
           

City of Ramsey
Agenda

Environmental Policy Board (EPB)
Monday, February 25, 2019

6:30 pm
Council Chambers, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW

             

1. Call to Order
 

2. Citizen Input
 

3. Approve Agenda
 

4. Approve Minutes
 

1.   Approve Meeting Minutes Dated January 14, 2019
 

5. Policy Board Business
 

1.   Review Sketch Plan for Property at 6080 Highway 10 NW (Project No. 18-163)
 

2.   Review Sketch Plan for Proposed Commercial and Residential Development (Project No. 19-102)
 

3.   Review Updated Environmental Review (AUAR) for The COR (Project No. 18-112)
 

6. Board/Staff Input
 

7. Adjournment
 

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

  



   
Environmental Policy Board (EPB)   4. 1.           
Meeting Date: 02/25/2019  
By: Chris Anderson, Community

Development

Information
Title:
Approve Meeting Minutes Dated January 14, 2019

Action:

Attachments
Meeting Minutes Dated January 14, 2019

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 02/22/2019 12:28 PM
Form Started By: Chris Anderson Started On: 02/21/2019 06:26 PM
Final Approval Date: 02/22/2019 



 
Environmental Policy Board / January 14, 2019 

Page 1 of 5 

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY BOARD  

CITY OF RAMSEY 

ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

 

On Monday, January 14, 2019, the Environmental Policy Board (EPB) met in the Council 
Chambers at the Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive N.W., Ramsey, Minnesota. 
 
Members Present: Chairperson Michael Valentine 
   Board Member Jane Covart 
   Board Member Melissa Fetterley 
   Board Member Michael Hiatt 
   Board Member Michael Madison 
 
Members Absent:  Board Member Reid Bernard 
   Board Member Laura Moore 
 
Also Present:  City Planner Chris Anderson 
   City Council Liaison Melody Shryock 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairperson Valentine called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
2. CITIZEN INPUT 

 

None. 
 
3. APPROVE AGENDA 

 

Motion by Board Member Covart and seconded by Board Member Hiatt to approve the agenda as 
submitted. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Valentine, Board Member Covart, Hiatt, Fetterley, and 
Madison.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Bernard and Moore. 
 
4. APPROVE MINUTES 

 
4.01: Approve Meeting Minutes Dated December 10, 2018 

 

Motion by Board Member Covart and seconded by Board Member Fetterley to approve the regular 
meeting minutes dated December 10, 2018. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Valentine, Board Member Covart, Fetterley, Hiatt, and 
Madison.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Bernard and Moore. 
 
5. POLICY BOARD BUSINESS 
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5.01: Review of Harvest Estates 2nd Addition (Project No. 18-161); Case of Meadowcreek  

 Builders  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report.  He stated that the purpose of the case is to review 
various elements related to a proposed Preliminary Plat for Harvest Estates 2nd Addition.  This is 
the second phase of development of the former Municipal Center site, located off Nowthen 
Boulevard, just south of Alpine Drive.  The development proposal is for 15 new single-family 
homes, accessed with an extension of 152nd Lane NW connecting to Krypton Terrace NW.  The 
property is zoned R-1 Residential (MUSA) and the surrounding land to the east, west and south is 
also zoned R-1 Residential (MUSA), while the land to the northwest and north is zoned PUD 
(Single family development with slightly narrow lots than what City Code had allowed at that 
time).  He recommended approval of the Landscaping Plan contingent upon compliance with the 
Staff Review Letter. 
 
Board Member Fetterley expressed appreciation with placing the tree requirement on the builder 
rather than the homeowner.  She asked what would happen in the case that the requirement is 
placed on the homeowner rather than the developer. 
 
City Planner Anderson stated that staff would prefer for the developer or builder to be responsible 
for the trees but noted that there are times when that is pushed down to the individual homeowner.  
He explained that details are provided on the tree requirements when a building permit is obtained.  
He stated that if the landscaping requirement has not been met upon inspection, an escrow is held 
until the landscaping is completed.  He stated that once the requirement is met, the escrow would 
be released.  He stated that there are measures in place to ensure that the landscaping plan is 
accomplished. 
 
Board Member Covart referenced the vegetation on the northeast corner and asked for additional 
details on note 12.   
 
City Planner Anderson stated that there are areas proposed for tree cover removal.  He stated that 
he is asking for the specific tree inventory information to be added to that sheet.  He stated that 
this would provide additional clarification on the specific trees that are proposed to be removed 
which assists the contractor that will be completing the work.   
 
City Council Liaison Shryock stated that there was a resident letter referencing the vegetation 
removal on the southern portion of the lot.  She stated that from the maps the vegetation on the 
southern boundary is proposed for removal and asked for additional input as there is not 
replacement proposed in that area.  She stated that it appears that the trees proposed for planting 
seem to be helping the new homes rather than providing buffering for the existing property owners. 
 
City Planner Anderson displayed the proposed landscaping plan and identified the trees referenced 
by Council Liaison Shryock.  He stated that when this project originally came forward there was 
an overall tree inventory and landscaping plan that looked at the project being constructed at one 
time.  He stated that the trees referenced by Council Liaison Shryock were proposed to be removed, 
not for house pads, but for grading purposes to ensure proper drainage.  He stated that there could 
be further investigation to determine if the drainage grading could occur without damaging the 
root base of the trees.   
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Council Liaison Shryock suggested that the City ask the developer to preserve those trees to the 
extent possible.   
 
City Planner Anderson stated that this is unique in that when the original plan came forward there 
were not existing homes.  He stated that because the project was broken into phases, the 
homeowners of lots eight and nine would be mostly impacted by the removal of the trees.  He 
again noted that those lots did not exist when the plan was proposed four years ago.  He stated that 
the City has already granted approval of that plan and staff was looking for consistency with that 
plan.  He noted that staff can explore that option to determine if there is a way to preserve some of 
those trees.  He stated that they would want to ensure that there is proper drainage, as that would 
impact additional properties.   
 
Board Member Covart asked if the hashed area to the west also includes trees proposed to be 
removed. 
 
City Planner Anderson confirmed that the hashed areas include vegetation proposed for removal.  
He confirmed that the plans are consistent with the plans that were approved four years ago. 
 
Motion by Board Member Hiatt and seconded by Board Member Madison to recommend approval 
of the Landscape Plan contingent upon compliance with the Staff Review Letter with the additional 
recommendation that the developer investigate the possibility of preserving additional trees on the 
southern boundary without interfering with the drainage plans. 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes: Chairperson Valentine, Board Member Hiatt, Madison, Covart, and 
Fetterley.  Voting No: None.  Absent:  Board Member Bernard and Moore. 
 

5.02: Consider Participation in the Simple Recycling Program  

 

City Planner Anderson presented the staff report.  He stated that staff has been contacted by ACE 
Solid Waste regarding a new recycling program/opportunity that is available to Ramsey.  ACE 
recently met with representatives from Simple Recycling about a pilot program for curbside 
recycling of textiles (clothing).  This would be separate from the existing curbside recycling 
program.  There does not appear to be any direct cost to the City or to the residents that would 
utilize the program.  The City would, however, market the program through newsletters along with 
its website and Facebook page.  He provided additional input he received from Coon Rapids staff, 
as that city has participated in a program with Simply Recycling for the past three years.  He noted 
that he plans to meet with ACE and Simple Recycling to gain additional input on thresholds that 
may be required.  He noted that once he has the additional information from the businesses, he 
would bring the topic back for a more formal consideration by the Board and City Council.   
 
Chairperson Valentine stated that from his perspective, the financial side is a bit of a concern and 
he would want to ensure that this would not burden the City with significant costs.  He stated that 
he would not be concerned with the responsibility for advertising, but with a possible cost if a 
threshold is not met.  He stated that conceptually he believed that this would be interesting to 
explore and would agree with having further discussion with the businesses. 
 
Board Member Hiatt asked if the tonnage collected from this program would assist the City in 
meeting the recycling requirements set by the County. 
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City Planner Anderson confirmed that as long as the City receives the reporting, the tonnage 
collected can be included in the report to the County.   
 
Board Member Hiatt asked if ACE is involved in the process as a co-partner. 
 
City Planner Anderson confirmed that he would be exploring that further as to whether the 
partnership is between ACE and Simple Recycling or the City and Simply Recycling.  He 
confirmed that ACE would be involved in cataloging and corresponding the collection sites to 
Simple Recycling. 
 
Board Member Hiatt stated that he believes that it would be beneficial for ACE to be involved in 
the partnership because of their positive track record with recycling.   
 
City Planner Anderson stated that to his knowledge there would not be an impact to the City for 
ACE to be involved in the program.  He explained that ACE reached out to the City with the 
possible opportunity.   
 
Council Liaison Shryock stated that this would be a great opportunity to pursue cautiously.  She 
stated that many organizations collect donations and resell the items.  She stated that education 
may be helpful on that topic.  She stated that she would want to find out additional information 
from Coon Rapids as well as the terms of the trial period and if there are additional terms after that 
trial period expires.  She stated that perhaps there are additional opportunities after the trial period 
which could include a common drop-off point or perhaps being a part of the City’s recycling 
events, which would save the organization the gas funds picking up materials from individual 
households. 
 
City Planner Anderson stated that the recycling events do have a vendor accepting textiles.  He 
stated that an interesting aspect of this opportunity would be the additional materials that could be 
collected, using the example of children’s toys.   
 
6. BOARD / STAFF INPUT 

 
 Great River Energy Processing Plant Closing 

 
City Planner Anderson reported that the plant is scheduled to close the following day.  He 
explained that the bulk of the waste material from Anoka County was being brought to the plant 
and therefore will need to be brought to another location.   
 

 February Meeting Date (need to reschedule to February 11th or 25th due to 

Presidents Day on February 18th) 

 
City Planner Anderson reported that the February meeting date falls on Presidents Day and 
therefore will need to be rescheduled.  It was the consensus of the Board to hold the meeting on 
February 25th. 
 
7. ADJOURNMENT 
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Motion by Board Member Hiatt and seconded by Board Member Covart to adjourn the meeting. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:23 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
________________________________ 
Chris Anderson 
City Planner 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________________ 
JoAnn Shaw 
Community Development Secretary 
 
 
Drafted by Amanda Staple 
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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Title:
Review Sketch Plan for Property at 6080 Highway 10 NW (Project No. 18-163)

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to review a Sketch Plan for a subdivision of the property located at 6080 Highway 10
NW (the "Subject Property"). The Subject Property is currently zoned both R-1 Residential (MUSA) and E-1
Employment. The Sketch Plan shows fourteen (14) detached villa lots plus three (3) outlots that will contain the
storm water pond, infiltration basin, and trail (part of the Mississippi River Trail). Based on the proposed Sketch
Plan, which is most closely associated with the R-2 Residential (Medium Density) District, a Comprehensive Plan
Amendment and a Zoning Amendment will be required. This review is being based on R-2 Residential District
standards.

It should be noted that in 2014-2015, the Subject Property did receive Final Plat approval for a seven (7) lot single
family residential subdivision. At that time, work began in terms of tree removal and grading. However, additional
soil borings were completed that did identify buried debris above fifteen (15) feet below the surface. Due to the
costs associated with removing the buried debris, the project was never completed. Village Bank (the "Applicant")
is now seeking grant funds to assist with the debris removal. 

Observations/Alternatives:
Natural Area(s)
The City's Natural Resources Inventory (NRI) does identify an altered/non-native deciduous forest on the Subject
Property. This would not consistute a high value natural area and some of the wooded area had previously been
removed (per the now defunct previous subdivision). The remainder of the Subject Property is classified as 'urban
with vegetative cover' or 'urban with little vegetative cover' per the Minnesota Land Cover Classification System
(MLCCS).

Critical River Overlay District
Only the very southwestern corner of the Subject Property falls within the Critical River Overlay District. None of
the proposed residential lots fall within this part of the Subject Property. Outlot A, which does lie within the
overlay district, does meet the minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet for a riparian parcel. There are no buildings
proposed within the overlay district.

Floodplains
Portions of the Subject Property fall within the Floodway and Flood Fringe floodplain boundaries. The Floodway
area is isolated directly adjacent to the Mississippi River and does not appear to be impacted at all by the proposed
subdivision. All three (3) outlots, plus the proposed lots on Blocks 2 and 3, all lie within or at least contain portions
of the Flood Fringe designation. Fill can be used to elevate structures in the Flood Fringe to ensure that the lowest
floor elevation is at or above the Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation (RFPE). Per the Grading Plan, it appears
that the lowest floor of all of these buildings will comply with the RFPE standard, but an Elevation Certificate,
prepared by a licensed surveyor, will be needed for each of the lots in Blocks 2 and 3 to verify compliance.

Both the storm water pond and infiltration basin are proposed within the Flood Fringe boundary. Staff has placed an
inquiry to the MN DNR to better understand if that is allowable within that portion of the floodplain.



Density Transitioning
Due to the adjacent, existing residential neighborhood, Density Transitioning will be required along the western
boundary of the Subject Property. If landscaping is used to satisfy this requirement, the vegetative buffer will need
to be a minimum of twenty-five (25) feet in width and be held in common ownership. Within this buffer area, for
every 100 feet of property boundary, there shall be two (2) overstory trees, two (2) evergreen trees, and two (2)
understory trees and plant sizes shall be a minimum of 2.5 inch caliper, six (6) feet in height, and 1.5 inch caliper,
respectively.

Tree Preservation
A Tree Inventory and Preservation Plan is required but has not been received yet. Any residential development is
required to retain forty percent (40%) of the significant tree Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) inches on site. If that
threshold is exceeded, the reforestation shall be at a ratio of 1.25 inches for every 1 inch removed. There are
exemptions of trees removed due to storm water ponds (and infiltration basins), invasive species, trails and
sidewalks. It does appear that some tree removal will be needed due to the proposed location of the storm water
pond and infiltration basin. It would be preferable to preserve trees nearest the riverbank both for stabilzation
purposes as well as aesthetics from the river.

Landscaping
A Landscape Plan is required but has not yet been received. Based on the R-2 Residential standards, the Canopy
Cover Formula would be used to determine the minimum landscaping required. This formula attempts to take into
consideration the overall pervious and impervious area of a project, as well as canopy cover of trees at maturity, to
avoid over planting of a site. 

Funding Source:
All costs associated with this project are the Applicant's responsibilty.

Action:
Provide general feedback on the Sketch Plan as it relates to natural resources. Note that Staff has prepared a Staff
Review Letter addressing items that either are lacking and/or need to be addressed.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Existing Conditions
Proposed Site Layout
Grading Plan
Aerial View with Contours and Floodplain
Staff Review Letter

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 02/22/2019 12:33 PM
Form Started By: Chris Anderson Started On: 02/21/2019 04:44 PM
Final Approval Date: 02/22/2019 
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Suite 100
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Phone:  (763) 489-7900

Fax:  (763) 489-7959

www.carlsonmccain.com
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Thomas R. Balluff, L.S.

I hereby certify that this plan, specification

or report was prepared by me or under my

direct supervision and that I am a duly

Licensed Land Surveyor under

the laws of the State of Minnesota

Print Name:

Signature:

Date: License #:01/25/19 40361
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CITY OF RAMSEY LAND USE APPLICATION 

TECHNICAL REVIEW FILE 
 

DATE FEBRUARY 21, 2019 PROJECT 

ADDRESS  

6080 HIGHWAY 10 

PROJECT. TITLE 6080 HIGHWAY 10 

ESCROW # 116795 

DEPARTMENT: Community Development: Planning  Division (Landscape Plan & Natural 

Resources) 

TECHNICAL REVIEWER: 
Name:  Chris Anderson 
Phone:  763-433-9817 
Email:  canderson@cityoframsey.com  

 

We offer the following comments regarding the civil engineering plans prepared by Carlson McCain and 

dated January 25, 2019:  

 

Sheet 1 (Cover) 

 The following data must be identified and labeled on all applicable sheets: Floodway and Flood 

Fringe district boundaries, Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation (RFPE) (in Minnesota, this is 

considered the Base Flood Elevation plus any stage increase from Floodway plus 1 foot of 

bounce), and the elevation of all access roads and driveways (cannot be more than 2 feet lower 

than the RFPE). 

 Under Sheet Index, Sheet L1 (Landscape Plan) is listed.  However, there was no Sheet L1 

included with the submitted plan set.  Note that a Landscape Plan is required and is subject to 

review and approval by the City. 

 Due to the proposed increased density adjacent to an existing residential development, Density 

Transitioning will be required.  Please refer to City Code Section 117-110 for minimum 

standards. 

 

Sheet 2 (Existing Conditions) 

 A Tree Inventory and Preservation Plan is required.  All significant trees, defined as all oaks and 

evergreens 4 inches or greater in DBH and all other trees 8 inches or greater in DBH, must be 

inventoried.   The following data shall be provided: species, DBH, condition, status (saved or 

removed), reason for removal (e.g. storm water pond, trail, general grading, etc.).  At least 40% of 

the significant tree DBH inches must be retained on site or replaced at a 1.25 inch to 1-inch ratio. 

 Inventory shall provide a tally of total significant DBH inches on site, a tally of inches removed, 

and a tally of inches saved. 

 

Sheet 5 (Grading & Erosion Control) 

 Tree Save Fencing must be included on this sheet. 

 Tree Save Fencing shall be installed at the dripline or beyond of any tree or group of trees being 

protected. 

 Silt Fence shall be installed no closer than 16.5 feet from the normal water level of the 

stormwater pond and infiltration basin.  Existing vegetation within this required setback area shall 

be left undisturbed throughout grading, construction, and landscaping aspects of the project. 

mailto:canderson@cityoframsey.com
https://library.municode.com/mn/ramsey/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH117ZOSU_ARTIIZO_DIV4DIRE_SDIINGE_S117-110REDETR


Review File:  
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 The lowest floor of all structures in Blocks 2 & 3 must be at or above the RFPE. 

 Finished fill elevation shall not be lower than one (1) foot below the RFPE and must extend out at 

least fifteen (15) feet from each structure. 

 Elevation Certificates (as-built elevations) will be required for all new homes on Blocks 2 & 3 to 

confirm compliance with RFPE.  This will be addressed in the Development Agreement. 

 If more than 1,000 cubic yards of fill are used within the floodplain for any reason other than 

elevating a structure to comply with the RFPE, then a Conditional Use Permit will be required.  

Plan shall note the total proposed fill for the project within the floodplain and shall indicate 

quantities used to elevate structures separately from any other use of fill. 

 

Sheet 6 (Detailes) 

 Add detail for tree planting. 

 

 

 



   
Environmental Policy Board (EPB)   5. 2.           
Meeting Date: 02/25/2019  
By: Chris Anderson, Community

Development

Information
Title:
Review Sketch Plan for Proposed Commercial and Residential Development (Project No. 19-102)

Purpose/Background:
Paxmar (the "Applicant") has submitted an application for Sketch Plan review for a proposed development project
on Outlot A, Rivenwick Village (the "Subject Property"), which is generally located south of Highway 10 and east
of Ramsey Blvd. The Subject Property is just over nine (9) acres in size and is zoned MU-PUD (Mixed Use
Planned Unit Development). The Sketch Plan indicates there would be one (1) commercial lot, a senior living
facility (32 units), and thirty (30) single family residential lots.

