxmar Development, stated that they are a local developer and brought this 

request to staff.  He stated that the problem with this is the infrastructure and the investment that 

would be needed for Puma Street.  He stated that they went back to the drawing board and came 

up with a version that would allow them to fund $800,000 in infrastructure.  He stated that all the 

units, single family and townhomes, would be involved in the homeowners’ association.  He 

stated that there are several users interested in this site.  He stated that they develop single family 

lots for home builders.  He stated that Ramsey is an up and coming community and builders want 

to build products in the community.  He stated that this would add multiple builders, up to six, to 

build products in Ramsey.  He noted that the problem is that in order to fund the $800,000 on 

Puma investments, you cannot do a straight R-1 development without reaching $400,000 homes.  

He stated that they would like direction from the Council on whether they should invest the 

funds to move forward on this process or not.  He stated that they would like to be here and work 

with the City.   

 

City Administrator Ulrich stated that the developer would be willing to work with the 

neighborhoods, noting that this is an extraordinary step to change the Comprehensive Plan.  He 

stated that if the developer is willing to work with the neighbors, hopefully they can develop a 

compromise as it moves along.   

 

Councilmember Shryock agreed that they should try to do work with the existing residents in the 

area.  She stated that she is supportive of the option to work with different builders and would 

like to see a different transition option. 

 

Councilmember Johns echoed the comments regarding the public process and density transition. 
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Councilmember Riley stated that he is absolutely interested in working with the developer and 

looking at different options for density transition.  He stated that they are probably aware of what 

the neighborhood thinks and therefore that should be fairly short. 

 

Mayor Strommen stated that she shares the concerns regarding density transition but also has a 

concern that in the past when Ramsey was going through a housing boom and did several 

Comprehensive Plan amendments, the Plan became kind of a non-plan.  She stated that she is 

interested in remaining true to the essence of the plan but also keeping that fluid when necessary.  

She stated that she is not interested in reopening the wounds of the community in the constant 

changing of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Councilmember Shryock stated that perhaps through this process it would be helpful to have 

comparison drawings of what could occur under the current zoning and what would be proposed.  

She stated that helps to remove the fear of the unknown and provides a comparison. 

 

Councilmember Johns stated that she agrees that the public process piece is important to not just 

the adjacent neighbors but the community as a whole as this would be a change to the 

Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Mayor Strommen stated that it comes down to whether you can rely on what the Comprehensive 

Plan says, noting that she has experience with a piece of park land that no longer became park 

land.    

 

Additional written comments were received from Stephen Bona, Capstone Homes, Inc. and 

Mary and George Tafoya, 15130 Kangaroo Street NW, Ramsey, after the agenda was published.  

Those written comments are attached to be a part of the permanent record for this case.\ 

 

The consensus of the Council was to continue the discussions and to include a public process. 

 

3. TOPICS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION 

 

3.01:  Review Future Topics/ Calendar 

 

Noted. 

 

4. MAYOR / COUNCIL / STAFF INPUT 

 

None. 

 

5. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The Work Session of the City Council was adjourned at 6:58 p.m. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Kurtis G. Ulrich 

City Administrator 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Jo Ann M. Thieling 

City Clerk 

 

Drafted by Amanda Staple 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

The Ramsey City Council conducted a regular meeting on Tuesday, August 22, 2017, at the 

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

 

Members Present: Mayor Sarah Strommen 

   Councilmember Jill Johns 

   Councilmember Mark Kuzma 

Councilmember John LeTourneau 

Councilmember Chris Riley 

Councilmember Melody Shryock 

   Councilmember Kristine Williams 

 

Members Absent: None 

 

Also Present:  City Administrator Kurtis Ulrich 

Police Chief Jeff Katers 

   Parks and Assistant Public Works Superintendent Mark Riverblood 

   Public Works Superintendent Grant Riemer 

Community Development Director Timothy Gladhill 

City Engineer Bruce Westby 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mayor Strommen called the regular meeting of the Ramsey City Council to order at 7:02 p.m., 

followed by the Pledge of Allegiance led by Mayor Strommen. 

2. PRESENTATION 

 

None. 

3. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

Patrick Surma, 161st Avenue NW, stated that there are big events, such as the Game Fair, where 

the parking fills up.  He stated that with the trail connection the crosswalk needs to be improved.  

He noted that there also needs to be a way to move people down the road to the crosswalk and 

wanted to make sure that the topic stays on the top of the agenda for the City.  He noted that he 

intended to attend the County Board meeting earlier today but was not able to.  

4. CONSENT AGENDA 

 



 

City Council / August 22, 2017 

Page 3 of 15 

Motion by Councilmember LeTourneau, seconded by Councilmember Johns, to approve the 

following items on the Consent Agenda: 

 

4.01: Receive July 2017 Financial Reports – General Fund and Enterprise Funds 

4.02: Note the Following Boards and Commissions Meeting Minutes: 

 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated June 1, 2017 

 Economic Development Authority Meeting Minutes dated June 8, 2017 

 Park and Recreation Meeting Minutes dated June 8, 2017 

 Special Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated June 12, 2017 

 Environmental Policy Board Meeting Minutes dated June 19, 2017 

4.03: Approve Licenses: 

Transient Merchant 

JWT Heavenly Springers/5900 75th Ave SE, St. Cloud/8241 161st Ave NW 

Transient Merchant 

FML Solutions Inc./429 Minnesota St N, Ortonville/8154 161st Ave NW 

Transient Merchant 

Ice Coffee Girl/14540 Bowers Dr NW/8404 161st Ave NW 

Transient Merchant 

G.I. Joe’s Food Truck/10006 Oakwood Ct N, Brooklyn Park/8204 161st Ave NW 

Therapeutic Massage Establishment 

Balance Through Bodywork, LLC/14141 Iodine St NW 

Therapeutic Massage Therapist 

Michele Reid – Balance Through Bodywork, LLC/14141 Iodine St NW 

4.04: Approve Rental Licenses 

4.05: Approve the following Meeting Minutes: 

1) City Council Work Session dated August 8, 2017 

2) City Council Regular dated August 8, 2017 

4.06: Approve Lease Agreement Amendment: Northern Light Church: 6701 Highway 10 

Office Space 

4.07: Adopt Resolution #17-08-204 Approving Cash Disbursements Made and Authorizing 

Payment of Accounts Payable Invoicing Received during the Period of August 3, 2017 

through August 6, 2017 

4.08: Adopt Resolution #17-08-203 Approving an Encroachment Agreement for a Chain Link 

Fence in a Drainage and Utility Easement at 7066 167th Crossing NW 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Strommen, Councilmembers LeTourneau, Johns, Kuzma, 

Riley, Shryock, and Williams.  Voting No: None. 

5. APPROVE AGENDA 

 

Motion by Councilmember Shryock, seconded by Councilmember Johns, to approve the agenda 

as presented.  

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Strommen, Councilmembers Shryock, Johns, Kuzma, 

LeTourneau, Riley, and Williams.  Voting No: None. 
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6. PUBLIC HEARING 

 

None. 