Observations/Alternatives:
Natural Area(s) and/or Features
The City's Natural Resources Inventory (NRI) indicates that the Subject Property consists entirely of an
altered/non-native grassland ('grassland with sparse deciduous trees' per the Minnesota Land Cover Classification
System). Per this classification, it does not constitute a high value natural area nor would it warrant any specific
protection. 

There do not appear to be any wetlands or floodplains within the Subject Property. Tree cover appears to be sparse.
The Applicant will need to either provide a Tree Inventory and Preservation Plan or provide documentation that no
significant trees exist on the Subject Property.

Landscaping
A Landscaping Plan will need to be prepared at future steps. Depending on the density and lot sizes proposed (this
information is not provided with this Sketch Plan), the minimum landscaping requirements are not known but
would likely be either two (2) front yard trees per unit and/or determined by applying the Canopy Cover Formula. It
would be helpful to get feedback on whether some sort of transitioning should be provided between the senior living
units and the detached units to the east. If the commercial lot develops before the senior living units, then no
bufferyard would be required. However, if the senior living units are developed first, then it appears that some
additional plantings may be necessary between the two differing uses.

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

Action:
Provide feedback on the proposed Sketch Plan as it relates to natural resources.

Attachments
Site Location Map
Concept Plan with Aerial
Concept Plan



Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 02/22/2019 12:31 PM
Form Started By: Chris Anderson Started On: 02/21/2019 05:49 PM
Final Approval Date: 02/22/2019 
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Environmental Policy Board (EPB)   5. 3.           
Meeting Date: 02/25/2019  
By: Chris Anderson, Community

Development

Information
Title:
Review Updated Environmental Review (AUAR) for The COR (Project No. 18-112)

Purpose/Background:
In 2003, the City Council adopted Resolution #03-01-012 ordering an Alternative Urban Areawide Review
(AUAR) for The COR (formerly known as Ramsey Town Center). An AUAR is an environmental review process
that can be used in lieu of more traditional environmental reviews such as Environmental Assessment Worksheets
(EAW) and Environmental Impact Statements (EIS), as long as the geographic area is covered by an acceptable
Comprehensive Plan. When considering The COR as a whole, it is likely that a series of individual projects in short
sequence could trigger the need for an EAW. For example, the recent project known as Affinity at Ramsey likely
would have triggered the need for an EAW based on the number of projects approved in the past several years.

The benefit of an AUAR is that it looks at the cumulative impacts of planned or anticipated development within a
specific geographic area, whereas an EAW and/or EIS are project specific and typically can add significant time
and cost to a proposed development. The AUAR can assist with reviewing cumulative potential effects to the
environment, which may result from multiple developments within the specified geographic area, and can be done
in advance of those developments to eliminate potential project delays. However, an AUAR does need to be
updated every five (5) years until the geographic area is fully developed.

In 2013, the City ordered an updated AUAR, which expired in 2018. In April of 2018, the City Council authorized
engaging the services of WSB to complete an update to The COR AUAR. Since this is an update to an existing
AUAR, it focuses on what's been developed since the last update, whether there have been any significant changes
to the envisioned development plan, and looks at whether there have been any new findings related to threatened or
endangered species.

Notification:
A notice was published in the Environmental Quality Board's Monitor, a weekly publication for environmental
review documents and public comment periods.

Observations/Alternatives:
WSB has completed a draft update of The COR AUAR (attached). There have been no new findings of threatened
or endangered species (based on the Natural Heritage Information System). There have been no significant
deviations or changes to the overall vision or development plan for The COR since the last update. The document
has been updated with all development within The COR since the last update and the Mitigation Plan has been
updated as well.

The EPB reviewed the draft update of The COR AUAR in October. At that time, only City Staff comments had
been received and WSB was working to update the document accordingly. Subsequently, the draft update of The
COR AUAR was submitted to the requisite agencies for a ten (10) day comment period. The City did receive
comments from multiple agencies, which are attached to this case. Responses have been incorporated into the
document where necessary.

With the comment period now closed, The COR AUAR Update has been updated with the comments received and,
where necessary, responses to those comments. The document is now ready for adoption. This will provide



environmental review for the next five (5) years for development within The COR.

The Planning Commission reviewed The COR AUAR Update at their February 7, 2019 meeting and recommended
its adoption.

Alternatives

Alternative 1: Motion to recommend the City Council adopt The COR AUAR Update. This is a planning document
that, once adopted, will provide coverage for The COR regarding environmental review. This proactive approach
helps to save time and money for prospective projects within The COR by eliminating potential additional
environmental review (EAW and/or EIS) for individual projects. Staff supports this alternative.

Alternative 2: Motion to recommend the City Council not adopt The COR AUAR Update. This planning document
is not required. The City opted to complete an AUAR originally for the Ramsey Town Center project (now The
COR) as it was anticipated that multiple projects within the development area may cumulatively trigger additional
environmental review. An AUAR is only valid for five (5) years, so it does need to be updated periodically if the
City desires to be proactive and attempt to avoid time delays and added expenses for prospective projects in The
COR. Staff does not support this alternative.

Funding Source:
The cost of updating The COR AUAR is being funded through TIF District 14.

Action:
Motion to recommend City Council approve Resolution #19-041 approving The COR AUAR Update.

Attachments
AUAR Process Summary from MN EQB
Memo re: Benefits of AUAR Update
2003 Original AUAR
2013 AUAR Update
Agency Responses to AUAR Update
2018-2019 AUAR Update
Resolution #19-041

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 02/22/2019 12:34 PM
Form Started By: Chris Anderson Started On: 02/14/2019 09:41 AM
Final Approval Date: 02/22/2019 



 

Quick Reference: Alternative Urban Areawide Review 

Alternative Urban Areawide Review (AUAR) 
The AUAR is a planning tool that local governments can use to understand how different development scenarios will 
affect the environment of their community before the development occurs. The process is designed to look at the 
cumulative impacts of anticipated development scenarios within a given geographic area. Environmental analysis 
information from an AUAR can be used to inform local planning and zoning decisions  

 
The AUAR process: 
The AUAR starts with an Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW).  Future development scenarios are reviewed 
using the EAW to analyze environmental impacts resulting from development choices as well as ways to reduce or 
eliminate those consequences, (called “mitigations”). Once the AUAR review process is complete, future projects 
within the AUAR geographic boundary will not require individual EAW and EIS documents as long as these future 
projects are consistent with the development scenarios analyzed in the completed AUAR, and project proposers 
implement the mitigation measures required by the AUAR Mitigation Plan.  The AUAR is the only environmental 
review document that must be periodically updated to stay relevant. There are situations where the AUAR cannot be 
used as a substitute for an EAW or EIS. This information can be found in MN Rules 4410.3610.  

 
Relationship to projects: 
For projects requiring an EAW or EIS that are proposed within the boundaries of an area where an AUAR is in progress 
but not yet completed, the RGU may review these projects through either the AUAR or EAW procedure. For projects 
that do not require an EAW or EIS, but are within the geographic boundary of an AUAR, the RGU may exclude it 
through following a special process, described in Minnesota Rules. Projects proposed that include more than half of the 
AUAR geographic area or would otherwise require an EIS must go through additional procedures.  These additional 
steps are explained in Minnesota Rules 4410.3610 subpart 2.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Quick Reference: Alternative Urban Areawide Review 

AUAR process steps: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 AUAR update process steps: 

  RGU completes a 
draft update   

RGU revises and 
distributes final update 

document 

  

RGU adopts AUAR 
document and 

mitigation plan and 
is published in the 

EQB Monitor 

  

Document is published 
in the EQB Monitor 

and 10 day comment 
period begins/ends  

O
bjections 

  
Negotiations 

between RGU and 
Objecting Agency 

Resolved 

  
EQB action needed 
to determine AUAR 

adequacy 

Inadequate 

 
RGU develops draft 

AUAR and mitigation 
plan 

 

Draft document 
distributed for 

comments & published 
in EQB Monitor 

 

RGU adopts AUAR 
document and 

mitigation plan. 
Both are published 
in the EQB Monitor 

 

State Agencies and 
Met Council have 10 

days to file and 
objection 

O
bjections 

 
Negotiations 

between RGU and 
Objecting Agency 

Resolved 

 
EQB action needed 
to determine AUAR 

adequacy 

Inadequate 
 

RGU orders an AUAR, 
which is published in 

the EQB Monitor 
 

Comment period ends 
after 30 calendar days, 

plus an optional 15 
business day extension 

 

RGU revises AUAR 
based on comments 
and distributes final 

document to agencies 
and Met Council 

Helpful tip: 
An appeals process 
can occur at any 
decision point.  

N
ot Resolved 

N
ot 

Resolved 
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Memorandum 
 
To: Chris Anderson, City of Ramsey 
 
From: Alison Harwood, WSB & Associates, Inc. 
 
Date: April 19, 2018 
 
Re: Ramsey COR AUAR Update 
 

 
In 2003, the City of Ramsey completed an Alternative Urban Areawide Review (AUAR) for the COR. The 
AUAR process is a hybrid of the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). The AUAR process is designed to allow Responsible Government Units (RGUs), such 
as the City of Ramsey, to understand how different development scenarios will affect the environment, 
assess the cumulative impacts of each scenario, and outline necessary mitigation for any identified 
impacts. An AUAR is valid for 5 years and then must be updated to qualify as the required environmental 
review. The COR AUAR was last updated in 2013 and is due for an update in July 2018. 
 
There are several benefits to completing an update of the COR AUAR, which are summarized below: 
 

1. The AUAR process allows for review of various development scenarios for an entire geographical 
area, rather than a specific project. This allows RGUs more flexibility with regard to changing 
development needs. 

2. The AUAR process serves as a substitute for other state environmental review processes, such 
as an EAW or EIS. As long as the proposed development fits within one of the development 
scenarios reviewed by the AUAR, additional environmental review is not necessary. 

3. It provides an opportunity to review the cumulative impacts resulting from several different 
projects occurring within a given area, rather than just focusing on a single development at a 
time. 

4. The AUAR process enable planners to better integrate environmental review into their 
comprehensive planning process, and allows them to evaluate how much development can be 
accommodated by an area. 

5. The AUAR process can address both public infrastructure and private development at once. 
6. The AUAR process allows planners to review the cumulative impacts of projects that are 

expected in the immediate future as well as potential development scenarios that are not 
expected for several years later, at the same time. 

7. Updates of the AUAR need only revise the information that has changed since approval of the 
original document.  

 
If an AUAR is not updated within 5 years, any specific project that is proposed within the AUAR area that 
would otherwise exceed the threshold for EAW or EIS review cannot be approved until either the 
necessary EAW or EIS review has been completed or the AUAR has been updated. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the AUAR Update process, or benefits of completing the AUAR 
Update, please contact me at aharwood@wsbeng.com or 763-231-4847. 
 
 

mailto:aharwood@wsbeng.com


Ramsey Town Center  

Alternative Urban Areawide Review  

June 24, 2003 
 

 

 
 

 

 

Prepared for the City of Ramsey 

by Ramsey Town Center - LLC, 

Emmons and Olivier Resources, Inc. 

 North American Wetland Engineering, and  

Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, Inc. 



 
 Alternative Urban Areawide Review (AUAR)  

Ramsey Town Center 
City of Ramsey (RGU) 

 
1. Project Title 
Ramsey Town Center 
 
2. Proposer  
Ramsey Town Center, LLC   
John Feges, President     
4200 Central Ave., NE    
Minneapolis, MN 55421    
 
Prepared By: 
Emmons and Olivier Resources, Inc. (Gary Oberts, AUAR Project Manager) 
North American Wetland Engineering, P.A. (Curt Sparks, NAWE Manager) 
Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, Inc. (Fred Dock, MMA Manager) 
 
3. RGU (Responsible Governmental Unit)  
RGU:  City of Ramsey 
Contact:  Patrick Trudgeon, Principal Planner 
  15153 Nowthen Boulevard, NW 
  Ramsey, MN 55303 
  Direct phone: (763) 433-9843 
  E-mail: ptrudgeon@ci.ramsey.mn.us 
 
 
4. Reason for EAW Preparation  
This item is not applicable to an AUAR. 
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5. Project Location 
This site is located in Section 28; Township 32N; Range 25W, entirely within Anoka 
County and the City of Ramsey. 
 

EQB Guidance: A county map is not required.  The USGS map should be 
included.  Instead of a site plan map, include: 1) a map clearly depicting the 
boundaries of the AUAR and any sub-districts used in the AUAR analysis; 2) land 
use, and planning and zoning maps as required in conjunction with Items 9 and 
27; and 3) a cover type map as required for Item 10.  Additional maps may be 
included throughout the document wherever maps are useful for displaying 
relevant information. 

 
The following series of project location and preliminary site feature maps are included.  
These maps provide the basis for later reference in subsequent Items. 

• USGS map - Figure 5.1 
• Site map depicting the boundaries used throughout the AUAR analysis - 

Figure 5.2 (City location) and Figure 5.3 (County location) 
• City Land Use map – Figure 5.4 (also used in Items 9 and 27) 
• City Zoning map - Figure 5.5  
• Cover-type (Minnesota Land Cover Classification System - MLCCS) map 

– Figure 5.6 (also used in Item 10) 
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6. Description of Site  

Instead of the information required on the EAW form, the description section of 
an AUAR should include the following elements for each major development 
scenario included: 
6a. Anticipated types and intensity (density) of residential and 
commercial/warehouse/light industrial development throughout the AUAR area; 
6b. Infrastructure planned to serve development (roads, sewers, water, 
stormwater system, etc.).  Roadways intended primarily to serve as adjoining land 
uses within an AUAR area are normally expected to be reviewed as part of an 
AUAR.  More “arterial” types of roadways that would cross an AUAR area are 
an optional inclusion in the AUAR analysis; if they are included, a more intensive 
level of review, generally including an analysis of alternative routes, is necessary; 
and 
6c. Information about the anticipated staging of various developments, to the 
extent known, and of the infrastructure, and how the infrastructure staging will 
influence the development schedule. 
*Optional 6d.  Although the EQB guidance does not require an abstract to be 
included, one is contained in the AUAR for the purposes of any reference to 
nature of the document. 

 
6a. The preferred design concept drawing is presented in Figure 6.1.  The progression of 
conceptual design to get to the preferred one is portrayed in Figure 6.2.  This progression 
extends from the Metropolitan Council’s Smart Growth Illustrative Plan developed by 
Calthorpe Associates through the various iterations of the City and RTC LLC design 
team.  The preferred design resulted from discussions with City staff, citizens, 
community leaders, regulatory agencies and nationally recognized urban designers, as 
well as site visits nationwide to similar communities that have shown success. 
 
The preferred design reflected in Figure 6.1 is consistent with the City’s February 2002 
Comprehensive Plan, as discussed in Item 27 later in this document. 
 
The preferred design (Figure 6.1) contains the following land use breakdown: 
 

Residential:    93.64 acres 
Mixed Use:    56.90 
Business Enterprise:   28.43 
Commercial Service/Convenience: 7.97 
Commercial Shopping:  11.83 
Retail:     7.84  
Existing Highway Commercial: 25.04 

 Green/Public Space:   38.31 
 Railway:    15.74 
 Roads and streets:   83.82 

Total Acreage:    369.5 acres  
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6b. The infrastructure planned to serve the development has been defined within the City 
of Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan, as amended in February 2002.  The infrastructure 
components for roads/highways, sanitary sewers, municipal water supply, and stormwater 
follow: 

 
1. Roads and Highways  Details of the transportation elements related to this project 
are contained within Item 21.  Figure 6.3 illustrates the general road and highway 
system serving the RTC site.  The complete traffic analysis is included as Appendix 
B. 
 
2. Sanitary Sewer   Details of the sanitary sewer elements related to this project are 
contained within Item 18.  Figure 6.4 displays both the staging and service areas for 
sanitary sewer service in Ramsey. 
 
 Figure 6.4.  Sanitary Sewer Plan for City of Ramsey (see Item 18 for details). 
 

 
 
 
3. Municipal Water Supply  Details of the water supply elements related to this 
project are contained within Item 13.   Figure 6.5 shows the water supply staging and 
plan for future service.  
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Figure 6.5.  City of Ramsey Water Supply System and Plan for Staging. 
 

Urban Reserve

Existing MUSA

2000 Estimated Service Date

Rural Transition

 
 
 
4. Stormwater   Details on the stormwater management elements related to this 
project are contained in Item 17.   Figure 6.6 portrays the general stormwater 
management system that is envisioned for the RTC site and for the drainage that 
enters the site from the north and northwest.  Installation of major water-carrying 
elements of this system will occur very early in the site development process to assure 
proper movement and treatment of runoff.  The internal site drainage system will be 
tied into the major stormwater management system as the site develops and design 
specifics are determined.  Item 17 describes the manner in which runoff volume will 
be mitigated through stormwater management BMPs. 

 
6c. The preferred design in Figure 6.1 shows only a single development concept that will 
provide the framework for the RTC site.  Staging of infrastructure for the various 
components is addressed as part of the specific infrastructure section as follows: roads 
and highways in Item 21; sanitary sewer in Item 18; water supply in Item 13; and 
stormwater in Item 17. 
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6d. Abstract for the Environmental Quality Board Monitor: 

 
The potential environmental impacts of converting agricultural land to the Ramsey 
Town Center are assessed in an Alternative Urban Areawide Review (AUAR).  
Impacts on site drainage, traffic, connection to local and regional trails, groundwater 
protection and protected wetlands are the centerpieces of the evaluation.  A 
mitigation plan has been developed that lays out the actions that the City of Ramsey 
will follow to assure minimum environmental impact as the project proceeds in 
stages, from initiation of construction in 2003, through completion in approximately 
2007. 

 
 
Summary of Environmental Impact.  The change in appearance that results from 
changing over 300 acres of land use from predominantly agricultural to an urban center 
will be dramatic.  The challenge to the City of Ramsey is to implement this change 
without equally dramatic impacts on the environment.  This AUAR lays out a plan by the 
City to identify and mitigate, to the extent possible, the potential detrimental impacts. 
 
Each of the Items within the AUAR that have an associated potential for impact will 
include a section summarizing the impact, followed by a mitigation element that 
addresses how that impact will be mitigated.  Obviously, developing over 300 acres of 
land will have some impact both during and after construction.  The goal of the City is to 
do everything possible to minimize that impact and incorporate amenities that improve 
the current situation, such as standing water ponds, improved wetlands, open space and 
parks, trail connections and a nice place for citizens to live, work, shop and recreate. 
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7. Project Magnitude Data  
The cumulative totals of the parameters below should be given for each major 
development scenario, except that information on “manufacturing”, “other 
industrial”, “institutional” and “agricultural”.  

 
- Total project acreage:  369.5 
 
- Number of residential units (Table 7.1):   2,400 attached 
                            
- Commercial, industrial or institutional area (gross floor space): 1,651,000 total square  
  feet     
 
- Indicate areas of specific uses (in square feet) (Table 7.2):   
   

    Table 7.1 Residential Units by Type                           Table 7.2 Square Footage by Use Type 
 

 
 

194,000 Variety Store 

55,000 School 

261,000 Retail 

439,000 Office 

161,000 Mixed- Use Retail / Restaurant 

126,000 Mixed-Use Retail / Office / Clinic 

32,000 Live / Work 

38,000 Ice Rink 

38,000 Hotel 

60,000 Grocery 

62,000 Gas Station, convenience 

40,000 Fitness 

20,000 Convenience Retail 

25,000 Community Center 

50,000 City Hall / Police / Transit 

50,000 Cinema 

Square FootageSpecific Use 

    330  Townhouse (4 story) 

120 Townhouse (3 story) 

704 Townhouse (2 story) 

44 Duplex (2 story) 

18 Duplex 

Apartment 

1012 Mixed-Use Residential 

Units Residential Type 
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8. Permits and Approvals Required  
A listing of major approvals and public financial assistance and infrastructure 
likely to be required by the anticipated types of development projects should be 
given. This list will help orient reviewers to the framework that will protect 
environmental resources. The list can also serve as a starting point for the 
development of the implementation aspects of the mitigation plan to be developed 
as part of the AUAR. 