7. COUNCIL BUSINESS 

7.01: Consider Adopting Resolution #17-08-197 Approving a Request for an Amended 

Conditional Use Permit for Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair at 6845 Highway 10 

NW (Project No. 17-136); Case of EJ Properties LLC  

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reviewed the staff report and recommendation to 

approve Resolution #17-08-197 granting an Amended Conditional Use Permit to allow 

additional motor vehicle sales/repair tenants to operate on the subject property; as long as the 

applicant brings the property into compliance with the terms of the Conditional Use Permit and 

Zoning Code.  He noted that staff and the Planning Commission support this recommendation.   

 

Motion by Councilmember Kuzma, seconded by Councilmember LeTourneau, to Adopt 

Resolution #17-08-197 Approving the Issuance of an Amended Conditional Use Permit to EJ 

Properties LLC, to Allow Motor Vehicle Repairs and Motor Vehicle Sales in the H-1 Highway 

Business District and Declaring Terms of Same, contingent upon bringing the subject property 

into compliance with the terms of the Conditional Use Permit and Zoning Code. 

 

Further discussion: Councilmember LeTourneau stated that obviously the issues on the site 

would need to be brought into compliance and wanted to ensure that it remain a high priority.  

He stated that he would like an effort to be put together to ensure that this property remains in 

compliance and was unsure how the property keeps getting out of compliance.  He stated that it 

is odd that a user would not be in compliance with code and then would ask for a conditional use 

permit for an exception outside of that code.  Community Development Director Gladhill noted 

that the easy to address items have been addressed and confirmed that would continue to remain 

a focus as that is a goal of the City Council. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Strommen, Councilmembers Kuzma, LeTourneau, Johns, 

Riley, Shryock, and Williams.  Voting No: None. 

7.02: Consider Approval of Final Plat and Site Plan for Greenway Terrace (Project #16-

84); Case of Aeon, LLC 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reviewed the staff report and recommendation to 

approve the requested Final Plat and Site Plan.  He noted that the proposed project appears to 

comply with the bulk standards of The COR Design Framework and the proposed use would be 

an asset to The COR development as well as the City of Ramsey.  He stated that staff supports 

this recommendation contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter. 

 

Councilmember LeTourneau stated that the Council has seen this a number of times and noted 

that he does support the request.  He recognized that the Planning Commission recommended 

approval, the project meets objectives of the Strategic Plan, provides housing that is needed and 
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also helps the City to accomplish goals that the rest of the community wants in terms of retail 

and entertainment.  He noted that as more housing units are provided, that inches the City 

towards the goal of getting more businesses. 

 

Motion by Councilmember LeTourneau, seconded by Councilmember Shryock, to Adopt 

Resolution #17-08-188 Granting Final Plat Approval of Greenway Terrace and Resolution #17-

08-189 Granting Site Plan Approval for Greenway Terrace, contingent upon compliance with the 

Staff Review Letter. 

 

Further discussion: Mayor Strommen stated that this will provide an opportunity for the other 

amenities in The COR that the rest of the community desires.  She stated that the original vision 

for The COR included apartments and townhomes and a large amount of density.  She stated that 

the idea was always to concentrate density around the transit oriented development.  She noted 

that while people may have thought those elements would all come in together, the timing may 

not be coordinated in the way people may want, as it comes in pieces.  Community Development 

Director Gladhill stated that the piece that people often forget is the strategy for the community 

to plan for growth in order to maintain the rural character of the community that has been echoed 

throughout by many residents.  He noted that this strategy allows the City to better manage its 

growth to reach goals and maintain that rural character while still providing options for life cycle 

housing.  He noted that there are now housing products available for those moving out of their 

parent’s home, buying their own home with their family, and for the senior stages when people 

often downsize or move into senior housing. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Strommen, Councilmembers LeTourneau, Shryock, Johns, 

Kuzma, Riley, and Williams.  Voting No: None. 

7.03: Consider Approval Actions for Cole Addition Located Near 168th Ave NW and 168th 

Ln NW; Case of Bryon and Lynn Cole (Project No. 17-132) 

 

1. Introduce Ordinance #17-12 Vacating Certain Drainage and Utility Easements 

2. Adopt Resolution #17-08-202 Approving Final Plat and Development Agreement 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reviewed the staff report and recommendation to 

introduce Ordinance #17-12 Vacating Drainage and Utility Easements on the subject property 

and adopt Resolution #17-08-202 granting Final Plat approval for Cole Addition contingent upon 

compliance with the Staff Review Letter.  He noted that the developer has revised the plans to 

meet the minimum design standards for the cul-de-sac and provided sufficient documentation to 

verify that no wetlands exist on the subject property.  

 

Councilmember Kuzma asked for more information on the variance on the sidewalk and if that 

would delay the project. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that variances are issued by the Planning 

Commission and therefore the developer would need to make that request to be reviewed by the 

Planning Commission.  He stated that the deadline for the September meeting is tomorrow and 

he was unsure that could be met.  He noted that the variance would be reviewed by the physical 
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conditions of the site and therefore he was unsure that would be granted.  He stated that in the 

position of the developer, time is of the essence, and therefore they have decisions to make as 

well.  He noted that the developer can choose to take the decision of the City Council or could 

choose to pursue the option for a variance but noted that there is no guarantee the variance would 

be approved. 

 

Brian Cole, 6918 118th Avenue NW, thanked Community Development Director Gladhill and his 

staff for getting the process to this point as he began working on this years ago.  He stated that he 

has been a Ramsey resident for 40 years, 20 of that at his current home.  He stated that the only 

issue is the sidewalk issue.  He stated that he has no problem putting the sidewalk on his plat, if 

that is required by the Code, but asked who would be responsible for the cost outside of his plat, 

as he does not believe he should be responsible for that cost.  He noted that there are four cul-de-

sacs within Brookfield and only one has a sidewalk.  He thanked Community Development 

Director Gladhill and his staff for all their time and hard work throughout this process. 

 

Councilmember Kuzma asked if it would make a difference if there is a sidewalk or not. 

 

Mr. Cole stated that it does not matter to him.  He stated that he spoke with the neighbor to the 

north last week and told him he did not think there would need to be a sidewalk.  He stated that 

once he heard from staff he updated the neighbor.  He stated that it is not a hardship for him but 

he cannot speak for the neighbor. 

 

Councilmember Kuzma stated that if it does not affect the project, he would support this going 

back to the Planning Commission to see if a variance could be granted to waive the sidewalk 

requirement. 

 

Mayor Strommen stated that the applicant would need to apply for that variance and he is not 

asking for that. 

 

Councilmember Johns stated that there was a mention that there would be a credit for the portion 

for the sidewalk not within his plat and asked for more information. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that the estimate was $10,000 to extend the 

sidewalk outside of this parcel and believed the trail credit would be about $4,800, which would 

leave a gap.  He stated that the Council could direct staff to look for a funding mechanism to fill 

the gap if desired.  He identified the parcel that is opposed to the sidewalk, noting that the 

property owner prefers to park vehicles that would then overhang the sidewalk.  He advised that 

the portion of land is still within the public right-of-way. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Johns, seconded by Councilmember Williams, to introduce 

Ordinance #17-12 vacating certain drainage and utility easements in the City of Ramsey, Anoka 

County, Minnesota and to Adopt Resolution #17-08-202 Granting Approval of a Development 

Agreement and Final Plat for Cole Addition, contingent upon compliance with the staff review 

letter. 
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Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Strommen, Councilmembers Johns, Williams, Kuzma, 

LeTourneau, Riley, and Shryock.  Voting No: None. 