 
A project the magnitude of the Ramsey Town Center will require many local, regional, 
state and federal environmental permits and approvals.  This section identifies the many 
permits and approvals that form the basis for implementation of the mitigation plan (Item 
33).  Table 8.1 lists the permits and approvals that will be needed for this project.  The 
reader should note that the need for compatibility with plans is addressed in Item 27, and 
that brief descriptions of the permit requirements for some permits are listed after the 
table.   
 
The cost of most infrastructure improvements will be borne by the developer.  The 
County may improve the County road system as part of routine upgrades that accompany 
traffic increases with development.  There is a possibility the City will pay for some 
infrastructure improvements, expansions or upgrades, and service enhancements that it 
deems appropriate to provide an acceptable quality of service.  A level of commitment 
has not been determined at this time. 
 
Table 8.1.  Permits and Approvals 
 

Unit of Government Type of Permit Status 
Site plan Pre-permit 

review under 
way 

Grading and erosion control (1) NAF* 
Preliminary and final plat approval NAF 

 
Obstruction Permit (2)  
Excavation Permit (3)  
Sewer and water connection NAF 
Building and occupancy permits NAF 

City of Ramsey 

Tree preservation NAF 
Anoka County Access via County Highway, 

consistency with County standards 
Pre-permit 
review under 
way 

Metropolitan Council Sanitary sewer connection NAF 
Grading and erosion control NAF 
Storm sewer NAF 

Lower Rum River WMO 

Wetland alteration (WCA) Pre-permit 
review under 
way 
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Sanitary sewer connection and 
wastewater routing 

NAF Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency 

NPDES Phase II construction and MS4 
(4) 

MS4 Permit 
application 
submitted 
3/10/03; 
construction 
permits 
submitted as 
needed 

Minnesota Dept. of 
Transportation 

State Highway Access and consistency 
with standards; applies also to work in 
the Right of Way 

Pre-permit 
review under 
way 

Water appropriation for municipal 
system and construction de-watering  

NAF Minnesota Dept. of Natural 
Resources 

Work in the bed of a public water (5) NAF 
Minnesota Dept. of Health Water system infrastructure (wells, 

water mains, storage) 
NAF 

State Historic Preservation 
Office 

Historic and archeological site 
preservation 

No significant 
sites found 

Burlington Northern Santa 
Fe Railroad 

Access Permit (6)  

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

Section 404 Clean Water Act Determined not 
to be “waters 
of the United 
States” (see 
Appendix E) 

*NAF = Permit not yet applied for 
 
(1) Grading, mining and filling permits are required to control operations to minimize 
conflicts with adjacent land uses, to preserve good soils and to regulate the type of 
materials used for fill, to employ all reasonable means to reduce dust, noise, and 
nuisances, and to ensure that disturbed areas are restored upon completion of the 
operation.  The following standards need to be applied during construction activities to 
fulfill the requirements of the permits. 
 
� General Provisions.  All equipment used for operations shall be maintained and 

operated to minimize, as far is practicable, noises, dust, and vibrations adversely 
affecting surrounding properties.  The maximum noise level at the perimeter of 
the work site shall not exceed the levels outlined in Table 8.2.  There shall be no 
emission of any solid or liquid particles in concentrations exceeding 0.3 grains per 
cubic foot of the conveying gas or air.  No operations shall be allowed when wind 
gusts exceed thirty miles per hour.  Existing tree and ground cover shall be 
preserved to the extent feasible.   
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            Table 8.2 Sound levels measured at property line 

 
Octaves, Band 

Cycles/Sec. 
Residential 

Districts 
Non-Residential 

Districts 

37.5 75 58 73 
76  150 54 69 

151  300 50 65 
301  600 46 61 
601  1200 40 55 

1201  2400 33 48 
2401 4800 26 41 
Over 4800 20 35 

 
 
� Water Resources.  The operation will minimize impacts to surface water drainage 

outside of the Town Center.  Excavation occurring below groundwater elevation 
may require an analysis performed by a hydrologist or other qualified 
professional.   

 
� Safety Fencing.  Safety fencing may be required around all or portions of the 

operation at the discretion of the Council. 
 
� Access Roads.  The location of the intersection of access roads with any public 

roads shall be selected such that traffic on the access roads will have sufficient 
distance of public roads in view so that any turns onto the public road can be 
completed with a margin of safety as determined by the City Engineer. 

 
� Fill Materials.  An analysis of all fill materials must be provided to and approved 

by the City Engineer prior to commencing any filling activities.   
 
� Screening Barrier.  To minimize problems of dust and noise and to shield 

operations from public view, a screening barrier may be required between the 
work site and adjacent properties.   

 
� Slopes.  The maximum permitted slope for any operation other than the working 

face shall be sloped on all sides at a maximum ratio of two (2) foot horizontal to 
one (1) foot vertical, unless a steeper slope shall be approved by the Engineer.  
Where excavations are adjacent to a public roadway or other right-of-way, the 
excavation shall have a maximum four to one slope.  Slopes adjacent to or 
contiguous to bodies of water shall be sloped at a maximum of six to one (6:1). 

 
� Earth Material.  No earth material shall be imported to or exported from the work 

site until the haul road has been officially designated as a haul road by the City 
and all materials hauled from the source shall be hauled over that road.  The haul 
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road designation process shall be pursuant to §2051.3 of the Minnesota 
Department of Transportation's Standard Specifications for Construction, 1983 
Edition.  All top soil shall be retained at the work site until complete rehabilitation 
of the work site has taken place according to the rehabilitation plan. 

 
(2) An obstruction permit is required to allow free and open passage over the specified 
portion of right-of-way by placing equipment, vehicles, or other obstructions described 
therein on the right-of-way for the duration specified therein.   
 
(3) An Excavation Permit is required to allow the holder to excavate that part if the right-
of-way described in such permit and/or to hinder free and open passage over the specified 
portion of the right-of way by placing equipment described therein, to the extent and for 
the duration specified therein. 
 
(4) The City of Ramsey is required by MPCA to be under the NPDES Phase II Nonpoint 
Source Control Program for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s).  Under 
this program, the City will need to adopt a “Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program 
(SWPPP)”.  The City submitted an application on March 10, 2003, and will have until 
May 9, 2003 to have the application authorized by the City Council.  Pollution prevention 
includes solid waste, hazardous materials, and vehicle washing.  The SWPP must include 
or address the following: 
� Six “minimum control measures” 

1) Public education and outreach on storm water impacts (including at least 
one public meeting per year) 

2) Public participation/involvement  
3) Illicit discharge detection and elimination - includes storm sewer map with 

water bodies and structural pollution control devices, outfalls, discharges 
to groundwater, and prohibitive ordinances  

4) Construction site storm water runoff control - need erosion and sediment 
control, and onsite waste control 

5) Post-construction storm water management in new development   
6) Pollution prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations - 

training of operation and maintenance staff, annual and 20% inspections 
� BMPs for each of the above minimum control measures will need to be described 

and the following will need to be identified: 
o measurable goals for each BMP 
o timeline for implementation 
o responsible party for implementation and coordination 

� Analysis of Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) if discharge applies to an 
adopted TMDL plan.  Of note here is that the latest (January 22, 2003) MPCA 
“impaired waters” (303d) list includes the Mississippi River reach from the Crow 
River to the Rum River as impaired for fecal coliform, PCB FCA (fish 
consumption advisory) and Hg FCA, with official TMDL study scheduled, 
respectively, for 2004-2006, 2002-2015 (regional EPA), and 2002-2015 (regional 
EPA).  All discharges from the RTC site will be treated extensively prior to 
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ultimate discharge to this reach of the Mississippi River (see Item 17 discussion).  
The discharge is not expected to impact the existing impairment. 

� Design and management strategies to minimize the discharge of pollutants from 
the MS4 to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) with an annual report on 
implementation. 

 
The SWPP must be completed at least 30 days prior to commencing construction and 
prior to applying for construction permits.  Elements 4, 5 and 6 are directly applicable to 
the stormwater management approach adopted for the RTC site as it develops.  The 
stormwater management approach is spelled-out in Item 17. 
 
In addition to the complying with the City’s MS4 requirements, essentially any 
construction activity that is part of this “common plan of development” must apply for a 
construction permit under the NPDES Phase II Construction Permit process. 
 
Elements of this program are intended to avoid erosion and construction site pollution.  
To prevent this, construction at the RTC site should: 

• Establish fast growing cover crops as soon as possible to disturbed soils to 
prevent both water and wind erosion.  The sand content of the soils on site could 
lead to wind blown sands could be potentially hazardous, particularly to traffic on 
Highway 10.  

� Install temporary sediment basins for any areas of disturbance, installed before 
discharge leaves the site or enters a surface water body. 

� Install a permanent stormwater management system that assure stormwater is 
“…discharged in a manner that does not cause nuisance conditions, erosion in 
receiving channels or on downslope properties, or harmful inundation in 
wetlands.”  Maintain peak flow rates from two, twenty, and one hundred year 
twenty four hour events at existing conditions. 

� During construction, the maximum area of disturbance shall not exceed the ability 
to keep up with exposed area limits on slopes.  All areas with greater than 3:1 
slopes must have vegetative cover by November first.  Site inspections will be 
once every seven days during construction and within 24 hours after a quarter 
inch event in 24 hours.  At that time, any non-functioning BMPs must be repaired.   

� If stormwater discharge to a wetland has potential for significant adverse impacts 
to the wetland, the impacts should be addressed with BMPs and permit 
provisions. Appropriate rules (7050.0186) and any applicable regulations must be 
followed. 

 
All of these elements would be part of the erosion and sediment control plan listed in the 
mitigation element under Item 16 of the AUAR. 
   
The Mississippi River as it passes through Ramsey is an Outstanding Resource Value 
Water (ORVW).  Prior to stormwater discharge to an ORVW, the MPCA must find that 
there are no prudent or feasible alternatives to the new or expanded discharge.  For 
ORVWs the following BMPs are also required. 
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� Any exposed 3:1 slope must have temporary erosion control cover within three 
days 

� For every 5 acres or more disturbed, a temporary sediment basins will be required 
� An undisturbed buffer zone of 100 feet will surround the ORVW 
� WQ volume treated shall be 1” from new impervious surfaces 

 
Item 17 of the AUAR addresses the actions that will be taken to treat runoff from the site 
before it reaches the Mississippi River. 
 
(5) DNR also regulates discharges to Waters of the State, as defined in M.S. Chapter 
103G.005.  Although a defined drainage path to the Mississippi River from the Ramsey 
Town Center does not exist at present, Items 12 and 17 lay out a recommended flow path 
for the City, Lower Rum River Watershed Management Organization and DNR to 
consider.  This flow path ultimately results in a discharge of water to the Mississippi 
River, and will fall under the permitting provisions of the DNR.  It also establishes the 
ordinary high water levels (OHWL) for lakes, and would be issuing a determined level if 
an outlet is installed on Lake Itasca or any of the public waters wetlands. 
 
(6)  An access agreement is required to enter BNSF property.  Permits can be applied for 
through the Staubach Group by contacting Shane Krueger (817) 230-2625.  Additionally, 
for safety purposes, the BNSF road and train masters should be contacted prior to the 
commencement of construction in the vicinity of the railroad tracks.  The road master is 
Ron Raatike who can be contacted at (320) 267-1831 and the train master is Tom Rowley 
who can be contacted at (612) 865-6531.   
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9. Land Use 
 

Describe current and recent past land use and development on the site and on 
adjacent lands.  Discuss project compatibility with adjacent and nearby land 
uses.  Indicate whether any potential conflicts involve environmental matters.  
Identify any potential environmental hazards due to past site uses, such as soil 
contamination or abandoned storage tanks, or proximity to nearby hazardous 
liquid or gas pipelines.  

 
The City of Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan, as amended in 2002, contains land use 
maps for both existing (fall 1997) and future (2020) conditions for the site and adjacent 
lands.  Figure 9.1 shows the existing condition, while Figure 5.4 in Item 5 illustrates the 
2020 expectation.  Metropolitan Council 2000 Land Use was used to portray existing 
land use.  The information that follows characterizes the individual land uses on the 
Ramsey Town Center site under current conditions and future conditions based on the 
City of Ramsey Plan.  Details of compatibility with the City’s Plan occur in Item 27. 
 

Current Land Use (2000 Met Council Land use) 
Commercial:   5.3 acres 
Industrial   13.4 
Railway   12.4 
Major Vehicular Roadways 1.4 
Mixed Use   1.9 
Single Family Residential: 6.0 
Farmstead:   2.8 
Undeveloped   19.2 
Agricultural:       307.1 
Total    369.5 acres 
 
Future (2020) Land Use, from Ramsey Comprehensive Plan, as amended in 2002 
Low Density Residential 23.4 acres 
Medium Density Residential 10.2 
Mixed Use   205.1 
Places to Shop   24.4 
Places to Work  44.3 
Railway   15.7 
Roadway   30.7 
Wetlands   15.7 
Total    369.5 
 

AUAR guidelines also call for an assessment of compatibility of the project with adjacent 
and nearby land uses, including potential impact on environmental resources.  Figures 9.1 
and 5.4 clearly illustrate the land uses surrounding the project site now and in 2020.  
Following are the narrative summaries: 
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Adjacent Current Land Use: 
North: single-family residential, 149th Lane NW (CR 116), vacant land 
East: Ramsey Blvd. NW, Connexus Energy, commercial and industrial properties 
South: BNSF Railroad tracks, commercial properties, Hwy. 10, Mississippi  
 Regional Park south of Hwy. 10 
West: Armstrong Blvd. NW, commercial and industrial properties, single-family  
 residential properties 
 

Adjacent 2020 City of Ramsey Land Use: 
North: 149th Lane NW (CR 116), rural residential  
East: Ramsey Blvd. NW, Connexus Energy, commercial and industrial 
South: BNSF tracks, commercial properties, Hwy. 10, commercial properties, low 

density residential, West Mississippi Regional Park, Mississippi River 
West: Armstrong Blvd. NW, commercial and industrial properties, high, medium, 

and low density residential 
 

Figure 9.2 identifies nearby environmental resources, as listed in the following 
descriptions: 

 
Nearby Environmental Resources: 

- Mississippi River (approximately 2000 ft. to the south) within the Mississippi  
 National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA), designated state Critical  
 Area, and Wild and Scenic Recreational River 
- Lake Itasca (approximately 1.25 miles to the east) 
- Several wetlands within 0.25 miles of site 
- Complex of wetlands along the drainage swale within the site boundary 
- MCBS Mapped Floodplain Forest on island in Mississippi River 
- Mississippi Regional Park south of the site, between the site and the Mississippi 
 River 
 

Soils contaminated with lead arsenate on the Southeast corner of the site are a potential 
hazard.   Burlington Northern-Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF) has an agreement with the 
current landowner to remove the contaminated soils and is working with the MPCA to 
assure proper clean-up.  BNSF should be contacted before earth-moving activities begin.  
An additional hazard may exist at an abandoned farmstead on the proposed Town Center.  
Improper handling and storage of hazardous materials at this site could pose a potential 
contamination hazard to soil and groundwater.  Phase I investigations indicate the 
presence of the materials, but no soil or water samples have been collected or analyzed to 
date.  Several abandoned vehicles at this location may pose an additional contamination 
hazard.  More detailed descriptions and mitigation is discussed in Item 20. 
 
Summary of Environmental Impact.  The conversion of the RTC site from agricultural to 
urbanized land is consistent with the future development plans of the City of Ramsey.  
This change has the potential to adversely impact the environment of the site and 
surrounding areas if proper mitigation measures are not followed according to this 
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AUAR.  Specific potential impacts are discussed by category in following sections of the 
AUAR. 
 
Mitigation element.  Assuring the compatibility of development within Ramsey as growth 
occurs is the primary goal of the comprehensive planning process.   Item 27 contains 
discussion of plan compatibility for a number of other planning documents that cover 
land in and adjacent to the RTC site.  Continued planning efforts will assure that non-
compatible uses do not occur as the RTC site develops. 
 
As stated above, BNSF is currently working to address a contamination problem in the 
southeast corner of the site.  Prior to any earth-moving activity in this area, the developer 
must notify BNSF, MPCA and the City to make sure that clean-up has progressed such 
that additional problems will not be caused. 
 
Many of the nearby environmental resources shown in Figure 9.2 can actually be 
enhanced by the development of the RTC site.  There is an intent to link regional, County 
and City trails through the site, as well as establishing a drainage corridor that could 
potentially increase habitat and allow movement of wildlife between Lake Itasca and the 
Mississippi River.  Every attempt will be made to incorporate habitat suitable for this to 
occur. 
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10. Cover Types  
 

Instead of the EAW requirements, provide information on the following: 
10a. Cover type map, at least at the scale of a USGS topographic map, depicting: 

- wetlands identified by Circular 30 type 
- watercourses (rivers, streams, creeks, ditches) 
- lakes (identify protected waters status and shoreland management  
 classification) 
- woodlands (breakdown by classes where possible) 
- grasslands (identify native and old field) 
- cropland 
- current development 

10b. An “overlay” map showing anticipated development in relation to the cover 
types; this map should also depict any “protection areas”, existing or proposed, 
that will preserve sensitive cover types.  Separate maps for each major 
development scenario should generally be provided.  

 
Cover types based on the Minnesota Land Cover Classification System (MLCCS) are 
depicted in Figure 5.6 (Item 5).  This MLCCS was completed to a Level 5 for the 
Highway 10 Corridor (Mn/DOT) and for the MNRRA Corridor (National Park Service).  
Figure 10.1 is the wetland delineation map prepared for this site (full report in Appendix 
A).  Data for this map were collected by North American Wetland Engineering (NAWE) 
in October 2002, and reviewed by a WCA Technical Evaluation Panel (TEP) on February 
4, 2003 (see discussion also in Item 12).  A revision to the delineation was made on 
March 14, 2003 and is reflected in the current delineation document. 
 
Figure 5.6 presents MLCCS data for all vegetative and non-vegetative land coverage, 
including artificial surfaces, planted/cultivated cropland, forests, woodlands (none on 
site), shrublands (none on site), herbaceous vegetation (including wetlands), nonvascular 
vegetation (none on site), sparse vegetation (none on site) and open water (watercourses, 
rivers, streams, creeks, ditches, lakes).  Table 10.1 summarizes all of the cover types on 
the site to Level 5. 
 