7.04: Consider Adoption of Resolution #17-08-205 Granting Final Plat and Development 

Agreement for Anoka Hennepin 2nd Addition; Case of Anoka Hennepin School 

District 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reviewed the staff report and recommendation to 

approve of the Plat.  He noted that this is a Minor Plat (with three or less lots and no public 

infrastructure at this time) and therefore the request was not reviewed by the Planning 

Commission.  He noted that the Commission will review all future steps in the review process. 

 

Chuck Holden, Anoka Hennepin School District, stated that they have great plans for Ramsey 

noting that it is an exciting time.  He stated that part of the global referendum going to the voters 

in November is a new school in Ramsey which would be a sister school to Oxbow Elementary 

and Rum River Elementary which are two-story schools.  He provided a mockup of the new 

school which would align the entrance to 170th Street.  He stated that the site would be about 34 

acres in size and could house 1,000 students with 42 classrooms.  He reviewed the two-story 

design and explained that the two-story concept would allow pods of grade levels around the 

gym, media center and cafeteria while still providing additional classroom space on the upper 

level.  He stated that they spoke with staff at Oxbow and Rum River in order to obtain tips on 

what works and does not work in the layout and design.  He noted that the two-story design 

works well and would be an attractive building and site.  He stated that they are looking to do the 

same thing in Blaine on Lever Street as the population in that city is increasing even more 

quickly than Ramsey.  He stated that if approved and if the referendum is approved they would 

bid the project this winter and begin construction in the spring with the intent to open in the 

2019/2020 school year.  He noted that the intent with the referendum would also be to remodel 

Anoka High School.  He stated that the use of portable classrooms is a safety risk as they require 

children to walk outside in all types of weather.  He noted that they would intend to remove the 

portable classrooms as Anoka High School and Anoka Middle School.  He noted that the 

referendum would also support remodel of other facilities including libraries to meet the demand 

of the current time.  He stated that the tax impact for the entire referendum is about $11 per 

month for the average home price in the School District at $200,000.   

 

Councilmember Riley stated that this looks great and asked if this would keep all the Ramsey 

kids in Ramsey. 

 

Mr. Holden confirmed that would be the intent, to cut down the population at Ramsey 

Elementary and allow growth for both locations.  He noted that middle school students would 

still attend Anoka Middle School with upgrades to those classrooms as well. 

 

Councilmember LeTourneau asked for information on the rumor that he has heard that Ramsey 

Elementary is at capacity and is not allowing additional enrollment. 
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Mr. Holden noted that the current enrollment for Ramsey Elementary is 1,330 which is over 

capacity.  He stated that there are 145 Ramsey kindergarten students that will attend Wilson 

Elementary.   

 

Mayor Strommen stated that she has a student that recently graduated Ramsey Elementary and 

attested that the school is busting at the seams. 

 

Councilmember LeTourneau stated that he has heard many comments about this topic from 

residents and is happy to see this solution coming forward. 

 

Mayor Strommen noted that Councilmember Williams participated in the Task Force for the 

School District on this topic.   

 

Councilmember Williams acknowledged that there was a lot of thoughtful discussion on the 

topic, the needs, issues of capacity, and the referendum.  She stated that the School Board took 

into consideration all the input received from the public to make an informed discussion.  She 

commended the teachers and administrative staff that have done an amazing job using buildings 

that are past their lifespan.  She expressed the importance of getting out and speaking and finding 

a way to plan for the future.    

 

Mr. Holden thanked Councilmember Williams for her work and thoughtful contributions. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Williams, seconded by Councilmember Johns, to Adopt Resolution 

#17-08-205 Granting Final Plat and Development Agreement Approval of Anoka Hennepin 2nd 

Addition. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Strommen, Councilmembers Williams, Johns, Kuzma, 

LeTourneau, Riley, and Shryock.  Voting No: None. 

7.05: Receive Update on Proposed Plat Known as Northfork Meadows Located Near 

Puma Street and Alpine Drive; Case of Paxmar (Project #17-126) 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill reviewed the staff report and stated that staff 

believes that it is reasonable to move to the next step in the review process to include 

Preliminary Plat and a Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  He noted that taking this step does not 

obligate the City Council to approve the project but will continue discussions and continue 

momentum towards compromise. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill confirmed that the majority of the site would require 

a Comprehensive Plan amendment, although a portion of the site could go by without it.  He 

stated that another opportunity would be to use a Planned Unit Development, which would 

provide flexibility in addition to the Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 

 

Mayor Strommen asked if any of the discussions have included the issue of whether the City has 

the right designation in the Comprehensive Plan.  She stated that she has a high threshold for 
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significant amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.  She questioned if something has changed 

and whether that should be considered from a higher-level planning perspective. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that staff has not done a full market study but 

the developer brings up a number of points as to what is happening around there and what can be 

sustained as well as what needs to be pulled through that site in terms of infrastructure.  He 

stated that staff is trying to work towards something in the middle in terms of density.  He stated 

that the property owner is willing to provide conservation easements and contributions towards 

the Itasca Trail Corridor which would be a benefit to the community.  He stated that the big 

picture would look at the overall development in this area and what would be appropriate density 

transition.  He noted that the same developer owns another parcel and similar conversations will 

occur for that parcel.   

 

Councilmember Riley asked for information from the resident meetings and asked whether the 

residents agree that the density transitioning is a good compromise. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that some supported that transitioning as a 

compromise but there is still some sentiment that this property has been guiding as low-density 

residential for years.   

 

Councilmember Shryock stated that there are still a lot of comments from residents regarding the 

density transitioning.  She stated that there are also comments regarding the public utilities and 

infrastructure and whether existing residents in already built developments would be required to 

hook-up.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that the public sewer and water would only be 

pulled into this parcel and not existing developments.  He noted that even if the infrastructure 

were being pulled through previous developments, the City Charter specifies that existing 

residential properties would have the option whether or not to hook-up to services and would not 

be required to hook-up. 

 

Councilmember LeTourneau stated that he appreciates the input and participation from staff and 

the public along with the developer.  He stated that he continues to be curious how to best move 

forward as he would like to learn more and encourage the engagement between staff and the 

community.  He stated that he supports the continuation of this adventure. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill stated that staff intends to continue the trend of 

resident participation and noted that there would be more opportunities to continue the 

community engagement process. 

 

Mayor Strommen stressed that decisions have not been made at this point one way or the other. 

 

Councilmember Riley stated that he likes the density transitioning and from that standpoint it 

would make sense. 

 

Councilmember Kuzma stated that he would like to hear input from residents. 
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Mayor Strommen stated that they could allow resident input but encouraged the input to remain 

on a high level as this is very early in the process. 

 

Val Kruger, 15021 Kangaroo Street, thanked the Council for allowing her to present her opinion 

on the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment, noting that 97 percent of her neighbors have 

signed a petition of the same opinion.  She stated that she and her husband have lived in Ramsey 

for over 40 years and have lived in a quite atmosphere as they desired even though the City 

continued to grow.  She stated that they always knew that the land near them would be developed 

under low density residential as identified in the Comprehensive Plan.  She stated that her worry 

is that if the density is changed that would change the quiet life that people in that area have 

enjoyed for years.  She stated that the increased density would increase traffic and noise.  She 

acknowledged that those items would still exist with lower density but the stress on traffic and 

noise would be lessened with lower density.  She stated that they oppose the change in zoning 

but are not opposed to development of the parcel.  She stated that they support low density 

residential, which would be a good transition from the rural residential lots that they live on.  She 

stated that they attended the public meeting with the developer and staff and while the revised 

plan is a step in the right direction, they still question if changing the Comprehensive Plan is the 

right decision for Ramsey.  She noted that the developer is asking for a lot of changes that make 

the development work for the developer only.  She stated that they would support the larger lot 

size required under the zoning.  She stated that if the Council does allow this to move forward 

she would ask that the lot size be made 80 feet for the homes along Kangaroo Street, which has 

been provided in the revised plan.  She also asked for a noise buffer along the homes on 

Kangaroo Street through a landscape berm and trees.  She referenced the comparison of the 

Capstone development and noted that includes a lot of open space for its residents to play on 

while this proposal does not include any.  She stated that they are not opposing the growth of the 

City but the change to the Comprehensive Plan and zoning code.   

 

Lonnie Brock, 14215 Kangaroo Street, stated that her property has already been reduced because 

Alpine is growing in what it was designated to be.  She asked which direction the City sewer and 

water would come to reach this site, whether it would come from Alpine or Bunker.  She stated 

that if it comes down Alpine she would not have to hook-up to it but believed that she would 

have to pay for it to come past her house.  She stated that if the density is too high, it would be 

hard for the residents on her street to get onto the roadway.  She stated that she built on her 

property because it was an open, rural community and noted that if the City starts putting in high 

density housing, when the land is zoned low density, she would hope not to live long enough to 

see it happen.  She stated that it would be such a change in what she intended and has been able 

to live on her property for years.  She believed that her opinion should count at least a little bit.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill noted that the utilities would come from Bunker and 

Puma Street.  He noted that eventually a line may come down Alpine in order to loop the 

watermain to provide redundancy in the system.  He noted that even if there is a line in the future 

to loop the trunk line, existing residents would not have to hook-up to the service.  He noted that 

if the utility is pulled past a home, that would not be the obligation of the homeowner.  He 

provided an example of Garnett Street in which sewer and water were provided but the 

homeowners were only charged if they desired to hook-up to the utility.   
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Leslie Clark, 15150 Kangaroo Street, stated that when they purchased their property they did 

their research to determine the homes that would eventually be built behind them.  She stated 

that Kangaroo Street has the least number of trees behind their property and the concern would 

be that she would see 4.5 homes behind her.  She stated that she could envision two to three 

homes, which would be the 80-foot lot width, but did not want to see 4.5 homes behind her home 

as that would change the rural character of her home.  She stated that while she likes the idea of 

trees or a berm that was suggested by another resident, she loves to be around people and the 

opportunity to meet new neighbors and therefore felt that a trail would be a great amenity.  She 

stated that she would also want to see a park as there would be a lot of homes in that area without 

a park to play in.  She stated that this would also put more pressure on the schools so she was 

glad to hear the presentation from Mr. Holden.  She noted that her home is in the boundaries for 

Franklin Elementary in Anoka and therefore do not attend school in Ramsey. 

 

May Tafoya, __ Kangaroo Street, echoed the comments made by Val and Lonnie and urged the 

City not to change the Comprehensive Plan.   

 

Mayor Strommen thanked the residents for their input tonight and throughout the process thus 

far. 

 

Kent Racer, Paxmar, stated that they had the opportunity to meet the residents at the public 

meeting and are happy to meet some of their desires.  He noted that it would not be feasible to 

build homes with 80-foot lots.  He stated that they have a lot of experience and know what would 

work and what would not work.  He stated that they have incorporated the concessions that the 

residents asked for at the public meeting into the revised plan except for making all the homes 

80-foot lots.  He stated that they decreased the density by 19 lots, extended the lot lines along the 

homes on Kangaroo Street to 80-foot lots and added the additional screening between those 

homes.  He stated that they are here tonight to get the input of the Council before they invest 

more money into this process.  He stated that if the Council is not interested, they would like to 

hear that now before they go further. 

 

Mayor Strommen stated that she would not want to cut off the conversation prematurely.  She 

stated that the Comprehensive Plan looks at the big picture to infrastructure and roadways.  She 

recognized the concern with traffic and the impacts on Highway 10.  She stated that therefore the 

risks to changing the plan needs to be considered.  She agreed with the comments regarding 

greenspace.  She noted that with this many families there needs to be places close to home for 

those kids to play rather than expecting families to get in the car to travel to a bigger park further 

away.   

 

Councilmember Shryock stated that through the planning process she always appreciates 

everyone being able to comment.  She noted that the residents have been great stepping up and 

Paxmar has been listening to find something that everyone can live with.  She was confident that 

they would be able to find something that everyone will like in the end.  She agreed that keeping 

communication open would be important. 
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Councilmember LeTourneau stated that he cannot provide an opinion at this point and would like 

more time to process all the information to understand the underlying reasons are for the 

concerns.   

 

Councilmember Riley stated that this seems to fit pretty well with what was approved with 

Capstone and would seem to be an extension of that.  He noted that the decision for Capstone 

was not slaved over, most likely because of the lack of neighbors that came forward. 

 

Councilmember LeTourneau agreed that is what he is struggling with.   

 

Community Development Director Gladhill noted that the super majority of the Capstone parcel 

was already zoned correctly for that development but acknowledged that a Comprehensive Plan 

amendment was needed for a portion of that site that was designated commercial. 

 

Councilmember Kuzma stated that the landowner has land that he wants to sell to a developer 

and acknowledged the concern of the neighbors but noted that there is a balance there. 

 

Lonnie Brock asked if there could be a signal light at Alpine and Highway 10, noting that you 

cannot get onto Highway 10 from Alpine because of the traffic.   

 

Mayor Strommen replied that the City is in the business of eliminating the lights on Highway 10 

rather than putting more lights onto the highway. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill noted that there is a Highway 10 planning study 

which identifies an improvement for that intersection outside of a stoplight.      

7.06: Review Inland Group Proposed Project 

 

City Administrator Ulrich reviewed the staff report.  He noted that the Planning Commission and 

EDA have reviewed this information and based on the input from the developer, EDA and 

Planning Commission, Concept Layout C appears to be the preferred site.  He asked for input 

from the Council. 

 

Keith James, Inland Group, thanked the Council for their time.  He noted that this is his third 

time out to meet a body of the Ramsey government and stated that he continues to be impressed.  