Figure 10.2 shows the MLCCS coverage in Figure 5.6 next to the preferred design shown 
in Figure 6.1.  Creating an overlay, as suggested in the AUAR guidelines, created an 
image with details that could not be seen.  This image replaces the suggested overlay.  
Table 10.1 provides a summary of existing and proposed cover types with both MLCCS 
and general cover type categories listed for existing and proposed conditions. 
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Figure 10.1.  Wetland Delineation (NAWE, revised March 14, 2003).  See Appendix A 
for full report. 
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Table 10.1.   ed Cover Types 
Acres 

Summary of Existing and Propos  
Cover Type   Cover Classification Circular 

39 Existing Proposed 
Minnesota Land
 
Littoral – open water (storm water ponds)  NA 0  5.80 Open Water 

Subtotal 0 5.80 
Cropped Hydric Soils Type 1 8.13  0 
Wet Meadow/Wet Prairie* Type 1 0 4.45 
Nonnative dominated graminoid vegetation Type 2  2.23 0 
Wet Meadow* Type 2 0 2.68 
Cattail marsh, seasonally flooded Type 3 0.72 0 
Mixed emergent marsh (seasonally 
flooded)* 

Type 3 .20  0.65 

Mixed emergent marsh 
 (semipermanently  flooded) 

Type 4 1.18 1.18 

Wetlands 

Subtotal  12.46  8.96 
Boxelder-green ash disturbed native forest NA 4.01 0 
Boxelder-green ash forest with 11-25% NA 7.58 0 
impervious cover 

Forests 
and 
Woodland 

Subtotal 11.59 0 
Long grasses with sparse tree cover  NA 3.85 1.87 
Medium-tall grass, nonnative-dominated NA 6.29 2.80 
Short grasses on upland soils NA 0 2.03 
Short grasses and mixed trees with 4-10% 
impervious cover 

 4.73 14.49 

Mesic/Dry Prairie* NA 0 5.36 

Grasslands  
  
  
  
  

Subtotal 14.87 26.55 
Cropland on up-land soils NA 284.27 0  Cropland 

Subtotal 284.27 0 
S es whort grass
over 

ith 11-25% imp
c

A 13.3 4.84 ervious N 1 

Short grasses with 26-50% impervious 
cove

NA 
r 

11.92 10.45 

Short rasses with 5% impe
cove

NA 0 49  g  51-7 rvious 
r 

8.

26-50% impervio  perenni
an  trees 

NA 1 72 us with al grasses 
d sparse

2.8 2.

S ses and m rees with -25% 
impervious cover 

  23 hort gras ixed t 11 6.39 7.

Short grasses and mixed trees with 26-50% 
impervious cover 

NA 0 75.21 

Short grasses and mixed trees with 51-75% NA 0 88.51 
impervious cover 
Buildings/pavement with 76-90% 
impervious cover 

NA 11.48 33.24 

Buildings/pavement with 91-100% 
impervious cover 

NA 0 13.39 

Pavement with 76-90% impervious cover NA 0 0.31 
Pavement with 91-100% impervious cover NA 0.41 83.80 

Residential, 
Commercial, 
Transportation 

Subtotal 46.32 328.19 
TOTAL ACRES FOR ALL COVER TYPES 369.50 369.50 

*Native plant communities created as part of wetland mitigation 
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Following is a general description of cover types within the project area: 

 

mong five separate wetlands, designated as wetlands 
 though E.  The location of these wetlands is shown in Figure 10.1.  A breakdown of 

es for each of the five wetland areas is summarized in Table 10.2.  A detailed 

able 10.2.  Wetland Inventory According to Circular 39 Classification (NAWE 

 
Open Water 
Figure 10.3 is a map of DNR Public Waters within the RTC drainage area.  Under 
existing conditions, no lakes, ponds or other open water exists.  It is anticipated that 
under proposed conditions, a total of 7.06 acres of open water will be created.  This open 
water is expected to be created within several stormwater detention ponds proposed for
the project.   
 
Wetlands  
Based on the wetland delineation completed for the project (Appendix A, Ramsey Station 
Wetland Delineation Report), a total of 12.46 acres of wetlands currently exists on the 
site.  Wetland acres are distributed a
A
wetland typ
description of each wetland is provided in Appendix A, Ramsey Station Wetland 
Delineation Report.  
 
T
Delineation, October 2002). 

Acres Wetland Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 
Existing Proposed

A  40% 60%  0.72 0 
B  5% 15% 80% 1.18 1.18 
C  50% 50%  0.20 0.20 
D  90% 10%  2.23 2.23 
E 100%    8.13 1.91 

Total      12.46  5.52 
 
 
Forest/Woodland 
Forest and woodland occurs on 11.59 acres of the site under existing conditions.  Most 
this forest/woodland is locate

of 
d in the vicinity of an abandoned farmstead and several 

 Canada goldenrod and motherwort.  In places, 
e shelter belts contain plantings of Colorado blue spruce.  Under proposed conditions, 

ll forest/woodland will be converted to other cover types.  
 
Grassland 
Grassland occurs on 14.87 acres of the site under current conditions.  Grassland is present 
along field edges, wetland edges, the railroad right-of-way and in slopes of road right-of-
ways.  There are also patches of grassland with planted conifers (blue spruce, white 
spruce, red pine) in the northwestern portion of the project area, located to the south and 

shelterbelt/property line edges.  The dominant tree species within these forest/woodlands 
are boxelder, hackberry, eastern red cedar, black cherry and the non-native Siberian elm.  
Dominant shrubs include honeysuckle, nannyberry, buckthorn and red raspberry.  The 
ground cover is dominated by mostly weedy native and introduced grasses and forbs 
including orchard grass, smooth brome,
th
a
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west of Wetland B.  Grassland in the project area is generally dominated by nonnative 
ecies of perennial and annual graminoids including smooth brome, orchard grass, 

Ken
are 
gra s 
wil 6 
acre
 

ropland 
A to
maj
con
 
Residential/Commercial/Transportation 
A t
loc
imp
imp
pro y of the project area acreage. 
 
Sum

sp
tucky blue grass, reed canary grass, yellow foxtail and timothy.  A few weedy forbs 
present including horseweed, wormwood and Canada goldenrod.  In general, 
ssland consisting of long grass will decrease, while grassland consisting of short gras
l increase as a result of the project.  Grassland cover types will increase to over 2
s under proposed conditions.    

C
tal of 292.4 acres of cropland is present on the site under existing conditions.  The 

ority of this cropland has been planted to soybeans or corn. All cropland will be 
verted to other land covers as a result of the project.          

otal of 46.32 acres of residential/commercial/transportation cover types are presently 
ated on the site.  The majority of these cover types contain low percentages of 
ervious surfaces.  Under proposed conditions, the total acreage and percentage 
ervious will increase significantly.  The total acreage of this cover type under 
posed conditions will be 328.19 acres, the majorit

mary of Environmental Impact.  The composition of cover types within the RT
nge substantially from an area dominated by row-crop agriculture with scattered 
st and wetland, to urbanized land uses with no agricultural land.  Item 11 of this 
ument will discuss natural cover type changes more fully within the context of 
dlife habitat.  Item 12 will discuss cover type changes with respect to water resour

C will 
cha
fore
doc
wil ce 
impacts, while Item 17 will discuss how this land use conversion impacts storm water 
runoff quantity and quality. 
 
Mitigation element.  The only issue related to cover type to emerge during this review is 
the alteration of wetlands, which is discussed in the mitigation element under Item 12.  A
complete discussion of loss of cover types with respect to fish, wildlife and ecologica
sensitive resources follows in Item 11. 
 
 

 
lly 
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11. Fish, Wildlife, and Ecologically Sensitive Resources  
 

11a. Identify fish and wildlife resources and habitats on or near the site and describe 

uld be highlighted in the 
discussion. 

ities on 

how they would be affected by the project. Describe any measures to be taken to 
minimize or avoid impacts. The description of wildlife and fish resources should be 
related to the habitat types depicted on the cover types maps (of Item 10).   Any 
differences in impacts between development scenarios sho

 
11b. Are any state-listed (endangered, threatened or special concern) species, rare 
plant communities or other sensitive ecological resources such as native prairie 
habitat, colonial water-bird nesting colonies or regionally rare plant commun
or near the site?  _X_Yes   __No 
 
If yes, describe the resource and how it would be affected by the project. Indicate if
site survey of the resources has been conducted and describe the results. If the DN
Natural Heritage and Nongame Research program has been contacted give the 
correspondence reference number: ERDB 20030469 (Dec. 5, 2002). Describe 
measures to minimize or avoid adverse impacts. 
 
For an AUAR, prior consultation with the DNR Natural Heritage program for 
information about reports of rare plant and animal species in t

 a 
R 

he vicinity is required.  
If such consultation indicates the need, an on-site habitat survey for rare species in 

e surveys 

c 
ns probably located along the north edge of the site.  

oday, the RTC site is largely dominated by agricultural land use with only a small 
ontaining low quality native plant communities.  Within a one 

grasses, 

ry prairie, wet 
rairie, wet meadows, cattail marsh, temporarily flooded aspen forest, mixed hardwood 

ry oak savanna, mesic oak savanna, open water wetlands, and the Mississippi 

ildlife Resource 
ildlife that might occur within the project area are shown in Table 11.1.  Wildlife 

includes 
nce 

lly 

the appropriate portions of the AUAR area is required.  Areas of on-sit
should be depicted on a map, as should any “protection zones” established as a 
result. 

 
Plant Communities  
The pre-settlement vegetation associated with the RTC was dominated by dry and mesi
prairie with oak openings and barre
T
portion of the overall site c
mile radius of the proposed project site are found the following land cover types and 
natural communities:  planted mixed coniferous and deciduous trees, perennial 
oak savanna, non-native short- and long-grasses, transitional land, sand and gravel pits, 
eastern red cedar woodlands, aspen woodlands, non-native upland shrubs, d
p
swamps, d
River.  Table 10.1 and Figure 5.6 detailed existing and proposed cover types within the 
project area.  Figure 11.1 identifies sensitive resources near the RTC site. 
 
W
W
resources are broken into mammals, amphibians & reptiles, and birds.  The table 
species that might be present under existing conditions and the possible future occurre
of these species.  The table also shows major habitat types that each species is genera
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associated with.  In addition, for birds, a column is included that indicates migratory 
status.   
  
Note that no formal survey has been completed for wildlife; therefore, other species n
shown in Table 11.1 may be present and species shown in Table 11.1 may not be pres

ot 
ent.  

ll of the species shown, however, are documented in Anoka County and known to occur 

rner, and as patches and windrows in other portions of the project site.  
hese areas would support birds and mammals that require trees for nesting and cover 

and pro
these a
mamm  
low in y 
found in disturbed grassland include such species as the plains pocket gopher, red fox and 
Americ
provide

amples include the badger, prairie skink and Blanding’s turtle.  

ill occur to forest associates.  Species associated with wetland and 
rassland will probably continue to be present, but at much lower numbers.  The degree 

roject. 

11b. The DNR Natural Heritage Program database was checked for information 
concerning reports of rare plant and animal species that might be located at or within 
approximately one mile of the project location.  The results of DNR’s search of the 

A
in the types of habitat present on or near the RTC site today.  
 
Under existing conditions, the project area provides habitat to species adapted to a mosaic 
of cropland, wetland, small woodlots and grassland.  The most significant habitat on the 
site is wetland, which may provide habitat for aquatic fur-bearing mammals, such as 
muskrat and mink, shorebirds and waterfowl.  Forest and woodland occur in the 
northeastern co
T

vide the moist, shaded conditions favorable to amphibians.   Fragmentation of 
reas, however, would limit the use of these woodlands, particularly for larger 
als and birds that require interior forest habitat.  The grassland habitat is generally
diversity, but would support species that prefer more open areas.  Species typicall

an kestrel.  The dry sandy conditions that occur over much of the project area 
 habitat for species that prefer loose, sandy soil for burrowing and nesting.  

Ex
 
Under proposed conditions, all of the forest/woodland and portions of the 
wetland/grassland will be converted to non-natural cover types.  For this reason, the 
greatest impact w
g
to which these species continue to exist will be a function of how fragmented remaining 
patches of habitat are under post development conditions.  An additional factor is how 
good of quality these patches are.  
 
Rare Plant Communities  
The Natural Communities and Rare Species of Anoka and Ramsey Counties Map (DNR 
Natural Heritage Program, 1994), shows a high quality flood plain forest plant 
community on an island of the Mississippi River approximately ½ mile south of the RTC 
site.  No impacts to this floodplain forest plant community area expected.   
 
Fisheries 
There are no permanent rivers, lakes or ponds known to support fish within the project 
site.  The nearest water bodies supporting fisheries include Lake Itasca and the 
Mississippi River.  No impacts to these fisheries are expected to result from this p
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Natural Heritage Database©1 showed that there were no known occurrences on site, but 

ost of the local records of Blanding’s turtles correspond to roadway sections between 
rtles often cross roads as they attempt to travel 

etween different wetland and upland areas that provide for their different habitat needs.  

r 

 
; 

3) Nesting uplands, characterized by exposed, well drained soils, used largely 

 

he wetland and grassland habitat concentrated around the northwest corner of the RTC 
l Blanding’s turtle habitat.  In particular, the constructed wetland 

nd adjacent wetland swales (delineated wetlands A, B and C), provide potential habitat.   
 B).  
 of 
 the 

e 
narrow 

the wetlands located along the north 
ortion of the RTC, including the two DNR Public Waters Wetlands (670W and 671W).  

s.  Both of these wetlands would be considered activity season wetlands and do 
ot contain sufficient depth of water (under existing conditions) to support over-

five known occurrences of the Blanding’s turtle to the north and west.  The general 
locations of these known occurrences are within Sections 20, 21 and 22, T032N, R25W1.  
The closest record of Blanding’s turtles lies approximately ½ mile north of the RTC 
project area.  The Blanding’s turtle is a state-listed, threatened species in Minnesota. 
 
M
different elements of turtle habitat.  Tu
b
The turtles use deeper wetlands and lakes for over wintering; sandy, open areas such as 
dry prairie and grassland for nesting; and shallow emergent marsh and shrub swamps fo
forging (Oldfield and Moriarty, 1994).  These key habitats can be further described as 
(Lang, 2002): 
 

1) Activity season wetlands, encompassing a variety of wetland types and sizes
that are typically occupied for various periods during the spring, summer and fall
2) Over-wintering wetlands, comprising specific wetlands that provide refuge 
from lethal winter temperatures and protection from predators during inactivity; 
and 

during the reproductive season by reproductive females and emerging hatchlings. 
  
Local Blanding’s turtle records (DNR Natural Heritage Program, 2003), showed turtle 
movement during times of the year when they emerge from over wintering wetlands and
disperse into activity season wetlands, or as they travel to nesting uplands during the 
month of June.   
 
T
site provides potentia
a
This area provides over-wintering habitat within the constructed wetland (Wetland
Limited activity season habitat is available due to the small size of wetlands, degree
fragmentation and agricultural land uses.  Nesting upland habitat is marginal due to
fact that agricultural activities would typically disturb turtle nest before hatchlings hav
emerged from the nest.  Areas not subject to agricultural disturbance are generally 
or small and would tend to concentrate predators resulting in high mortality.  Other 
possible areas of Blanding’s turtle habitat include 
p
2.23 acres of DNR Wetland 670W, (delineated wetland D) is located within the project 
boundarie
n
wintering turtles.  Nesting upland habitat is potentially available adjacent to these 
wetlands. 

                                                 
1 Copyright 2000, State of Minnesota, Department of Natural Resources.  This information may be 
reprinted, unaltered, in Environmental Assessment Worksheets, municipal natural resource plans, and 
internal reports.  For any other use, written permission is required. 
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Under post-development conditions, turtles attempting to move through or into the RTC 
site will encounter many physical obstacles.  Examples include curb and gutter, retaining 

alls, discontinuous waterways, stormwater control structures such as skimmers and 
als 

w
submerged culverts.  These barriers also impact other reptiles, amphibians and mamm
attempting to move though the site.       
 
Summary of Environmental Impact.   
 
Natural Communities:  Table 10.1 summarizes changes in cover types, including natural 
communities for post-development conditions.  The most significant impacts will be to 
wetlands and forest/woodlands.  No impact to the floodplain forest community on the 
Mississippi River island is expected.   

s 
to 

 

dividuals 
sing specific habitats within the RTC site.  Under post-development conditions, turtles 

 portions of the site, namely some of the wetlands clustered around 
ny 
e 

 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat:  Wildlife that currently use the mixture of agricultural land, 
forest, grassland and wetland will likely be eliminated or reduced in proportion to acre
of habitat converted to other land uses.  Additional impacts are expected to occur due 
increased mortality related to traffic and other accidents, predation by domestic animals
and pesticides and other chemicals concentrated by stormwater runoff.   
 
Blanding’s Turtles:  Blanding’s turtles potentially occur within the project area, either as 
individuals of nearby populations passing though in route to other areas, or as in
u
may continue to use
the north and northwest portions of the site.  These turtles will likely encounter ma
obstacles and hazards and for this reason the project could be a sink to nearby turtl
populations.   
 
Mitigation element. 
 
Natural Communities:  Item 12 of this report addresses wetland mitigation fully.  
Mitigation for loss of forest/woodland can be accomplished though additional tree 
planting within some areas of the site listed in Table 10.1 as containing grassland 
communities.  Additional forest/woodland planting can be incorporated into planting 
lans for the infiltration/wetland system extending south from the RTC site to the 

ildlife Habitat:   Several strategies are proposed to mitigate impacts to wildlife. These 

p
Mississippi River.  The edges of the wetlands and infiltration areas could be established 
as an oak savanna/woodland natural community. 
 
W
include: 
 
1). Establish Greenway Corridor Though the Site.  A proposed greenway corrido
shown in Figur

r is 
es 6.1, 12.5 and 12.6.  The corridor will incorporate a system of wetland 

eatment ponds, infiltration ponds and constructed wetlands.  Areas of the corridor up to 
e 100-year flood elevation will be planted to a mixture of native short grasses and forbs.  
lthough this corridor will not extend though the site completely, it will provide an 

tr
th
A
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opportunity for some species (those more tolerant of human presence, noise, etc.) to use 
nat ted to 
the
 
2). etland Restoration and Creation.

ural areas within the site, and to move to and from larger tracks of habitat connec
 site. 

W   As described in Item 12, the combination of 
exi  
ava low 
veg e restored to 
native wet prairie, wet meadow and shallow emergent marsh.  Wetlands within the RTC 
por
un-
the me 
upl
 
3). 

sting wetlands and created wetlands will provide more diverse habitat than is generally
ilable now.  Most of the existing wetlands have either been cropped or have very 
etative diversity (primarily reed canary grass).  These wetlands will b

tion of the greenway will be planted to shorter species of grass and forbs, but will be 
mown, and will provide habitat for many of the wetland species currently found on 
 RTC site.  Additional areas of riparian buffer will be established to provide so
and habitat. 

Culverts and Road Crossings.  To the extent possible, all culverts and road crossings 
ill be designed to enable upstream or downstream passage of wildlife as they move 

ng dry conditions, most of the culverts are expected to be 
vailable for terrestrial species to move though.  During wet conditions, these culverts 

s 

landing’s Turtles 

ppendix C is the DNR Fact Sheet and Hand-out on Blanding’s Turtles.  Several 

ands proposed south of the RTC site 
etween TH 10 and the Mississippi River can be designed to provide additional turtle 

 some deep, over-winter pond area 
long with a good diversity of wetland community types.  Some excavated material 

ries.  

ously 

 
 

w
though the greenway.  Duri
a
may only enable species that swim or move through water to pass through.  Fences at 
major road crossing will be designed and placed so as to funnel wildlife though these 
crossing areas.  These same fences may also be used to discourage larger species, such a
white-tailed deer, from crossing roads where they may become a traffic hazard. 
 