He stated that Inland began about 30 years ago with a focus on multi-family construction.  He 

stated that they branched out into affordable senior housing as well as traditional retirement 

housing.  He stated that there seemed to be a gap in the affordable senior housing and the 

traditional retirement housing which left a gap for seniors in the middle of those two groups that 

did not qualify for the income limits of the affordable product and did not need the service 

provided in traditional retirement communities/assisted living.  He stated that the Affinity brand 

was then born.  He stated that they came to Minnesota with their product and they like to have a 

node within a market.  He provided a summary of the units that would be available at the 

development.  He noted that the Affinity product does not use an activities staff person to draw 

people out and instead use a grassroots effort.  He explained that there are many residents with 

gardening knowledge and therefore they are beneficial to the gardening program.  He noted that 
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the grassroots concept helps to build a sense of community between the residents.  He stated that 

while they are based in Washington, they would hire local contractors, builders, and architects.  

He stated that they are not attempting to rebuild the wheel and would instead use local expertise.  

He hoped that the welcome they received from the EDA and Planning Commission would 

continue with the Council. 

 

Councilmember Kuzma asked for more information on the financial stability and how the project 

would be funded. 

 

Mr. James replied that of the 20 communities that have been built or under construction have 

been privately financed.  He stated that they have a portfolio that would support private financing 

and they would use their own equity.  He estimated 18 months to construct and about 12 months 

to stabilize at which point they would get permanent funding noted that they have substantial 

relationships with lenders such as USBank. 

 

Councilmember Shryock stated that this is a timely product and agreed that there is a needed 

niche in the market.  She stated that she agrees with Concept C and appreciates that the residents 

would have access to the park and the other residents in the community would also have access 

to that park that has always been desired.   

 

Mr. James stated that Concept C was their clear choice as well, mostly because of the view of the 

park that would be provided to residents.  He stated that they also like that Concept C did not 

have a building along Sunwood, noting that if his building was placed along Sunwood that could 

create a canyon affect along the roadway.  He stated that he much prefers the building setback 

with the ability for commercial and retail buildings to fill in on Sunwood. 

 

Councilmember LeTourneau stated that he is happy that Mr. James is here and believes that the 

project is worthy and likes the idea of 55 plus housing.  He stated that he likes that Mr. James 

understands the needs in the market and the gap that this project would fill.  He stated that he 

would prefer the building to be along the roadway to understand why the early concept for The 

COR was to have building on the roadway and not parking lots.  He stated that he does like the 

integration of retail but is unsure of the awkward visual that could create.   

 

Mr. James stated that these are conceptual plans and not the actual concept of the developer.  He 

stated that their intent would be to park within a garage structure under the building and therefore 

would shoot for less surface parking than what is shown.  He stated that they like the idea of a 

central park and having that open on all sides.    

 

Councilmember LeTourneau stated that he is more concerned with the retail space and parking 

along Sunwood that would be proposed.  He stated that Concept D aligns more with his 

perception. 

 

Community Development Director Gladhill confirmed that these concepts were developed by 

economic development staff in order to discuss possible locations and not from the developer. 
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Mayor Strommen stated that part of the confusion is that this discussion is regarding site location 

and the layout is different for each concept because it was developed by staff.   

 

Councilmember Williams stated that in the EDA meeting the group liked Concept C because it 

would allow the commercial development to remain on Sunwood Drive and would push the 

residential development further from the roadway.  She provided additional details on the road 

alignment and how that could be moved.  She stated that there was also discussion with what a 

four-story building might look like compared to the existing buildings in The COR.  She noted 

that Concept C was the preference of the EDA. 

 

Councilmember Johns stated that she is very excited to see this product come to Ramsey as it is a 

very needed product here.  She agreed with Councilmember LeTourneau that she does not want 

to see parking lots lining Sunwood Drive and perhaps drawing the building forward.  She 

believed that either Concept C or D would be a good fit.  She was very supportive of the project 

and would love to see it move through to the next stage. 

 

Mayor Strommen also agreed that this is a good project and agreed that Concept C is a good fit.  

She stated that people seem to be caught up on the parking for the remnant commercial parcel 

that would be left and noted that if the concept was drawn differently with the parking that could 

have eliminated the comments on that element.  She noted that this appears to be heading in the 

right direction and hoped to see Mr. James back in the future. 

7.07: Consider Approving Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release by and between the 

City of Ramsey, Minnesota and McDonald’s USA, LLC 

 

City Administrator Ulrich reviewed the staff report and recommendation to approve the 

settlement agreement mutual release by and between the City of Ramsey and McDonald’s USA, 

LLC.  

 

Councilmember Riley asked if this would release the City from all claims. 

 

Jason Asmith, Brigs and Morgan, confirmed that the settlement would give both parties release 

from any claims the other party may have.  He stated that by virtue of filing the resolution and 

quick claim deed the title would be returned to the City. 

 

Mayor Strommen stated that this has been a thoroughly frustrating and disappointing experience. 

 

Councilmember Williams stated that while a McDonald’s would have been preferred, she is 

excited to see what better options may come forward. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Williams, seconded by Councilmember LeTourneau, to approve the 

settlement agreement and mutual release by and between the City of Ramsey, Minnesota and 

McDonald’s USA, LLC. 

 

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Strommen, Councilmembers Williams, LeTourneau, Johns, 

Kuzma, Riley, and Shryock.  Voting No: None. 
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8. MAYOR, COUNCIL AND STAFF INPUT 

 

City Administrator Ulrich announced upcoming meetings and events. 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion by Councilmember Shryock, seconded by Councilmember Kuzma, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

 

Motion carried. 

 

The regular meeting of the City Council adjourned at 9:05 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

_____________________________ 

Kurtis G. Ulrich 

City Administrator  

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Jo Ann M. Thieling 

City Clerk 

 

Drafted by Amanda Staple 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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Information
Title:
Discussion Topic: Event Centers in Residential Areas (Ag areas/farms)

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to get feedback from the Planning Commission on the topic of Event Centers in
residential/agricultural areas, a request/inquiry that is becoming more frequent. Several cities in Minnesota have
allowed accessory buildings to be used as event facilities via Conditional Use Permits and/or Interim Use Permits.
Examples of events that may be held in such a structure include weddings and/or auctions (note these are just
examples, other events may be offered too). Attached to this case are sample ordinances from the cities of Grant,
MN and Lake Elmo, MN.

Notification:

Observations/Alternatives:
Rural Event Center Considerations:

1. Using accessory buildings as event facilities could be a conditional use (Or interim?). 
2. Set minimum or maximum parking requirements (dedicated parking areas)
3. Reduce issues related to temporary increases in traffic. 
4. Agricultural type zoning for event facilities? 
5. Safety could be a concern. Inspect buildings proposed as event facilities for fire and building code standards to
allow for larger volume of people. 
6. Waste and water requirements.
7. Nuisances, Noise requirements (no amplified music after and before a certain time?)
8. Property size and allowed attendance (e.g. 5 acres – 60 people, 10 acres – 150 people , 20 acres – 300 people,
over 30 acres – max 400 people?)
9. ADA Requirements
10. Signage
11. Restroom requirements

Funding Source:

Recommendation:

Action:
No specific action is needed. Staff is simply looking for some general discussion and feedback to determine if any
further research and/or effort should be put toward this topic.

Attachments
City of Grant-Rural Event Facilities Ordinance
City of Lake Elmo-Wedding Venues Ordinance
Barn Wedding Example



Event Center Tent Example
Farm Auction Example
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CITY OF GRANT 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

ORDINANCE 2014-31 

 

An Ordinance Amending the Grant Code of Ordinances 

Establishing Section 32-352 of Chapter 32, Zoning 

Regarding Rural Event Facilities 

 

 

The City Council of the City of Grant, Washington County, Minnesota, does hereby ordain as follows: 

 

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT OF CHAPTER 32, ZONING, OF THE CITY’S CODE OF 

ORDINANCES. 

 

That City Code Chapter 32, Article I, Section 32-1, “Definitions” is hereby AMENDED to ADD the 

following: 

 

 “Rural Event Facility means a facility that operates on a for-profit basis to host outdoor or indoor 

gatherings.  The gatherings may include, but are not limited to, events such as weddings or other 

ceremonies, banquets, picnics or any other gatherings of a similar nature.  Such facilities shall be required 

to obtain a Conditional Use Permit, and must meet the following additional minimum standards:  

 Located on a minimum of 20 acres, as defined in Section 32-246(c) 4, and zoned 

A1or A2; 

 Have direct access to County or State Road” 

 

SECTION 2. AMENDMENT OF CHAPTER 32, ZONING, OF THE CITY’S CODE OF 

ORDINANCES. 

 

That City Code Chapter 32, Article I, Section 32-245, “Table of uses”, Item (c) is hereby AMENDED to 

ADD the following: 

 

USE  

(KEY) 

CC=Certificate of Compliance 

N=Not Permitted Conservancy 

Agricultural 

A1 

Agricultural 

A2 

Residential 

R1 

General 

Business 

(GB) 

Rural Event Facility N C C N N 

 

SECTION 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF SECTION 32-352 OF ARTICLE IV, CHAPTER 32, 

ZONING, OF THE CITY’S CODE OF ORDINANCES. 

 

That City Code Chapter 32, Zoning, Article IV, Division 1, Section 32-352 “Rural Event Facility” is 

hereby ADDED as follows: 



 

 “Sec. 32-352. Rural Event Facility.” 

 

(a) Purpose and intent.  The purpose is to establish regulations and performance standards related to 

Rural Event Facilities that allow for reuse and adaption of historically important structures within 

the city, while ensuring protection of adjacent properties and rural residential neighborhoods.  For 

example, the reuse of an historic barn on a site which can be protected and reused as a rural event 

facility will ensure such structure is retained as a part of the rural character of the community. 

(b) Permitted use.  The reuse and adaption of an accessory structure for purposes of a rural event 

facility, as previously defined,  is a permitted use within the A-1 and A-2 zoning districts with the 

issuance of a Conditional Use Permit.  

(c) Performance standards.  The rural event facility must comply with all rules and regulations of 

Federal, State, County, and local agencies and the following performance standards: 

1) A rural event facility may only be located on a site where such facility is accessory to a 

principal residential use. 

2) Events shall be limited to a maximum of 300 persons. 

3) Adequate utilities, including sewage disposal, must be available on the site.  The 

applicable portion of the building code shall determine the appropriate type of bathroom 

facilities required on a site, and any on-site sewage treatment facilities needed shall be 

installed under a permit issued by Washington County. 

4) The rural event facility shall have its primary frontage on a County or State road, and such 

road shall be used for the exclusive and only access to the facility. 

5) The rural event facility shall be 20 acres or greater, where lot size is defined consistently 

with Section 32-246 (c) 4 of this zoning ordinance. 

6) The rural event facility shall provide on-site parking sufficient to handle all guests, staff, 

vendor and owner vehicles.  All parking standards shall be consistent with those stated 

within the City’s Code of Ordinance. 

7) Sound amplification is permitted for ceremonies whether located within the rural event 

facility or on the grounds.  All other sound amplification is permitted only within the 

facility’s building, and must adhere to all local and County sound ordinances.  Events shall 

not generate noise that unreasonable annoys, disturbs, or endangers the comfort or peace 

of any persons, or precludes their enjoyment of property or affects their property’s value. 

8) The rural event site shall be located at least 100 feet from any side lot line, and additional 

screening may be required for any outdoor event areas.  All potential event areas shall be 

designated on the site plan submitted for review. 

9) The rural event facility shall be architecturally designed to be consistent with the principal 

structure; with particular interest in re-use and adaption of historically significant 

structures within the City.  

10) The rural event facility must comply with all rules and regulations of Federal, State, 

County and Local agencies. 



11) The City may impose conditions related to landscaping, access, security, sanitary sewer, 

liability or other insurance requirements, and other conditions as necessary.  

 

SECTION 4. SEVERABILITY. 

 

In the event that court of competent jurisdiction adjudges any part of this ordinance to be invalid, such 

judgment shall not affect any other provisions of this ordinance not specifically included within that 

judgment. 

 

SECTION 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

This ordinance takes effect upon its adoption and publication according to law. 

 

 

WHEREUPON, a vote, being taken upon a motion by Council member     and seconded 

by Council member    , the following upon roll call: 

 

Voting AYE: 

Voting NAY: 

Whereupon said Ordinance was declared passed adopted this  day of   , 2014. 

 

 

 

 

             

      Thomas Carr, Mayor 

 

 

      

Attest: Kim Points, City Clerk 
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Information
Title:
Discussion Topic: Temporary Health Care Dwelling Units and Tiny Homes

Purpose/Background:
The State passed legislation last session allowing Temporary Health Care Dwellings on single family residential
lots. The City opted out as permitted by State Statute. However, the City Council wanted to revisit this topic and
potentially develop the City's own set of standards to address them. The goal of this case is to open a discussion on
how Ramsey should tackle Temporary Health Care Dwellings. This may also be an opportune time to evaluate the
viability of Tiny Homes in Ramsey as well.

Topics:
1. Temporary Health Care Dwellings
2. Tiny Homes

Notification:

Observations/Alternatives:
Zoning Code:
Under current City Code standards, accessory dwelling units (ie carriage homes) are not permitted as outlined in
Sec 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."

Temporary Health Care Dwelling Considerations (See Minnesota Statute Attachment)
1. Appearance/architectural standards and community character
2. Building codes, fire codes, meet code standards
3. Occupancy number
4. Access to electricity, water, heat, waste considerations.
5. Residential zones only
6. Initial permit cost, renewal cost,
7. Temporary for how long? One year? Six Months? Renewal every six months?

Tiny Home Considerations (See attached Fresno Code Example)
Tiny homes have been gaining popularity and many are made to function as RVs (on wheels and chassis). They also
have the potential to offer an affordable first home for people with less means or who wish to live in smaller homes. 
However, City Code Section 117-111 (R-1 Residential) specifies a minimum floor area for various types floor
plans, ranging from 720 square feet to 912 square feet. A typical tiny home will not meet that minimum square
footage requirement.