B
Strategies outlined for Wildlife Mitigation generally apply to Blanding’s turtles.  
A
additional recommendations applying to Blanding’s turtles follow: 
 
1).  The system of infiltration ponds and wetl
b
habitat.  This system, if developed, should incorporate
a
should be retained on-site to create sandy, dune-like areas planted to sand gravel prai
These areas could provide excellent nesting habitat for Blanding’s turtles. 
 
2). Culvert crossings should be designed so that water (when flowing) flows continu
though the pipe, with no physical barriers such as weirs or gates blocking upstream or 
downstream travel.   
 
3). Fencing may be used to guide or block movement.  Depending on the final design of 
the greenway/stormwater conveyance system, access to the site by turtles should be 
blocked to reduce the possibility that the site will become a sink to nearby turtle 
populations.    
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12. Physical Im
Will the project involve the physical or hydrologic alteration (dredging, filling, 

io l e, d  any surface waters 
such as a lake, pond, wetland, stream or drainage ditch?  _X_Yes   __No 
 
If yes, identify water resource affected and give the DNR Protected Waters Inventory 
number(s) if the water resources affected a  o
considered and proposed mitigation measu s
 
For  AUAR, format  called fo

astructure associ  with the AU R d for any 
ment ex o ph cally impact y .  Where it is 

tain whether water resources will be impacted depending on the exact design of 
velopm the AU  should cove h  through “worst case 

nario” or else prevent impacts through the provisions of the mitigation plan. 
 

nter site lies within the Lower Rum River Watershed Management 

 drainage area, as 

iated 

sion with the WCA Technical Evaluation 

 

pacts on Water Resources  

stream divers n, outfa l structur  diking, an  impoundment) of

re n the PWI. Describe alternatives 
re  to minimize impacts. 

 an the in ion r on the EAW form should be supplied for any 
of the infr ated A  development scenarios, an
develop
uncer

pected t ysi an  water resources

future de
sce

ent, AR r t e possible impacts

Surface Water Hydrology  
 
The Ramsey Town Ce
Organization (LRRWMO) boundaries, but actually discharges south to the Mississippi 
River.  The RTC lies within a watershed that extends from Lake Itasca, southeast to the 
Mississippi River.  Figure 12.1 shows the sub-watersheds within this
well as the water resource features within this watershed.   
 
Soils on site are illustrated in Figure 12.2, and are discussed in Items 19 and 25. 
 
The following analysis describes direct and indirect impacts to water resources assoc
with the RTC.  A detailed description of watershed hydrology and the stormwater 
conveyance system is contained in Item 17.  
 
Description of Water Resources and Related Impacts 
 
A wetland delineation was performed in October 2002 by North American Wetland 
Engineering (NAWE) and reported in November 2002.  The results of this delineation 
were revised on March 14, 2003 after discus
Panel (TEP) convened to review the delineation.  Figure 10.1 shows the location of 
delineated wetlands located wholly or partially within the RTC project area.  Note that 
wetlands within the project area are denoted by an identifying letter (from A-E).  The 
complete NAWE Wetland Delineation Report is contained in Appendix A.  Figure 10.3 
showed the location of DNR Public Waters within the RTC drainage area.  Figures 12.3 
and 12.4 show the location of all wetlands within the RTC project area with respect to 
wetland impacts.  A description of each water resource is provided in Table 12.1 and a 
discussion of each of these water resources with respect to potential impacts follows. 
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Table 12.1 – Water Resources Potentially Impacted 
 

Basin Name/ID  PWI Within 
Project 
Area* 

Wetland 
Impact 
(acres) 

Type of Impact 

A NA T 0.72 Fill 
B NA T 0 Indirect - Stormwater Discharges 
C NA T 0 Indirect - Stormwater Discharges 
D 670W P 0 Indirect - Stormwater Discharges 
E NA T 6.22 Fill/Conversion to Stormwater Pond 

Lake Itasca  110P O 0 Potential Outlet 
Unnamed 
Wetland 

671W O 0 Potential Outlet 

Mississippi 
River 

NA O 0 Outfall Structure 

TOTAL ACRES IMPACTED 6.94  
* T – Totally within project area 
  P – Partially within project area 
 O – Outside project area 
 
Wetland A:  Wetland A is expected to be completely filled as part of the project.  A total
of 0.72 acres of Type 2 and Type 3 wetland will require mitigation. 
 
Wetland B:  Wetland B is a 1.18 acre Type 4 wetland.  This wetland was constructed in 
1997 for mitigation of the Anoka County Road 116 road construction project. Th
mitigation si

 

e 
te has a permanent conservation easement that encompasses both the wetland 

nd an upland buffer area.  Stormwater from the RTC has the potential to indirectly 
 

o 

aters 

 
utlet 

 

a
impact this wetland by altering the wetland hydroperiod and increasing the discharge of
sediments, nutrients and other pollutants.  No direct impacts are anticipated to this 
wetland.  
 
Wetland C:  Wetland C is a 0.20 acre Type 2 and Type 3 wetland.  Stormwater from the 
RTC has the potential to indirectly impact this wetland by altering the wetland 
hydroperiod and increasing the discharge of sediments, nutrients and other pollutants.  N
direct impacts are expected to this wetland. 
 
Wetland D:  Wetland D lies partially within the RTC project and is the only public w
wetland (670W) located within the project area.  This wetland is landlocked and does not 
outlet under existing conditions.  The City of Ramsey has proposed installation of an
outlet from this wetland, south into the RTC stormwater conveyance system.  Any o
installed for this wetland will be above the DNR ordinary high water (OHW) elevation.  
Since a key strategy for stormwater management is to maintain or provide on-site storage
where possible, this outlet will consist of an emergency overflow located at or above the 
100-year flood elevation of 868.0 feet.  No OHW is established for this wetland, nor are 
wetland impacts expected from placement of this outlet pipe.  
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Wetland E:   At 8.13 acres, Wetland E is the largest wetland in the RTC project area.  
his wetland is located within a shallow, linear, drainage swale that bisects the west 

e 
e 

anagement 

iver 
 

ow 
  

melt 

msey has proposed installation of an outlet for the lake.  Since a DNR permit 
ould be required for an outlet below the DNR OHW, it has been assumed that any 

ly 

rosses Highway 10, flows to the southeast in a ditch, and eventually infiltrates.  As 

ar and less), 
ischarge ranges from 14.2 cfs, assuming no infiltration in the ponds, to 2.3 cfs when 

the Mississippi River is proposed to follow a 
ounty owned linear piece of land that extends from Highway 10 to the River (see Figure 

ged near the Mississippi River to 
reduce velocities.  Potential impacts include disturbance to the river bluff line where the 
outfall pipe is installed and in-stream scour and erosion where the pipe meets the river.   
If the County alternative outlet is not ultimately approved, an alternative alignment along 
Highway 10 to the southeast, with a connection to the River will be pursued. 
 

T
central portion of the RTC project area.  This entire wetland has been row cropped to 
soybeans or corn during recent years.  A total of 6.22 acres of Type 1 wetland will b
directly impacted though a combination of fill and conversion to stormwater ponds.  Th
remaining 1.91 acres will be retained within a proposed water way corridor and 6.22 
acres of Wetland E will require mitigation.   
 
Lake Itasca:    Lake Itasca and its direct drainage area are located approximately 1.2 
miles northwest of the RTC (Figure 12.1).  The 1998 LRRWMO Watershed M
Plan includes Itasca Lake as part of the drainage North Rum River Watershed.  However, 
based on the surrounding topography and a survey that was conducted by EOR, the 
natural drainage path was determined to be to the southeast, into the Mississippi R
Watershed.  A lake overflow elevation of 871 was determined from a field survey of the
area and two-foot contour information from development plans.  An analysis of lake 
elevations for the 100-year, 24-hour rainfall and 100-year, 10-day snowmelt events, sh
that Lake Itasca does not outlet from the low point along the southeast side of the lake.
This assessment held true for both existing and future land uses.  Lake levels do, 
however; rise to within a few one hundredths of a foot for the 100-year, 10-day snow
event and within ½ foot for the 100-year, 24-hour rainfall events.  For this reason, the 
City of Ra
w
outlet would be above the OHW and above the 100-year flood elevation of approximate
871.0 feet.  This outlet would provide assurances that existing and future homes will not 
be impacted by high water.  No impacts to Lake Itasca or adjacent wetlands are 
anticipated. 
 
Mississippi River:  The Mississippi River is located approximately ½ mile south of the 
RTC.  There currently is no outlet from the RTC to the River; all flow leaving the site  
c
shown in Figure 17.2c, an overland waterway system is proposed to convey stormwater 
south from the RTC to the Mississippi River.  This waterway system would consist of a 
series of water quality treatment ponds, infiltration ponds and constructed wetlands.  As 
discussed in Item 17 of this AUAR, a peak flow rate of 25.3 cfs is predicted under post-
development conditions for the 100-year storm event.  For small events (1-ye
d
infiltration is included.  The outfall to 
C
12.5).  The use of this property has been agreed upon in concept by the County, and 
discussions continue among the City, County and developer on its implementation 
details.  The outlet will consist of a 21-inch pipe, enlar
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Groundwater-Surface Water Interaction and Wetland Impacts 
 
A wetland delineation on the site was performed in October 2002 by North American 
Wetland Engineerin 200 results of the 
delineation were revi M 3 a ion w CA Technical 
Evaluation Panel (TEP) convened to review the delineation.  The final delineation is 
reported in Appendix A and was discussed previously in Item 10. 
 
Prior to performing the fieldwork, historical aerial photos were gathered from 1981-2001 
to evaluate the presence of potential wetland conditions through aerial photo 
interpretation.  Details and the photos are contained in Appendix A of this document.  For 
the time period of etland hydrology 

 and around the project site.  Beginning about 1985, surface hydrology visibly 
est of 

ology, also 
ses all signs of surface hydrology.  In 1990, the hydrology of the wetlands begins to 

 

 

ite.  These include 
e extension of County Road 116, the installation of three new municipal wells, and the 

onstruction of a mitigation wetland in the northwest corner of the site.  Both regulators 
ve questioned whether or not these land use changes where 

sponsible for the most recent observation of changes in wetland surface hydrology.  
 

termine 
y 

llect other pertinent information concurrent with the design phase.” 

g (NAWE) and reported in November 2.  The 
sed on arch 14, 200 fter discuss ith the W

 1981 to 1989, the aerial photos show changes in the w
in
decreased in the flow-through wetland that runs from the northwest to the southw
the site.  In addition, the large wetland located outside of and to the north of the site, 
which in previous photos shows a large wetland with visible surficial hydr
lo
recover until about 1997 when a similar pattern of surface hydrology losses occurs.  As a
result, interpretation of the aerial photos suggest the presence of Type 1 (seasonally 
flooded), Type 2 (wet meadow), Type 3 (shallow marsh), and Type 4 (inland deep marsh)
wetlands. 
 
In 1997, several land use changes occurred in and around the RTC s
th
c
and local residents ha
re
Due to the presence of a photographic record showing similar changes occurring prior to
the land use changes, it is not possible to tie the changes conclusively to any cause(s).   
 
To address these concerns, the City of Ramsey is proposing to investigate this matter in 
cooperation with the Anoka Conservation District, the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources, and other resource agencies.  The purpose of this collaboration is to de
the effects of local groundwater interaction with wetlands, to monitor wetland hydrolog
and to co
 
Summary of Environmental Impact.   
 
Wetlands – Direct Impacts:   Table 12.2 summarizes direct wetland impacts associated 
with the RTC.    A total of 6.94 acres of wetland impact will result from the RTC.  A 
break down of wetland types impacted is also shown. 
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Table 12.2 Summary of Wetland Impacts 

 
Acres of Impacted WetlandWetland Totals 

Type Wetland A Wetland E (acres) 
1* 6.22 6.22 
2 0.28 0.28 
3 0.44 0.44 
4  
5  

Total 0.72 6.22 6.94 
* All Type 1 Wetland is row cropped under existing conditions 

 
Wetlands – Indirect Impacts:  Indirect impacts to wetlands include discharge of 
stormwater, interference with groundwater-surface water interactions and fragmentatio
of wetland and upland habitat that diminishes wildlife

n 
 habitat functions.   

ed above the OHW and 
00-year flood elevation.  No impacts are therefore expected within these public waters.  

The propos  mpact the river bluff 
zone throu a ptibility to erosion, 
aesthetic v
 
 
Mitigation elem

 
DNR Public Waters:  Outlet structures are proposed on two public waters wetlands and 
one lake.  These structures are generally proposed to be install
1

ed stormwater outfall to the Mississippi River could i
gh lteration of shoreline vegetation, increased susce
iews and water quality impacts (discussed in Item 17).    

ent. 
 

etland Sequencing - Minnesota Rules 8420, also known as the Wetland Conservation 
ation 

 if 
 If wetland avoidance cannot be accomplished, impacts to wetlands need to be 

inimized.   Finally, any wetland impacts that can not either be avoided or minimized to 

ess 

Wetlands located on site are described in the Wetland Delineation Report (Appendix A), 
and are discussed in Item 10.   With a few exceptions, wetlands located within the 
boundaries of the RTC are either cropped or are of low quality.  These wetlands have   

W
Act (WCA), requires specific steps (“sequencing”) be taken when evaluating mitig
for unavoidable wetland impacts. The WCA requires that wetland impacts be avoided,
possible. 
m
the extent possible, must be mitigated though wetland replacement.  The wetland 
replacement must mitigate all wetland functions and values lost as part of the wetland 
impact. 
 
The degradation present on site allows the applicant to evaluate sequencing flexibility in 
their mitigation plan.  It also allows the Technical Evaluation Panel (TEP) the 
opportunity to be flexible on the sequencing provisions of the WCA rule.  This proc
may only be applied in the event the wetlands on-site are degraded to the point where 
replacement of the wetland would result in a gain in functions and values.  This is an item 
that will be considered by the TEP during the permitting process. 
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marginal function l drainage and 
lack of connectivity to other nearby wetlands and natural areas.  Sequencing is addressed 

s: 

nce:  The better quality portions of existing wetlands are generally avoided.  This 
es all of etlan s B, C .

ization: The m  of de elopm nt pro osed a art o T  requ es that reta
ercial a  resid tial la d use locks are a m imum size with adeq te 

cture to service them  f cus of minimi  h en to inco te as 
f exist g wet nd area into a central reenw rr he eby lo g overa

nd loss a ross th e void indirect impa ts to r in  wetlands, 
e elopm c s will corpo  t atment train of stormwater best 

t practices designed to improve water quality and lower wetland bounce 
de and ti .  Cur , w cro ping occurs into the wetlands.  The RTC 
orporate wetland buff rs wherever pr tical. 

placement:   The LRRWMO Stormwater Management Plan provides that the 
g may ig or wetlan ac t : 

 
• Creation of “new” wetland - Rules, Sub-part 11; 

 “public value”   Rules, Sub-part 6; 
• “Public value” restoration from invasive species to permanent native, non-

 

The City of Ramsey has adopted the LRRWMO stormwater management plan by 

ent.  A central feature of the RTC is a greenway corridor running though the 
entral portion of the site.  A system of stormwater ponds, infiltration swales and 

nd 12.4.  
able 12.3 summarizes the acreage and type of wetland replacement for each location.  A 

s and values due to their low vegetative diversity, partia

as follow
 
Avoida
includ  w d  and D    
 
Minim   ix v e p s p f the R C ir il, 
comm nd en n b in ua
infrastru
much o

.  The o zation
ay co

as be
idor, t

 
r

rpora
werinin la g ll 

wetla
each of the d

agemen

c
v

e proj
ent blo

ct site.  To a
k

c emain g
 in rate a re

man
magnitu
will inc

 dura on rently ro p
e ac

 
Wetland Re
followin  be el ible f d repl emen credits     

• Addition of

invasive species - Rules, Sub-part 8; and 
• Incorporation of “water quality treatment ponds” under the criteria 

contained in Sub-part 10(A* and B), with nature of “credit” determined by
LRRWMO. 

 
*
reference for this portion of the City, thus qualifying the City for eligibility under this 
element. 
 
As Table 12.2 shows, a total of 6.94 acres of wetland will be impacted and require 
replacem
c
meandering channels will link flows entering the site from the northwest with flows 
generated on-site.  This “waterway” will continue south from the RTC to the Mississippi 
River.  Within the context of this waterway system, on-site wetland replacement will be 
provided though a combination of new wetlands, upland buffers and water quality 
improvement ponds designed to improve functions and values to downstream wetlands.  
The location of proposed on-site wetland replacement is shown in Figures 12.3 a
T
general description for each wetland replacement site follows. 
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Table 12.3 Summary of Proposed Wetland Mitigation 
 

Wetland Replacement by Location (Drainage Area) Wetland 
Type 
Created 

6 7 8 10 18 19 24 26a 26b 
Totals 
(acres) 

Ty  1.30 1.80  1.90 6.35pe 1   1.35  
Type 2       0.45   0.45
Ty 5pe 3        0.45   0.4
Type 4          
Su 5btotal   1.35   1.30 2.70  1.90 7.2
 
PV
(S

3.40  9.20C*  2.30   3.50   
tormwater) 

PV
(B

C* 
uffers) 

0.81  1.35   1.30   1.90 5.36

PVC* 
(R

6.360.77   5.59      
estoration) 

Su 2btotal 1.58 2.30 1.35 5.59 3.50 1.30  3.40 1.90 20.9
  

Grand Total 28.17
*PVC – Public Value Credits 

a 
e 

acre riparian buffer will be 
corporated along the wetland transition zone in this area.  

l 

 

rainage Area 8 includes 1.35 acres of wetland and 1.35 acres of PVC buffer with a 
ough it.  Portions of the basin will be designed to establish 

the outlet such 
at infiltration will be maintained, but water will be retained at a frequency to facilitate 

 

area 

  
Drainage Area 6 includes three existing wetlands (Wetland B, C and E).  Wetland B is 
created wetland that includes a narrow buffer within a conservation easement.    Th
existing drainageway will be left intact, while 0.81 acres of the cropped wetland will be 
restored to a Type 1, wet prairie wetland.  A 0.77-
in
 
Drainage Area 7 will include a 2.30-acre stormwater detention pond.  This pond wil
include a shallow bench that will support a fringe of emergent vegetation.  Since this 
pond will provide pretreatment of stormwater that will benefit the wetland immediately
downstream of it (within Drainage Area 8), it is proposed for public value wetland 
credits. 
 
D
meandering channel flowing th
Type 1, wet meadow/wet prairie wetland hydrology.  The basin will be established with 
respect to groundwater levels and a low weir will be installed in front of 
th
saturation of soils.  Finer soils could be mixed in to promote Type 1 vegetation. 
 