1. Should Ramsey start considering secondary, or accessory dwelling units on properties?
2. What should be the minimum lot sizes for these secondary dwelling units?
3. Should these have permanent foundations or be on chassis and wheels?



4. Fresno allows several different sizes of additional dwelling units: Secondary Units (larger), Cottages or tiny
homes (smaller), Accessory living quarters (no kitchens or cooking devices).
5. Parking requirements and driveways
6. Access to water, electricity, heat, waste
7. Tiny homes as primary structure vs secondary?

Funding Source:

Recommendation:

Action:
No formal action is required, Staff is looking for general discussion and feedback on this topic to guide what, if any,
further work is needed.

Attachments
Temporary Health Care Dwellings- Minn. Statute
Secondary Dwelling Units-Fresno
Tiny Home Trailer Example
Tiny Home 2 Example
Tiny Home Cottage (Foundation) Example
Tiny Home (Disaster Proof) Example
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462.3593 TEMPORARY FAMILY HEALTH CARE DWELLINGS.​

Subdivision 1. Definitions. (a) For purposes of this section, the following terms have the meanings​
given.​

(b) "Caregiver" means an individual 18 years of age or older who:​

(1) provides care for a mentally or physically impaired person; and​

(2) is a relative, legal guardian, or health care agent of the mentally or physically impaired person for​
whom the individual is caring.​

(c) "Instrumental activities of daily living" has the meaning given in section 256B.0659, subdivision 1,​
paragraph (i).​

(d) "Mentally or physically impaired person" means a person who is a resident of this state and who​
requires assistance with two or more instrumental activities of daily living as certified in writing by a​
physician, a physician assistant, or an advanced practice registered nurse licensed to practice in this state.​

(e) "Relative" means a spouse, parent, grandparent, child, grandchild, sibling, uncle, aunt, nephew, or​
niece of the mentally or physically impaired person. Relative includes half, step, and in-law relationships.​

(f) "Temporary family health care dwelling" means a mobile residential dwelling providing an​
environment facilitating a caregiver's provision of care for a mentally or physically impaired person that​
meets the requirements of subdivision 2.​

Subd. 2. Temporary family health care dwelling. A temporary family health care dwelling must:​

(1) be primarily assembled at a location other than its site of installation;​

(2) be no more than 300 gross square feet;​

(3) not be attached to a permanent foundation;​

(4) be universally designed and meet state-recognized accessibility standards;​

(5) provide access to water and electric utilities either by connecting to the utilities that are serving the​
principal dwelling on the lot or by other comparable means;​

(6) have exterior materials that are compatible in composition, appearance, and durability to the exterior​
materials used in standard residential construction;​

(7) have a minimum insulation rating of R-15;​

(8) be able to be installed, removed, and transported by a one-ton pickup truck as defined in section​
168.002, subdivision 21b, a truck as defined in section 168.002, subdivision 37, or a truck tractor as defined​
in section 168.002, subdivision 38;​

(9) be built to either Minnesota Rules, chapter 1360 or 1361, and contain an Industrialized Buildings​
Commission seal and data plate or to American National Standards Institute Code 119.2; and​

(10) be equipped with a backflow check valve.​

Subd. 3. Temporary dwelling permit; application. (a) Unless the municipality has designated temporary​
family health care dwellings as permitted uses, a temporary family health care dwelling is subject to the​

Copyright © 2016 by the Revisor of Statutes, State of Minnesota. All Rights Reserved.​
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provisions in this section. A temporary family health care dwelling that meets the requirements of this section​
cannot be prohibited by a local ordinance that regulates accessory uses or recreational vehicle parking or​
storage.​

(b) The caregiver or relative must apply for a temporary dwelling permit from the municipality. The​
permit application must be signed by the primary caregiver, the owner of the property on which the temporary​
family health care dwelling will be located, and the resident of the property if the property owner does not​
reside on the property, and include:​

(1) the name, address, and telephone number of the property owner, the resident of the property if​
different from the owner, and the primary caregiver responsible for the care of the mentally or physically​
impaired person; and the name of the mentally or physically impaired person who will live in the temporary​
family health care dwelling;​

(2) proof of the provider network from which the mentally or physically impaired person may receive​
respite care, primary care, or remote patient monitoring services;​

(3) a written certification that the mentally or physically impaired person requires assistance with two​
or more instrumental activities of daily living signed by a physician, a physician assistant, or an advanced​
practice registered nurse licensed to practice in this state;​

(4) an executed contract for septic service management or other proof of adequate septic service​
management;​

(5) an affidavit that the applicant has provided notice to adjacent property owners and residents of the​
application for the temporary dwelling permit; and​

(6) a general site map to show the location of the temporary family health care dwelling and other​
structures on the lot.​

(c) The temporary family health care dwelling must be located on property where the caregiver or relative​
resides. A temporary family health care dwelling must comply with all setback requirements that apply to​
the primary structure and with any maximum floor area ratio limitations that may apply to the primary​
structure. The temporary family health care dwelling must be located on the lot so that septic services and​
emergency vehicles can gain access to the temporary family health care dwelling in a safe and timely manner.​

(d) A temporary family health care dwelling is limited to one occupant who is a mentally or physically​
impaired person. The person must be identified in the application. Only one temporary family health care​
dwelling is allowed on a lot.​

(e) Unless otherwise provided, a temporary family health care dwelling installed under this section must​
comply with all applicable state law, local ordinances, and charter provisions.​

Subd. 4. Initial permit term; renewal. The initial temporary dwelling permit is valid for six months.​
The applicant may renew the permit once for an additional six months.​

Subd. 5. Inspection. The municipality may require that the permit holder provide evidence of compliance​
with this section as long as the temporary family health care dwelling remains on the property. The​
municipality may inspect the temporary family health care dwelling at reasonable times convenient to the​
caregiver to determine if the temporary family health care dwelling is occupied and meets the requirements​
of this section.​

Copyright © 2016 by the Revisor of Statutes, State of Minnesota. All Rights Reserved.​
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Subd. 6. Revocation of permit. The municipality may revoke the temporary dwelling permit if the​
permit holder violates any requirement of this section. If the municipality revokes a permit, the permit holder​
has 60 days from the date of revocation to remove the temporary family health care dwelling.​

Subd. 7. Fee. Unless otherwise provided by ordinance, the municipality may charge a fee of up to $100​
for the initial permit and up to $50 for a renewal of the permit.​

Subd. 8. No public hearing required; application of section 15.99. (a) Due to the time-sensitive nature​
of issuing a temporary dwelling permit for a temporary family health care dwelling, the municipality does​
not have to hold a public hearing on the application.​

(b) The procedures governing the time limit for deciding an application for the temporary dwelling​
permit under this section are governed by section 15.99, except as provided in this section. The municipality​
has 15 days to issue a permit requested under this section or to deny it, except that if the statutory or home​
rule charter city holds regular meetings only once per calendar month the statutory or home rule charter city​
has 30 days to issue a permit requested under this section or to deny it. If the municipality receives a written​
request that does not contain all required information, the applicable 15-day or 30-day limit starts over only​
if the municipality sends written notice within five business days of receipt of the request telling the requester​
what information is missing. The municipality cannot extend the period of time to decide.​

Subd. 9. Opt-out. A municipality may by ordinance opt-out of the requirements of this section.​

History: 2016 c 111 s 3​

Copyright © 2016 by the Revisor of Statutes, State of Minnesota. All Rights Reserved.​
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Recently enacted City of Fresno Development Code Requirements for Second 

Dwelling Units, Backyard Cottages (including Tiny Homes on Wheels), and 

Accessory Living Quarters (Effective January 3. 2016) 

 

15-2754 Second Dwelling Units, Backyard Cottages, and Accessory Living Quarters 

A. Purpose. The purpose of this section is to: 

1. Maintain the character of single-family neighborhoods; 

2. Ensure that new units are in harmony with developed neighborhoods; and 

3. Allow Second Dwelling Units as an accessory use to Single-Unit Dwellings, consistent 

with the Government Code (Section 65852.2). 