Within Drainage Area 10, and along the north boundary of the RTC site, is a 3.79 acre
wetland, where 2.23 acres of this wetland is within the RTC site and is denoted as 
“Wetland D”.  This wetland is a low quality reed canary grass monotype with a few small 
areas of mixed emergent marsh vegetation.  The PVC credits estimated for drainage 
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10 is 3.79 acres for wetland restoration and 1.80 acres for wetland buffer establishment
This would provide a total of 5.59 acres of PVC for dr

.  
ainage area 10.   This assumes an 

pproximately 50-foot buffer around the entire wetland.  The exact PVC credits for 

 

n 
sary to successfully restore this wetland.  The proposed restoration 

cludes both wetland restoration and establishment of buffers.  

include a 3.5-acre stormwater pond that will function much the 
me as the stormwater pond proposed for Drainage Area 7.  The concept design 

rea 

. 

rainage Area 24:  This drainage area encompasses a linear area between the Railroad 
  A 

ith Type 1 and 2 wetland meadow. 

  A 

ay could serve as the cornerstone for this area and provide a 
aluable link between RTC and Mississippi West Regional Park.   

ff-Site Wetland Mitigation   
Two additional areas have been identified for off-site wetland mitigation in the event on-
site mitigation is not feasible.  These sites are illustrated in Figure 12.5. 
  
Site #1 would be within the Mississippi Regional Park when development of the park 
proceeds.  Although a specific location cannot be identified at this time, the City, WMO 
and County would work together to select and develop a site that would hold the best 
potential for successful wetland establishment.  Figure 12.6 illustrates the Anoka County 
Park Department’s concept for how the Park will be designed.  Several locations could be 
possible sites for incorporation of “new” wetland.  To accomplish this action in the 

a
restoring the existing wetland and for buffer establishment within drainage area 10, will 
be not be determined until a final determination is made as to wetland replacement 
requirements for the entire RTC project. 
 
The primary objective of this restoration would be to remove the non-native reed canary
grass and reestablish a diverse, wetland community of wet meadow and mixed emergent 
marsh.  Since portions of this wetland occur on private property, landowner cooperatio
would be neces
in
 
Drainage Area 18 will 
sa
described for Area 7 generally applies to Area 18. 
 
The wetland system in Drainage Area 19 will function in a way similar to Drainage A
8; that is, it will include a narrow, meandering, perennial stream with a wet meadow/wet 
prairie fringe.  The design concept described for Drainage Area 8 describes this wetland.  
A total of 1.3 acres of wetland and 1.3 acres of buffer are proposed for Drainage Area 19
 
D
ROW and the RTC.  This entire strip of land encompasses some 10.8-acres of land.
total of 2.7-acres, or 1/4 of Area 24, is proposed as new wetland credit.  A central, 
meandering drainage-way of Type 3 wetland is proposed.  The edges of this wetland will 
be bordered w
 
Drainage Area 26:   Development of this combined wetland/infiltration system is 
conditioned on approval by Anoka County.  This system would receive flows from 
Drainage Area 25 and would include a wetland treatment/stormwater pond (26a).  From 
this initial pond, flows would outlet into an infiltration pond/wetland system (26b).
landscape theme that incorporates a mixture of dry prairie, oak savanna, and wet prairie 
with an ephemeral water-w
v
 
O
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future, RTC LLC would need to escrow an amount of funds sufficient to construct the 
dditional wetland acreage not provided for on-site.   

 
Site d 
by  some excellent quality shrub swamp, 
wet prairie and emergent marsh along the shores of Lake Itasca.  A suitable site could be 
loc
ava
imp ties.  
An
turt
 
The utfall to 
the
 
Reduce Frequency of Stormwater Discharge, Lower Magnitude of Peak Flow Rates:  The 

TC project incorporates a variety of strategies to lower increases in stormwater rate and 
le all stormwater conveyance features are designed to accommodate the 

00-year runoff event without taking infiltration into consideration, on-site retention and 

 

 from 21-inches to 36-inches and include an apron and rip-rap to lower velocities 
nd dissipate the energy at the discharge point.  This will minimize the potential for scour 

 grasses and forbs and if appropriate, a temporary cover 
rop will be established.  

a

 #2 is located along the south - southeast side of Lake Itasca on land already owne
the City of Ramsey.  This area currently contains

ated where wetland does not currently exist, but where adequate hydrology is 
ilable.  There are also several areas of reed canary-dominated wetland that could be 
roved for public value credit though re-establishment of native wetland communi

y wetland improvements in this area could be designed to also improve Blanding’s 
le habitat.  

 following are proposed to mitigate impacts associated with the stormwater o
 Mississippi River: 

R
volume.  Whi
1
infiltration can be incorporated at multiple scales into the RTC during the detailed design 
phase for smaller storm retention.  Peak flow rates for the 100-year, 24-hour runoff and
100-year, 10-day snowmelt events are 25.1 cfs and 25.3 cfs respectively. 
 
Oversize Culvert and Reduced Slope at Outfall:  The last section of culvert will be 
enlarged
a
and erosion. 
 
Directional Boring to Install Culvert:  If possible, the culvert will be placed within the 
river bank by directional boring rather than an open cut.  This will reduce the need to 
remove shoreline vegetation and will minimize the area of disturbance.  Erosion control 
measures will be implemented where soil is disturbed.  All disturbed areas will be 
replanted to native trees, shrubs,
c
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13. Water 
 

ater wells, connection to 
 changes in any ublic water supp propriation round

r (in )?  _  
 

s, as appl ive location a ose of any n ; public su
ted, chan  made, and water quantities to be used; the source, duration, 
tity and p f any approp  and unique mbers and
opriation umbers, if kn
ap. If th o wells know , explain methodology used to determine. 

 

ces 

Ram he 
City of Ramsey municipal water system or privately owned wells.  Those with private 
wells are mainly locate  in the
and un- ar t rom 
the municipal water system are generally located xisting MUS ea (Figure 
13.1).   
 
Future m pal w rs wou se new developments occ ithin the 

isting MUSA and those areas within the Urban Growth Boundary as designated in the 
as amended in 2002 (Plan).  Extension of municipal 

ater service into areas outside of the Urban Growth Area may be necessary at a future 
t there 

rt has 
s 

Use  

Will the project involve installation or abandonment of any w
or  p ly or ap

X_Yes   __No
 of any g  or surface 

wate cluding dewatering

If ye icable, g nd purp ew wells pply 
affec ges to be
quan urpose o riations;  well nu  DNR 
appr  permit n own. Identify any existing and new wells on the 
site m ere are n n on site

If the area requires new water supply wells, specific information about that 
appropriation and its potential impacts on groundwater levels should be given; if 
groundwater levels would be affected, any impacts resulting on other resour
should be addressed. 

 
Background 
 

sey residents, businesses and others receive their water from one of two sources; t

d  Rural Preserve, Central Rural Reserve, Rural Developing 
he Urban Growth Boundary.  Those receiving water fserved eas of within 

 in the E A ar

unici ater use ld be tho urring w
ex
2001 Ramsey Comprehensive Plan, 
w
date due to environmental or public health concerns.  The Plan, however, states tha
are no known concerns at this time and, therefore, there is no known timeline for if or 
when service may be extended. 
 
Population Projections 
 
The 1999 City of Ramsey Water Study prepared by Bolton and Menk, Inc., estimated 
population growth and water service categories as shown in Table 13.1.  This repo
served as the primary planning document for the City’s municipal water system and wa
incorporated by reference into the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
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Table 13.1 Population Projections and Water Service Category 
 

 
 

Year 

 
 

Total Population 

 
Rural 

Population 
(Private Wells) 

 
Urban 

Population 

Municipal 
Water Service 

Population 

2000 19,630 8,768 10,862 8,412 
2005 12,345 21,748 9,403 12,345 
2010 23,865 10,037 13,828 13,828 
2 15 26,8 9 15,0 73 10,93  934 15,934 
2 20 9,88 ,840 18,040 0 2 0 11  18,040 

 
These numbers only represent residential populations and do not include water used by 

s fa usto mployees, etc.  In addition, growth projections 
C gh sed omp Plan.  Table 13.2 outlines this
at st f th estimates the numbe dents a
e be y th ipal water system based on the ratio of rural to 
es n  13.1 . 

 

busines es for manu cturing, c mers, e
for the ity were sli tly increa  in the C  
inform ion.  The la  column o is table r of resi nd 
employ es that will  served b e munic
urban r idents show  in Table  above
 

Table 13.2 2001 Comprehensive Plan Population Projections by City of Ramsey 

 
Year 

 
Population 

Number of 
Households

Number of 
Employees 

Population Served 
by Municipal System 

1990 12,408 3,620 1,941 --- 
2000 19,630 5,950 2,500 11,000 
2010 25,050 8,350 7,000 22,000 
2020 32,250 10,750 9,000 28,000 

  
Existing Water System Description 
 
Water Supply.  The City currently operates five municipal wells in two well fields 

PAs, DWSMAs and well vulnerability classifications for all municipal 
ells with the 

because it was ct began.  A 
separate wellhead de ation p cessary f ll 5 which c
performed on as with other municipal wells that will be 
constructed within several year part of the City’s wellhead protection plan 
is current  will a taminant s and education initiatives 
within the WHP .  Items 19 and 20 further detail the geologic 
setting an wn C ts to .  Ap x F provides 
 discussion for the potential locations of additional municipal wells.” 

 

(Figure 13.2) and anticipates drilling an additional well in the near future.  The first part 
of the wellhead protection plan for both well fields has been completed and approved by 
the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH).  This part of the wellhead protection plan 
addresses WH
w exception of well number 5.  Well 5 is not part of the developing plan 

 constructed and activated after the wellhead delineation proje
line

 in coordinati
roject will be ne

a plan addendum 
s.  The second 

or we ould be 

ly in progress and ddress con source
 site and the City A/DWSMA
d the potential To enter impac  the water supply pendi

a
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All five wells have been developed in the Franconia-Ironton-Galesville (FIG) aquifer
more complete description of the subsurface stratigraphy and geologic morphology i
provided in Item 19.  Figure 19.3 graphically displays the well drilling logs for the t
wells on and adjacent to the RTC site. 
 
Table 13.3 summarizes the capacity of each well a

.  A 
s 

hree 

nd its permitted appropriation.   

mum 

 

 
Table 13.3: Well Capacities and Permitted Appropriations 

 
 
 

Well 

DNR 
Permit 

Number 

Unique 
Well 

Number 

Permitted 
Flow 
(gpm) 

Permitted 
Withdraw-
al (MGY) 

Pump 
Capacity 

(gpm) 

Maxi
Annual 

Capacity
(MGY)(1)

No. 1 856005-1 161441 4,900  970 424.860 
No. 2 856005-2 416183 96.360 4,900  220 
No. 3 856005-3 58 450 635.100 0303 4,900  1,
No. 4 856005-4 580313  4,900 855 374.490 
No. 5 856005-5 593672  4,900 900 394.200 
Total    500(2) 4,395 1,925.010 

(1) Assumes 20-hour pump
aquifer. 

ing s and does echarge or

 Permit allows a com annual appropriation of 500 MGY. 

day for 365-day not allow for r  resting of the 

(2) Current DNR bined 
 
 
Water Storage.  Storage and
provide

 distribution pressure for the municipal water system is 
d by two elevated storage tanks capacities of 0.5 and 1.5 million gallons 

r System S  demonstrated the need for the construction of 
eet future demands on the water system.  This 

endation was based on an analysis of existing and projected future flows and 
 fire flow capacity, emergency storage

nd pumping capacity.   

xisting water stor lities as well as those projected in the 1999 
 these facilities is indicated in 

ure Water Stora e Facilities 
 

Usable Storage Year High Water 

 with 
respectively.  The 1999 Wate tudy
additional elevated storage to m
recomm
included factors such as
supply a

, daily peak use, and water 

 
Table 13.4 lists the e age faci
Water System Study for future construction.  The location of
Figure 13.3.  
 

Table 13.4: Existing and Fut g

Description 
Volume (gal) Constructed Elevation 

Reservoir No. 1 500,000 1989 1036 
Reservoir No. 2 1,500,000 2000 ±1035 
Reservoir No. 3 1,000,000 Projected 2009 N/A 
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Water Treatment.  The City does not currently operate a water treatment plant.  The 
current water supply does not violate any of the Primary Drinking Water Standards 
provided for in the Safe Drinking Water Act.  Therefore, water treatment would be 

quired only to treat for secondary contaminants and aesthetic purposes.  Because of 

 

ll or combination of wells in operation.  
lanning for water treatment will occur within the design of the RTC site.  Funding for a 

.  
ells 

 
: Water System Quality Data

 

re
this, the existing City Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects constructing a water 
treatment plant within approximately five years.   
 
Table 13.5 is a summary of average water quality data for the system.  Variations in
quality may occur periodically due to minor differences in concentrations of each 
contaminant and depending on which we
P
water treatment facility needs to be identified concurrent with approval for the RTC
This facility should be on line consistent with 60% of the RTC site or completion of w
#6 and #7. 

Table 13.5

 
 
Parameter 

Average Level of 
Water Quality 
Parameter(1)

Primary 
Drinking Water 

Standard 

Secondary 
Drinking Water 

Standard 
Langelier Index (standard unit) 0.43   
T 0.87  0.3 otal Iron (mg/l as Fe) 
Manganese (mg/l as Mn) 0.21  0.05 
Calcium (mg/l as Ca) 58   
C
C

alcium Hardness (mg/l as 
aCO3) 145 

  

M  agnesium (mg/l as CaCO3) 12  
Magnesium Hardness (mg/l as 
Ca

  
CO3) 50 

Total Hardness 
CaCO

(mg/l a
) 

  s 
3 195 

Sodium (mg/l as Na) 8   
Arsenic (mg/l as As) 0.006 0.010  
Chloride (mg/l as Cl) 15  250 
Sulfate (mg/l as SO4) 4.83 400 250 
Total Alkalinity (mg/l as 

 
  

CaCO3) 221
pH (Standard Unit) 7.9  6.5 – 8.5 
Total Di  ssolved Solids (mg/l) 210  500

(1) /99 and extrapolated from the 1999 Water System Study.  In 
addition, each parameter has been normalize based on average annual pumping times and rates 
for each well. 

 
The City currently adds chlorine, fluoride, and polyphosphate to the raw water at each 
well-house.  Chlorine is added as a protective barrier against harmful pathogens that may 
enter the water system from the raw well water or through breaks or cross connections in 
the distribution system. Fluoride is added as a dietary supplement that aids in the 

Based on data collected on 4/6
d 
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pre
and, to a lesser extent, manganese primarily for aesthetic purposes, such as color, and to 
prevent t ng fixtures and . 
 
Water Distribution.  The City’s water distribution system is comprised of 6-, 8-, 10-, 12- 
and 16-in  includes various necessary a nces such 
as isolation valves, altitude/pressure valves, an  hydrants.  In 1999, the distribution 
system was analyzed by Bolton and Menk, Inc., using the CYBERNET Hydraulic 
Network del indicat t the sy unctio y 
meeting s.   
 
Computer modeling and analysis of future expansions to the distribution network, 
including the RTC development, should be per ed at th  of design to ensure 
there is no impact on the existing users. 

Project
 
Flow Projections.

vention of tooth decay.  Polyphosphate is added to prevent the precipitation of iron 

he staining of plumbi  laundry

ch ductile iron pipe.  The system ppurtena
d fire

 Model.  Results of the mo ed tha stem f ns well b
demand for the existing use

form e time

 
ed Future Water Demands 

  Development of the RTC site and the remaining areas within the 
tem.  
 
r 

15, 2003, as shown in Figure 6.1).  Projections for demands from 
dditional growth in areas within the Urban Growth Boundary will be based on 

information con 2. 
 
T .6: Projected Water Usage for RT Resid nt  

Urban Growth Boundary will result in an increased demand on the existing water sys
Projections for the additional demands will be developed in this section in an effort to
quantify the potential impacts on the existing water system infrastructure, ground wate
resources and other related resources. 
 
Projections of future demands from the RTC site will be based on the latest Design 
Concept Plan (February 
a

tained in the 2001 Comprehensive Plan, as amended in 200

able 13 C Sub-district ential Developme
Development 
Type 

Quantity Occupants 
per Unit 

Total 
Occupants

Usage per 
Occupant(1) 

(gpd) 

Total 
Usage 
(gpd) 

Mix
Res

5  120 607,200 ed Use 1012 
idential  

5,060

Apa 3 120 61,920 rtment 172 516 
Duplex 62 4 120 22,320 186 
Townhouse 1154 4  120 553,920 4,616
Total R 1,245,360 esidential 2,400  10,378 120 

(1) Per capita usage based on historic average annual usage for existing Ramsey residents; 
includes only residential use 
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Table 13.7: Projected Wastewater Flows in RTC Commercial/Service Development 
 

Development Type Acres 
Used 
(ac) 

Usage per 
Acre(1) 
(gpd) 

Total 
Usage 
(gpd) 

Commercial (Existing Hwy. 10) 32.2 2,000 64,400 
Commercial 
(Service/Convenience) 

11.6 2,000 23,200 

Commercial (Shopping) 24.4 1,600 39,040 
Mixed Use (Retail/Office) 30.6 2,300 70,380 
Civic Center 3.6 13,300 47,880 
Business Enterprise 35.9 1,330 47,747 
Transit 4.5 1,330 5,985 
Public/Open Space 58.2 1,500 87,300 
Total Developed Area 201 1,920(2) 385,932 

(1) Projected water usage based on average existing demand per day including irrigation. 
(2) Average per acre water usage. 

le 13.8. The projected water use for the 
undeveloped areas, excluding the RTC site, were based on the wastewater flow 

 
Appendix I shows the water usage and pumping rates for 2002.  This information is 
combined with the above water usage projections for the RTC site plus the projected 
water use for the undeveloped Urban Growth Area to determine total projected water 
demand at 2020 and is summarized in Tab

projections contained in Item 18 and Appendix G (Wastewater Data) and include a 
premium for irrigation. 
 

Table 13.8: 2020 Urban Growth Area Projected Water Use 
 

Area Average Daily 
Usage(1) (MGD) 

Average Annual 
Usage (MGY) 

RTC Development(2) 1.631 595 
Future Northwest Sub-district 0.160 58 
Future Southwest Sub-district 0.839 306 
Future Rum River District Usage 0.677 247 
Sub-total Future Usage 3.307 1,207 
Existing Service Area Usage 1.198 437 
2020 PROJECTED USAGE 4.505 1,645 

(1) Future usage estimated based on projected land use and includes irrigation 
(2) Sum of totals from Tables 18.6 and 18.7. 

 
Discussion of Results: Historic records show that overall per capita water usage 
(including both residential and commercial/industrial) in Ramsey averages between 130 
and 150 gpd per capita .  The total projected water usage for the RTC development is 
estimated to be about 1.631 MGD.  Dividing this number by the upper usage of 150 g
yields an equivalent design population for the RTC of approximately 10,900.  This 

pd 
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compares extremely well with the projected residential population at the RTC site of 
10,378 persons (Table 13.6). 
 
Similarly, the total future projected water usage for 2020 is estimated to be 4.505 MGD
which equates to an equivalent population of about 30,000 persons.  In comparison, th
information contained in Tables 13.1 and 13.2 estimates the 2020 population serve
the community water system to be approximately 28,000 persons.  The difference 
between the two of 2,000 equivalent persons is in line with the 2001 Comprehensive
and can be attributed to two factors.   
 
First, the number of new housing units to be built between 2000 and 2020 was estim
in the Plan to be 4,80

 
e 

d by 

 Plan 

ated 
0 (3,346 single family and 1,434 multi-family units).  Of this 

mount, we now know that the RTC site will contribute 2,400 housing units alone while 

n. 

demands. 
 

01 
 

a
using only a small percentage of the land available for development within the Urban 
Growth area.  Secondly, the Plan did not consider the higher water usage per acre of 
developed land using the higher density development model inherent in the RTC desig
 
The historic peaking factor for water usage is about 2.6.  Based on the above, the peak 
daily flows for 2020 will be about 11.7 MGD.  Potential impacts on the FIG or other 
resources during average and peak demand are discussed in Appendix F.  In addition, 
storage and distribution designs for the RTC and future development should take into 
account the need to meet these 

In short, growth projections and the assumed resulting water usage estimated in the 20
Comprehensive Plan seem to be generally in line with the projections of this Item.  The
difference discussed above, which is based on design and growth information not 
available during the preparation of the Comprehensive Plan, results in an increase in 
future water usage of about 7% above that anticipated. 
 
Summary of Environmental Impact.  To meet the projected future demands, the City will 
most likely increase appropriations from the Franconia-Ironton-Galesville (FIG) aqui
At a minimum, two additional wells (#6 and #7) will be required to meet the RTC 
demand with the need for additional wells as growth continues.  Appendix F ind
that at full 2020 build out, there will be a need for as many as 4 or 5 additional wells 
pumping at rates similar to the existing ones.   
 
Groundwater level data for the FIG that is collected continuously by the City shows that 
trending has been in an upward direction in the last two years meaning a recharge 
condition existed during this period (Appendix F).  In addition, because the pumps 
operate intermittently, they allow the aquifer to recover on a daily basis with a maxim
residual drawdown level averaging of 5- to 10-feet during peak summer demand. 
would mean that the radius of influence for the wells is very, very small.  Taken together,
that water levels are rising in the FIG and that there is very little drawdown, water level 
fluctuations in the surficial drift material are not anticipated.  In addition, it does not 
appear that the municipal w

fer.  

icates 

um 
 This 

 

ells would have any negative influence on private wells 
eveloped in the same unit.  However, long term monitoring of the surficial aquifer’s d
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water level is recommended so that data can be collected to correlate against the long 
term trending patterns within the FIG. 
 
Permitting: The increase in demand will subsequently require an amended DNR water 
appropriations permit.  At that time, the DNR is likely to require the collection of the 
surficial groundwater data mentioned above.  In addition, the DNR may require a 
pumping test to correlate short term temporal relationships between the two aquifer
The monitoring wells needed for this study should also be designed as groundwater 
sampling wells that can be used to identify potential contamination of wellhead 
protection areas. The design of all additional municipal production wells can then be 
based on information collected during these studies in an effort to mitigate impacts, 

s.  

ssuming any exist. 

 extend southward from well 
 to the edge of the RTC site.  Therefore, this area should be considered a WHPA for 

s 
n 

r 
 

ssessment could be done in coordination with a plan addendum for additional municipal 

 to the north of the site 
igure 19.4).  To reduce the risk of groundwater contamination, pretreatment of 

 

a
 
Wellhead Protection: The RTC is located directly within the Wellhead Protection Area 
(WHPA) and Drinking Water Source Management Area (DWSMA) determined by the 
preliminary Ramsey wellhead protection plan (Figure 20.1).  Additional groundwater 
modeling information is included in Appendix H.  Using the MDH model for wellhead 
protection planning purposes and the Maximum Annual Capacity shown in Table 13.3 as 
the pumping rates for wells 3, 4 and 5, the 10-year capture areas for these wells was 
recalculated. With the inclusion of well 5, the WHPA would
5
land use planning purposes.    
 
Any contaminating material that is spilled on the permeable sands within the site can 
potentially migrate into the groundwater system.   City wells were tested for tritium a
part of the wellhead protection plan delineation.  Tritium is a form of hydrogen and ca
act as an indicator of groundwater age, but does not pose a health risk.  Atmospheric 
tritium levels increased during the 1950’s due to testing of atomic bombs.  Therefore, 
tritium levels are used to indicate whether groundwater entered the ground before or afte
1950.  Public water supply wells with high levels of tritium are classified as “vulnerable”
to surface processes because of the relatively recent (post-1950) interaction with the 
surface.  Tritium levels in the three city wells around the Town Center are high.  A 
formal well vulnerability assessment has not been completed for well 5 but the 
preliminary wellhead protection plan identifies it as vulnerable in Table 1.  A formal 
a
wells.  The results of the formal assessment will most likely confirm that well 5 is also 
vulnerable to contamination.  The vulnerability of these wells may be caused by the rapid 
rate of infiltration through the highly permeable sand and gravel materials of the Anoka 
Sand Plain, by leakage of water around the annular space of the well, or by the interaction 
of the quaternary and bedrock aquifers in the bedrock valley
(F
stormwater runoff prior to infiltration and community education programs on household 
chemical and fertilizer use can be implemented.  Storm water management practices that 
encourage the infiltration of treated runoff will be part of the design and are discussed in 
detail in Items 17 and 20.  
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Mitigation element.  Because the RTC site is within a DWSMA, special precautions are 
eeded to protect groundwater resources.  To make sure this occurs, any discharge of 

runoff 
particu
treatment (ex. catch basin inserts, cyclonic separators, filters), and various types of pre-
treatment soil filtering systems.  These practices will be routinely maintained and 
inspect
contam undwater.  Areas that are potential major sources of contamination 
(“hot-s ) will be identified during construction and special precautions added.  These 
areas w  
stations
 
Within WHPAs, the use of conventional underground storage tanks to store anything 
ther than water is not recommended.  If underground tanks are used in these areas they 

interstitial sensors, and a network of monitoring wells must 

ssembling the issues that were to be addressed as part of this AUAR, it was noted 
y the Anoka Conservation District and by the DNR that there is a possible connection 

of 

e 

g 
al wells.  

his same phenomenon occurs again in the mid to late 1990’s and prior to the installation 
the 

ify 

ate wells 
ual drawdown levels in the FIG average 5- to 10-feet 

uring the peak summer pumping period (Appendix F) and recover fully during the Fall, Winter 
re could 

or through the 
monitoring to verify the 

bove findings.  Through this process, the City can insure that there continue to be no impacts on 

n
into an area dedicated to infiltration will be pre-treated through such practices as 
late settling, vegetative filtration, skimming, installation of compact, sub-grade 

ed to make sure these pre-treatment practices do not provide a pathway for 
ination of gro
pots”
ould include any location where pollutant spills are more likely to occur (service
, public works/police/fire fueling operations, significant chemical storage).   

o
must be double-walled with 
be installed to assess potential groundwater contamination.  In addition, an emergency 
response plan should be developed for the immediate remediation of any spills or leaky 
tanks.  Because underground storage tanks may be used within WHPAs on the RTC site, 
the second part of the wellhead protection plan should address this issue.  Additional 
discussion is included in the mitigation section of Item 20. 
 
When a
b
between the increased demand for municipal groundwater and the observed lowering 
wetlands in the vicinity of Municipal Wells 3, 4 and 5.  Appendix F was prepared to 
assess the general magnitude of the problem and the solutions required to address th
issue.  It is now apparent that the wetlands in question experience natural drying during 
periods of relative low precipitation.  The photographic history included as part of the 
Wetland Delineation report shows wetlands in the vicinity of the RTC site disappearin
during the mid to late 1980’s which is prior to the development of the municip
T
of Wells 4 and 5. The evaluation also found, as stated earlier, that drawdown levels in 
FIG unit are minimal and, therefore, could not be influencing the wetlands.  To ver
these finding, however, it is recommended that long term monitoring be performed. 
 
There is also some concern that increased pumping in the FIG aquifer could impact priv
that pump from this aquifer.  Again, the resid
d
and Spring.  Therefore, the radius of influence of the wells will be very small meaning the
be no impacts to private wells developed in the same unit.  
 
Before additional wells are constructed, additional appropriations will be applied f
DNR.  This will most likely require both short- and long-term testing and 
a
groundwater and surface resources due to their appropriations from the FIG. 
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14. Water-Related Land Use Management District 
 

Does any part of the project involve a shoreland zoning district, a delineated 
year flood plain, or a state or federally designated wild or scenic river lan
district?  __Yes   _X_No 
 
If yes, identify the district and discuss project compatibility with district land u
restrictions. 
 
For an AUAR, such districts should be delineated on appropriate maps and the 
land use restrictions applicable in those districts should be described.  If any
variances or deviations from these restrictions within the AUAR area are 
envisioned, this should be discussed. 

 

100-
d use 

se 

 

Resource Protection Zones 
 nor 

 (see Figure 
nated 

 
e 

e 

 the 
RA 

plan.  This chapter of the Plan addresses the requirements of the Governor’s 1979 
tical 

ents, 

l Area] 
oals, 
or 

The City’s Critical Area Plan presents the following: an inventory of natural and cultural 
 

cenic, and Recreation River management area, established in 1976, the project is 

Ramsey Town Center does not lie within a protected floodplain or shoreland zone,
does it occur within the boundaries of a designated resource protection zone
9.2).  However, the site is adjacent to, and will  discharge water into the state-desig
Mississippi River Critical Area, the federal Mississippi National River and Recreation
Area (MNRRA), a state Wild and Scenic River area, and a regional park.  All of thes
areas overlap in coverage south of Highway 10 adjacent to the Town Center (Figur
14.1). 
 
The City’s 2001 Comprehensive Plan (Chapter XI), as updated in 2002, contains
City’s DNR-conditionally approved Mississippi River Critical Area Corridor/MNR

Executive Order 79-19, which designated this reach of the Mississippi River as a “cri
area” in need of special protection.  The Executive Order lays out the required elem
which the City has met and exceeded in some respects.  The Plan chapter similarly is 
consistent with the National Park Service’s MNRRA 1994 management plan. 
 
The City’s Critical Area Plan (Chapter XI of the 2002 Ramsey updated LCP) closely 
follows the directions provided by both the National Park Service and the State of 
Minnesota.  As stated in the 2001 Comprehensive Plan (page XI-2), “The [Critica
plan achieves the required elements of the Critical Area Act (Tier I) and identifies g
policies and strategies to protect, preserve and enhance the Mississippi River Corrid
beyond the required elements of …Tier II.” 
 

features; existing and planned land use; key issues discussion; 38 policies on protecting
the environment, preserving and celebrating history and culture, and ensuring sensitive 
development; performance criteria for developments within the Corridor; and six 
implementation strategies to assure that the City’s plans get put in place. 
 
Although none of the project site is within the state-designated Mississippi Wild, 
S
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adjacent to this area and could have some impact upon it as development proceeds.  
The reach of River covered is classified as “recreational”, which indicates it is a river 
that “…may have adjacent lands which are considerably developed, but that are still 
apable of being managed so as to further the purposes of ...” the State act.  The 

, 
, agencies, 

epartments, and other authorities shall exercise their powers so as to further the 
 

s supporting ordinances fulfill these requirements. 

The
Riv 6 and the federal 

Par sippi River 
e and valuable state and 

esource; 
al value for 

al element in the national, 
d 

ting and preserving the biological and ecological functions of the corridor.   

Un t the Standards 
and
govern
agencies for permit regulation and in developing plans within their jurisdiction 
affe n  
by DNR
those a  approval.  All capital improvement programs 
or p l
State ag
with th 9.  The 
City of
part of 

Sum

c
established State policy is that it is in the interest of present and future generations to 
preserve and protect the outstanding scenic, recreational, natural, historical, and 
scientific values of certain Minnesota rivers and their adjacent lands.  All state, local
and special governmental units, councils, commissions, boards, districts
d
purpose of the Minnesota Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and adopted management plans
for the preservation, protection, and management of designated rivers.  State Rules 
pertaining to River management under this program are contained within Chapter 
6105.  The Environmental Protection/Resource Management element of the LCP and 
it

 
 Ramsey Town Center site is also adjacent to the state-designated Mississippi 
er Critical Area Corridor (Corridor) established in 197

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA), a unit of the National 
k System, established in 1988.  The purposes of designating the Missis

as a Critical Area include protecting and preserving a uniqu
regional resource; preventing and mitigating irreversible damage to this r
preserving and enhancing its natural, aesthetic, cultural, and historic
public use; protecting and preserving the river as an essenti
state and regional transportation, sewer and water and recreational systems; an
protec

 
der the Critical Area program, Executive Order 79-19 requires tha
 Guidelines provided in the Executive Order shall be followed by local units of 

ment when preparing plans and regulations, and followed by State and regional 

cti g lands within the Corridor.  Once plans and regulations have been approved
, local units of government shall permit development only in accordance with 

dopted plans and regulations and
ub ic facilities programs of local units of government, regional agencies, and 

encies which affect lands within the Corridor are required to be consistent 
e standards and guidelines in the Critical Area Executive Order 79-1
 Ramsey Critical Area Plan has been conditionally approved by the DNR as 
the City’s LCP. 

 
mary of Environmental Impact.  The RTC site borders management districts, but 

t will be 
use  compatibility.  The RTC site is adjacent to, and will discharge water into 

al 
Riv nal 
park.  The exact route of discharge is under discussion with the City and County. 
 

does not include them.  The mitigation element addresses the planning efforts tha
d to assure

the state-designated Mississippi River Critical Area, the federal Mississippi Nation
er and Recreation Area (MNRRA), a state Wild and Scenic River area, and a regio
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Mitigation element.  The Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan was amended in 2002 and 
tains the meascon ures needed to effectively implement resource protection for all of the 

 
 

Gu

eva
 

NR has ascertained that, based on the information provided to them, the applicable 
xecutive Order 79-19 Standards and Guidelines for which compliance is needed appear 

 section in 

d 

 Site plans shall include activities undertaken to ensure consistency with the 
objectives of the Designation Order and shall include measures which address 
adverse environmental effects. 

 Site plans shall include standards to ensure that structures, roads, screening, 
landscaping, construction placement, maintenance, and storm water runoff are 
compatible with characteristics and use of corridor in that district. 

 Site plans shall contain specific conditions with regard to buffering, landscaping, 
and revegetation. 

 Standards for structure site and location to ensure riverbanks, bluffs, and scenic 
overlooks remain in their natural state. [E.O. 79-19 - C.2.b.  CP XI.C.2.c] 

 Retention of existing vegetation and landscaping [E.O. 79-19 - C.2.e.(1)  CP 
XI.C.2.a] 

 Maximization of the creation and maintenance of open space and recreational 
potential of the Corridor in accordance with the standards. [E.O. 79-19 - C.6  CP 
XI.C.2.c] 

resource protection zones adjacent to the RTC site.  

The City’s compliance with each of the applicable Executive Order 79-19 Standards and
idelines that must be followed is assured through implementation of the Plan.  Since 

the regulated area is not on the project site, but could be affected by it, the City will 
luate all phases of construction for impact on the regulated area.     

D
E
to include the following items.  The Executive Order citation is followed by the
the Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan (CP) in which the DNR reference is addressed:   
 

 The lands and waters within the Rural Open Space District shall be used and 
developed to preserve their open, scenic and natural characteristics and ecological an
economic functions.  [E.O. 79-19 - A.  CP XI.C.1.a] 

 Protect bluffs greater than 18% and provide conditions for the development of bluffs 
between 12% and 18% slopes.[ E.O. 79-19 -  C.1.a.(4)  CP XI.C.2.c] 

 Minimize runoff [E.O. 79-19 - C.1.a.(5)  CP XI.C.2.a] 
 Improve the quality of runoff. [E.O. 79-19 - C.1.a.(5)  CP XI.C.2.a] 
 Minimize site alteration.  [E.O. 79-19 - C.1.a.(6)  CP XI.C.1.c] 
 Erosion control. [E.O. 79-19 - C.1.a.(6)  CP XI.C.2.a] 
 Management of vegetation cutting.  [E.O. 79-19 - C.1.a.(7)  CP XI.C.2.a] 
  
 Site plans required for all development for which a permit is required, except single-

family residential structures.  [E.O. 79-19 - C.2.a.  CP XI.C.2.c] 
 New development and expansion permitted only after the approval of site plans 

which adequately assess and minimize adverse effects and maximize beneficial 
effects. 
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 Plans and programs to protect open space areas shall be developed. [E.O. 79-19 - 6. d.  
CP XI.C.2.c] 

 
] 

 ew or modified utility facilities shall complement the planned land and water uses 

 cilities programs shall be consistent with 
e standards and guidelines in Ex. Ord. Section B. and C.  [E.O. 79-19 - C.8.  CP 

 

NR particularly emphasizes the mandates for protection of slopes and bluffs; 
; 

 

e 
ly under 

appropriate standards from its LCP.  The City will also 
ork with Anoka County Parks to implement these standards and the County’s DNR-

 MRP land controlled by the 
ounty. 

Programs to manage undeveloped islands in their natural state.  [E.O. 79-19 - 6.e.  CP 
XI.C.2.c
N
and shall not stimulate incompatible development.  [E.O. 79-19 - C.7.b.  CP XI.C.2.c]  
Capital improvement programs or public fa
th
XI.C.2.c]  

 
 
D
minimization of site alteration; retention of existing vegetation; minimization of runoff
erosion control; minimization of adverse effects.  Selection from among the many 
available low-impact stormwater development tools and Best Management Practices, as 
discussed in Item 17, will occur to achieve both minimization and improvement of 
runoff.  As a best management practice for enhancing ecological function of the Critical 
Area Corridor, DNR highly encourages the use of native vegetation for the required 
buffering and landscaping, revegetation of removed vegetated areas, and erosion control 
(grasses, seeding).  DNR is also concerned about any cumulative adverse impacts from 
this project that accelerate development within the Rural Open Space District in violation 
of those District's standards, and supports voluntary vegetative buffering of structures
outside of the Corridor in order to minimize interference with views of and from the 
water.  Since the project will directly affect the Critical Area (or MNRRA/WSR) becaus
of the need to outlet flow to the River, the City will identify those areas potential
its land use control and apply the 
w
conditionally approved MNRRA/Critical Area Plan within
C
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15. Water Surface Use  
 

Wil es   
_X_
 
If y otential 
ove
 
This item need only be addressed if the AUAR area would include or adjoin 

r to the 
imited to 

urrounding residents use.  The nearest public water access on the Mississippi River is 

 

osed 
e 

all engine 
oat use and non-motorized watercraft are not expected to adversely impact the 

l the project change the number or type of watercraft on any water body?  __Y
No 

es, indicate the current and projected watercraft usage and discuss any p
rcrowding or conflicts with other uses. 

recreational water bodies. 
 
 
Within the site, there are no water bodies where watercrafts are operated.  The nearest 
recreational water bodies are Lake Itasca to the northwest and the Mississippi Rive
south.  There is no public water access on Lake Itasca and surface water use is l
s
approximately two and a half miles to the northwest in the city of Dayton.  According to 
the Anoka County Parks Department, travel by boat upstream of Anoka is very difficult
because of shallow water and numerous sandbars.  However, development of Mississippi 
Regional Park (MRP) may increase watercraft in the area as boaters with small motors or 
non-motorized boats make their way to the Park.  There is not a landing facility prop
in the latest MRP development plan, but casual landing anywhere in the Park can b
expected.  Also, the availability of parking stalls in the new park will surely add to the 
ability of canoe and kayak users to more easily access the River.  Limited sm
b
Mississippi River near the MRP. 
 
Summary of Environmental Impact.  None are expected. 
 