B. Architectural Compatibility. If visible from a public street or park, the architectural 

design, roofing material, exterior materials and colors, roof pitch and style, type of 

windows, and trim details of the Second Dwelling Unit, Backyard Cottage, or Accessory 

Living Quarters shall be substantially the same as and visually compatible with the 

primary dwelling. 

C. District Standards. Second Dwelling Units, Backyard Cottages and Accessory Living 

Quarters may be established on any lot in any residential district where single-unit 

dwellings are permitted. Only one Second Unit, Backyard Cottage or Accessory Living 

Quarters may be permitted on any one lot. Minor Deviations and/or Variances to meet the 

minimum lot sizes are not permitted. 

D. Minimum Lot Sizes. 

1. Second Dwelling Unit. 6,200 square feet. 

2. Backyard Cottage. 

a. Interior Lot Size: 6,000 square feet. 

b. Corner Lot Size: 5,000 square feet. 

3. Accessory Living Quarters. 5,000 square feet. 

E. Type of Unit. 

1. Second Dwelling Unit. May provide separate, independent living quarters for one 

household.  Units may be attached, detached, or located within the living areas of the 



primary dwelling unit on the lot, subject to the standards of this subsection. Kitchens, 

including cooking devices are permitted. 

2. Backyard Cottage. May provide separate, independent living quarters for one household. 

Units may be attached, detached, or located within the living areas of the primary dwelling 

unit on the lot, subject to the standards of this subsection. Kitchens, including cooking 

devices are permitted. Backyard Cottages shall be located behind the primary dwelling 

unit, unless attached and integral to the primary dwelling unit. 

a. A Tiny House may be considered a Backyard Cottage if it meets all the requirements of 

this section. 

b. The Director shall review the design of the Tiny House to insure that the structure is 

compatible with the main home and the neighborhood. 

3. Accessory Living Quarters. Accessory Living Quarters provide dependent living 

quarters. They may be attached, detached, or located within the living areas of the primary 

dwelling unit on the lot, subject to the standards of this subsection. Accessory Living 

Quarters may not provide kitchen facilities, however a bar sink and an undercounter 

refrigerator are allowed, but no cooking devices or other food storage facilities are 

permitted. Accessory Living Quarters shall not be located in front of the primary single-

family dwelling. 

F. Maximum Floor Area. The following are the maximum square footages of habitable 

area. The following calculations only include habitable floor space. Minor Deviations 

and/or Variances are not permitted to increase the maximum floor areas. 

1. Second Dwelling Units. 1,250 square feet. 

2. Backyard Cottages. 440 square feet. 

3. Accessory Living Quarters. 500 square feet or 30 percent of the primary single-family 

dwelling, whichever is less. 

G. Development Standards. Units shall conform to the height, setbacks, lot coverage and 

other zoning requirements of the zoning district in which the site is located, the 

development standards as may be modified per this subsection, other requirements of the 

zoning ordinance, and other applicable City codes. 

H. Lot Coverage. Per the underlying zone district. 

I. Setbacks. 

1. Front Yards. Per the underlying zone district. 



2. Side Yards/Street Side Yards. Per the underlying district. 

3. Rear Yards. Shall be separated from the main home by a minimum of six feet. 

a. Second Dwelling Unit. Per the underlying zone district. 

b. Backyard Cottage and Accessory Living Quarters. 

i. Alley Present. Three feet. 

ii. No Alley Present. 

(1) Abutting an RS. 10 feet. 

c. A tandem parking space may also be used to meet the parking requirement for the 

Second Dwelling Unit, providing such space will not encumber access to a required parking 

space for the primary single-unit dwelling. 

d. An existing two vehicle garage and/or carport may not be provided in-lieu of these 

parking requirements unless the parking spaces are accessed from different garage doors. 

3. Backyard Cottage. No additional parking required. 

4. Accessory Living Quarters. No additional parking required. 

O. Access. Vehicular access shall be provided in the following manner: 

1. Driveways. Shall be provided per the underlying district. 

2. Pedestrian access Access. An all-weather surface path to the Second Dwelling Unit, 

Backyard Cottage, or Accessory Living Quarters shall be provided from the street 

frontage. 

P. Mechanical Equipment. Mechanical equipment shall be located on the ground or, in the 

case of a tiny house on wheels, incorporated into the structure, but shall in no case be 

located on the roof. 

Q. Utility Meters/Addresses. 

1. Second Dwelling Units. Separate gas and electric meters may be permitted if approved 

by the Building Official and Pacific Gas & Electric. 

2. Backyard Cottage and Accessory Living Quarters. Separate utility meters and/or 

addresses are not permitted. 

R. Home Occupations. Home occupations are permitted pursuant to Section 15-2735, 

Home Occupations. 



S. Airports. All applications shall comply with operative airports plans. 

T. Owner Occupancy Requirements. The following shall apply prior to the issuance of a 

building permit. 

1. Second Dwelling Unit and Backyard Cottage. 

a. Either the primary dwelling unit, the Second Dwelling Unit, or the Backyard Cottage 

shall be owner-occupied. 

b. The property owner shall enter into a restrictive covenant with the City, which shall be 

recorded against the property. 

c. The covenant shall confirm that either the primary dwelling unit, the Second Dwelling 

Unit, or the Backyard Cottage shall be owner-occupied and prohibit rental of both units at 

the same time. 

d. It shall further provide that the Second Dwelling Unit or Backyard Cottage shall not be 

sold, or title thereto transferred separate and apart from the rest of the property. 

 

Definition of Tiny House added to City of Fresno Development Code 

Tiny House. A structure intended for separate, independent living quarters for one 

household that meets these six conditions: 

1. Is licensed and registered with the California Department of Motor Vehicles and 

meets ANSI 119.2 or 119.5 requirements; 

2. Is towable by a bumper hitch, frame-towing hitch, or fifth-wheel connection. Cannot 

(and is designed not to) move under its own power. When sited on a parcel per 

requirements of this Code, the wheels and undercarriage shall be skirted; 

3. Is no larger than allowed by California State Law for movement on public 

highways; 

4. Has at least 100 square feet of first floor interior living space; 

5. Is a detached self-contained unit which includes basic functional areas that support 

normal daily routines such as cooking, sleeping, and toiletry; and 

6. Is designed and built to look like a conventional building structure. 
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