Mitigation element - Adverse environmental impacts associated with increased small 
motor and non-motorized boats is not anticipated along the Mississippi River south of the 

amsey Town Center site.  In fact, the new Mississippi Regional Park hopes to attract R
visitors to this portion of the upper River.  The use of the park as a formal recreational 
facility will focus river-related uses to planned areas, and provide resource oversight and 
supervision of recreational activities. 
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16. Erosion and Sedimentation  
 

The number of acres to be graded and the number of cubic yards of soil to be 
moved need not be given; instead a general discussion of the likely earthmo
needs for development of the area should be given, with an emphasis on unusual 
or problem areas. In discussing mitigation measures, both the standard 
requirements of the local ordinances and any special measures (ex.WMO) th
would be added for AUAR purposes should be included. 

 
The Ramsey Town Center site is relati

ving 

at 

vely flat and contains very sandy, coarse-grained 
ils (Figure 12.2).  Both of these physical characteristics are advantageous when it 

r 300 

utlines the measures the City will undertake to minimize its adverse impacts. 

ing 

rd to the 
 from the drainageway.  Earth will be moved from the drainageway 

corridor and placed on the north and south slopes.  Some grading will likely also be 
needed on the southern drainage swale just north of the railroad tracks and around 
Wetlands B and D (Figure 10.1) as buffer areas are incorporated.  Exact numbers on the 
volume of soil moved will not be available until the detailed design phase.   
 
Care will be taken not to disturb or compact the central drainage corridor that will be 
used to transmit and store water.  Similar efforts will be made to avoid compaction in 
areas where infiltration best management practices (BMPs) will be used.  The soil within 
any landscaped areas will be loosened after heavy construction traffic has subsided.  This 
will enhance the ability of all landscaped areas, whether formal or native, to infiltrate 
water. 
 
It is expected that organic topsoil will need to be imported to the site to establish a good 
vegetative cover.  The sandy soils will not support many of the typical landscaping plants 
and ground cover.  Native plants that are inherent to the Anoka Sandplain will be used 
wherever possible to avoid the need for massive soil importation and extensive irrigation. 
 
Summary of Environmental Impact.

so
comes to erosion and sedimentation.  This does not mean, however, that erosion will not 
occur and that sediment will not move if disturbed.  Because the disturbance of ove
acres of land will present the certainty of erosion, the mitigation plan that follows 
o
 
Figure 16.1 shows the general areas of borrow and fill that will result when earth-mov
activity begins.  The general concept that will be followed will be creation of a central 
low area along the drainage corridor alignment, with land gradually sloping upwa
north and south away

  The grading and development of over 300 acres of 
land has the potential to contribute sediment to receiving waters where water could flow.  
Currently, there are few actual receiving areas where water is present.  With the 
establishment of a central drainage corridor and the possibility of mitigated wetlands and 
water storage areas, the possibility of water-related impact increases.  The following 
mitigation plan addresses how construction will proceed with adequate erosion BMPs in 
place. 
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Mitigation element.  Prior to any earth-moving activity on the site, an erosion and 
diment control plan will be prepared in accord with the requirements of the City of 

Ramsey  
be soug
Agency and the DNR.  The City will be permitted through the Phase II NPDES nonpoint 
program ipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) operator, and will be 
subject
polluta off 
control h MPCA’s NPDES 
general construction permit process.   
 
Prior to the south east corner of the site, Burlington Northern Santa 
Fe Railroad h
detailed description of contamination and contact information is included in Item 20. 
 
Elements of er
of bare soil p  
fabric on ex o
installed and m
inspection sche

se
 and the LRRWMO.  Technical assistance in the preparation of this plan will also
ht from the Anoka Conservation District, the Minnesota Pollution Control 

 as a Munic
 to all of the provisions of that program, including reducing the discharge of 
nts to the “maximum extent practicable” (MEP) through construction site run
.  Any construction on the site will also be permitted throug

 any earth moving in 
 s ould be contacted in regards to arsenic contaminated soils.  A more 

osion protection will include: phased construction with minimized periods 
 ex osure, rapid re-vegetation, slope/grade stabilization, use of mulch and
p sed soils, temporary and permanent (if needed) sediment basins, properly 

aintained silt fencing, and adoption of a regular maintenance and 
dule. 
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17. Water Quality-Stormwater Runoff  
 

17a. Compare the quantity and quality of site runoff before and after the projec
Describe permanent controls to manage or treat runoff. Describe any stormwate
pollution prevention plans. 
 
17b. Identify routes and receiving water bodies for runoff from the site; inc
major downstream water bodies as well as the immediate receiving waters. 
Estimate impact runoff on the quality of receiving waters. 
 
For an AUAR the following guidance should be followed in addition to that in 
“EAW Guidelines”: 

t. 
r 

lude 

• it is expected that an AUAR will have a detailed analysis of stormwater 

onds 
ere 

ssion 

 be 

 
 

 

s 
re 

issues 
• a map of the proposed stormwater management system and of the water 

bodies that will receive stormwater should be provided 
• the description of the stormwater systems would identify on-site and 

“regional” detention ponding and also indicate whether the various p
will be new water bodies or converted existing ponds or wetlands. Wh
on-site ponds will be used but have not yet been designed, the discu
should indicate the design standards that will be followed. 

• if present in or adjoining the AUAR area, the following types of water 
bodies must be given special analyses 

o lakes: within the TC metro area a nutrient budget analysis must
prepared for any “priority lake” identified by the Metropolitan 
Council.  

 
Background  
 
Watershed Setting.  The details of the surface water management system being proposed
for the RTC site are best described by joining Items 17a and b into a single discussion. 

igure 17.1 illustrates the entire watershed within which the RTC site lays.  The F
watershed extends from north of Lake Itasca to the Mississippi River, covering an area of
approximately 2,687 acres. 
 
The larger watershed can be sub-divided into a series of 31 sub-watersheds, which were 
shown in Figure 12.1 in Item 12.  Each of these smaller units was characterized for water 
quantity and quality modeling under existing conditions, and was subsequently modeled 
for fully developed conditions as proposed under the City’s 2001 Comprehensive Plan, a
amended in 2002 (Item 5, Figure 5.4), and the preferred site development (Item 6, Figu
6.1). 
 
Drainage through the site.  The principal drainage feature currently passing through the 
site, and evident in Figure 12.1, is a well- to poorly-defined swale that occurs from the 
northwest corner of the site to the middle of the site, whereupon it disappears.  
Historically, this swale appears to have been a more significant drainage feature, but 
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limited runoff has diminished its overall hydrologic function and subsequent farming 
activities have taken advantage of the swale as tillable land.  Reference to Figure 10.1, 
however, shows that Wetlands A and C occur within this swale, while Wetland B
adjacent to it.  The Wetland E, Type 1 ac

 lies 
reage also occurs within this historic drainage 

ale.  General concept possibilities for the drainage corridor and how it fits into the 

 to 

 the feature.  As shown in the preferred design in Figure 6.1, the corridor extends 

 

ality 

 of the 

e lost 

, provision will be made to route, store and 
eat the 100-year runoff event safely in a series of storm sewers, drainage swales, 
oodways and ponds.  The system will take maximum advantage of the central drainage 

swale and its corridor to store water as it meanders through the site.  Major storage will 
occur in lined detention ponds, with open areas also available to detain smaller volumes 
of water and allow it to soak into the ground after settling and vegetative filtering.  The 

sw
current design and the overall site stormwater mitigation plan are contained in Figures 
17.2a, -b, and -c.  The collection of features that will be incorporated into the new 
drainage swale includes a channel to convey baseflow, ponds to store water and promote 
infiltration, created and restored wetlands, and open space areas where excess water can 
temporarily be stored.  The specifics of these features will not be fully known until the 
design phase proceeds prior to construction, but Figures 17.2a, -b, and -c contain 
schematics of how these features will generally appear. 
 
The presence of an historic drainage swale on the site presents an excellent opportunity
incorporate the feature into the site drainage system as an amenity.  Although the actual 
drainage swale alignment will change, incorporating the vegetative and hydrologic 
character of this historic drainageway can provide both functional and recreational value 
to
beyond the current terminus, reaching into the Mississippi Regional Park, creating a 
natural drainageway that could extend from Lake Itasca to the Mississippi River. 
 
The introduction of a drainage connection to the northern wetlands (see Figure 6.6)
provides two more corridor connections that could establish greenways to connect to 
northern Ramsey natural areas.  The surface water system can be modeled with these 
changes/additions in mind, and various optional innovative/natural surface water 
management assumptions can be used to maximize storage, infiltration, and water qu
treatment within it. 
 
Surface water as an Amenity.  Water can be treated as a nuisance that must be moved 
away quickly, or as an amenity that can enhance the natural features of a site.  Ramsey 
Town Center will use water as an amenity.  The large events will be drained to prevent 
flooding, and smaller events will be stored and infiltrated to the extent possible. 
 
The primary drainage-related consideration for the City is to assure the movement
100-year runoff event through the site without damage due to flooding.  The proposed 
stormwater management system accomplishes this.  However, with the sandy nature of 
the soils on site (see Figure 12.2), there is also an opportunity to soak water from smaller 
events into the ground to retain some of the recharge function that will otherwise b
with development.  This combination of safely routing the 100-year event and trying to 
reduce overall runoff from the site will form the basis for stormwater management 
developed in Item 17.  Under this approach
tr
fl
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exact character of the corridor and the stormwater management system has not yet been 
etermined, but a range of runoff management effectiveness is discussed in the mitigation 

e site 

 

le 
 
s 

events.  Most routinely occurring, small-
ale events would soak into the sandy soils.  This conveyance system will likely be a 

s, but 
 

. 

 City has the option of incorporating additional 
olume control features into the drainage system.  The specifics of these features can not 

e.  

ainage system by reducing overall runoff volumes and peaks. 

undwater 
system.  Using the natural cleansing ability of settling areas, vegetative and soil filtration, 
microbes in the soil and vegetative uptake of nutrients will make the RTC site compatible 
with the needs of a wellhead protection area.  Additional discussion occurs in the 
groundwater protection section of Item 13 and a recommendation in the Mitigation Plan 
(Item 33) is made to assure that an ordinance is adopted to assure that incompatible land 
uses are not allowed within the DWSMA. 
 
 

d
section of this Item.  The open space value of the corridor will be enhanced with 
pathways that will parallel the corridor. 
 
Runoff from the areas draining to the central drainage corridor or elsewhere off of th
also could be managed to reduce overall runoff volumes.  During the design phase, each 
major parking area within the Town Center will be evaluated to see whether a system that
will pre-treat runoff prior to its introduction into the central drainage system is feasible.  
Under the ideal scenario, runoff would be routed to the pre-treatment BMP (small-sca
detention or filtration) prior to entry into a vegetated flow system that will encourage
further filtration and infiltration.  Excess flows from these connector drainage feature
should only occur with substantial precipitation 
sc
connected system of pervious drainage swales, wetlands and vegetated drainageway
could also include sub-grade settling and filtration treatment trains. The exact character
of this system will be determined as part of the final design prior to building construction
 
During the detailed design process, the
v
be defined until the design phase, but they could be used to minimize runoff on a parcel 
or block scale within the Town Center to hold down the amount of water that will 
eventually reach the surface water drainage system.  Impervious area reduction BMPs 
that will be used to do this are numerous and will be pursued at the proper design stag
These alternative design features are not intended to replace standard engineering 
practices of assuring the movement of large storm-related water volumes, but rather 
supplement the dr
 
In addition to the flow reduction benefits, there are water quality benefits.  Pre-treating 
runoff from potentially high loading areas, such as parking lots and roadways, reduces 
the amount of pollution moving to the regional collection system.  Routing pre-settled 
runoff through wetlands and vegetated swales furthers treatment through vegetative 
filtration.  It is anticipated that these two BMP suites (pre-settling and filtration) will 
properly prepare water for infiltration into the soil, where additional physical and 
biological treatment will cleanse the water on its way toward the regional gro
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Surface Water Modeling 
 
Development of a flow model (XP-SWMM).  To adequately predic a h  

te will have on water  to incorp
infrastructure assumpti OR for this e M 
model (XP Software, Inc.).  This model i  contrast ndit
p es e  a e
the change in land use and land cover, and relates the change to runoff behavior.  Runoff 
predictions can be made for variable freque e nts, and rou  thr gh the s  
drainage system.  The mo u t and rou  n then be us o d termine areas 
where flooding or high water will occur, and the an be used esi  a syste
stormw r management ti  which c  i lude deten storage, diversion, 
infiltration or any numbe ss iated BM
 
Existing Conditions.  The first phase of the quant  and qualit od ng involv
defining the water behav  it xists cur . he physic ara eristics h
sub-watershed noted in Figure 12.1 form t s for determ  th amoun t  
that will run off of it durin ec ied climatic ev ts, specifically rainfall and snowmelt 
events of certain statistical frequency. 
 
The results of the existing conditions quant n sis using t P- MM m a  
displayed in Table 17.1 by s  frequency, 24-hour rainfall 
event a 10-day snowme h represen e ak flow and lum
would be expected for an event that would occur with a frequency of once every one-
hundre ars, or 1% in a iv  year.  Vo e ischarges are based on a 5-day runoff 
simula  for the 24-hou fa  event an 0 ay runoff s lat  for the 1 a
snowm event. 
 
Of note in Table 17.1 is the sma amount o w eaving this at e Highwa  
culvert bwatershed 30) r  a 100-ye f o ly 28 cu e
per second (cfs) leaves the AUAR area, reflec
and the low intensity agricultura nd low d l to  Mississi R er 
from th utheast corner e te does no c , but rathe ks to the sa o s 
as it flows in a small ditch to the southeast.  Because of this reason, the base level for 
water quantity and quality eventually reach h Mississipp er zero. 

t the impact th t t is
si resources, a tool is needed orate development and 

ons.  The model used by E xercise is the XP-SWM
s used to  existing co

 watershed.    Th
ions with 
 model looks at roposed chang associated with d velopment within

ncy ve ted ou propo ed
del o tpu ting ca ed t e

n c  to d gn m of 
ate  facili es, ould nc tion 

r of a oc Ps. 

ity y m eli ed 
ior as  e rently   T al ch ct  of eac  

he ba is ining e t of wa er
g sp if en

ity a aly he X SW odel re
ub-watershed for the 100-year

lt.  Tnd is ts th pe  vo e discharges that 

d ye ny g en lum  d
tion r rain ll d a 3 -d imu ion 0-d y 
elt 

ll f flo  l site th y 10
 (su .  Du ing ar event, a peak flow o n bic fe t 

tive of the sandy nature of the watershed 
ensity land use.  Fl a ow the ppi iv

e so  of th  si t oc ur r soa in ndy s il

ing t e i Riv is 
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 Table 17.1.  XP-SWMM model results for existing conditions. 
 
                 

  100-year 24-hour rainfall 
(5.9 inches precipitation) 

100-year 10-day snowmelt 
(7.2 inches runoff)  

subwatershed peak flow 
discharge (cfs) 

volume 
discharge (ac-ft) 

peak flow 
discharge (cfs) 

volume 
discharge (ac-

ft) 
 

                
1 0.1   0.9   1.6   22.8    
2 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    
3 24.9   14.5   38.7   55.7    
4 17.7   64.0   21.2   247.6    
5 18.3   67.3   22.2   259.4    
6 0.4   0.0   2.9   1.3    
7 22.2   67.3   42.1   279.0    
8 10.8   30.1   31.9   159.3    
9 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    
10 0.0   0.0   1.4   6.1    
11 0.0   0.0   1.0   8.2    
12 4.4   0.9   3.0   12.4    
13 0.0   0.0   1.3   11.9    
14 2.0   10.7   9.0   28.1    
15 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    
16 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    
17 10.3   6.0   15.4   27.5    
18 0.1   0.1   0.7   0.7    
19 0.1   0.1   1.3   1.4    
20 0.0   0.0   15.1   32.3    
21 0.4   0.0   0.9   1.3    
22 2.3   0.5   10.0   18.0    
23 2.0   1.9   7.3   9.3    
24 9.4   35.6   16.0   144.8    
25 8.8   1.2   5.1   6.3    
26 12.4   64.2   87.0   404.4    
27 12.4   58.7   84.1   408.5    
28 0.0   0.0   1.6   0.0    
29 12.4   53.8   39.2   405.6    

30 12.4   54.9   28.3   334.7   *Discharge from AUAR 
area at Hwy 10 culvert 

31 3.4   0.5   10.4   70.8    
                 
        
Note:  Negative volume discharge results from backwater into subwatershed from 

downstream subwatershed. 
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Runoff 
are part  of sandy open space and 

ricultural land to commercial and residential uses invariably leads to increased runoff 
 

r 

• It incorporates a 100-year design event with no infiltration considered, thus 

 
0.  

d 

ff to the river.  
Of note here is the additional need of this outflow as an outlet for any future 
TH10 upgrade.  The development of this corridor for the passage of water has 
been approved in concept by the County, and discussions on the details are under 
way.  This corridor presents the best option for out-letting this closed basin for the 
RTC site and for future TH10 work.  If reaching the River through this option is 
not ultimately approved, another option will need to be pursued, most likely to the 
southeast along TH10.  However, outflow in that direction is also closed and 
prevented from out-letting to the River, so additional study would be needed to 
identify an ultimate connection. 

 
• It incorporates infiltration throughout the RTC site as an added benefit

Under Developed Conditions.  As development proceeds on the 300+ acres that 
 of the RTC, runoff will markedly increase.  Conversion

ag
from paved surfaces associated with that development.  The translation of the preferred
design in Figure 6.1 to a developed schematic for runoff routing was shown in Figure 6.6 
as part of the site description.  The essential elements of the drainage system proposed fo
the site are as follows: 

 

generating the “worst case” scenario upon which design can proceed. 
 
• It routes water locally into the central drainage corridor, using a system of smaller 

ponds, followed by an area of flood storage and infiltration. 
 

• It uses existing detention storage and develops increased storage for the highly
impermeable retail center on City property between the railroad tracks and TH1

 
• It proposes a connection of the site to the Mississippi River via the County-owne

swath of land. This piece of land would contain a detention facility on the 
upstream side to add storage, followed by an infiltration zone, then a stabilized 
channel (piped or series of landscaped drop-structures) over the blu

 rather than 
as a design component for runoff management.  The LRRWMO will not allow 
infiltration in design of the 100-year event.  Rather, whatever other soaking-in 
that can be achieved in the central corridor will supplement water management.  
Infiltration can be used to cut peaks and volume, reduce major parts of small-scale 
events, maintain recharge and treat water quality.  Each infiltration feature will 
need to be designed with an overflow/outlet to assure that water will not remain a 
permanent feature. 

  
• It develops on-site detention in the central corridor on the western-most of the two 

sets of available areas; that is, parcel #s 49 and 54.  The eastern-most cells (#s 51 
and 56) will then be areas with a meandering (baseflow) stream that will rise 
during runoff events and spill over into a floodplain/infiltration zone, where water 
can soak into native vegetation, grading upward to a more landscaped, green 
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mowed grass up near trails by the road.  If additional storage is needed, these cells 
could be changed to contain ponds of the needed size.  

llowing the developm , detailed 
individual blocks wit ined with eas 
d  s h l  
through e site, in
proposed drainage corridor to the Mississippi River.   
 
Two m a e of flow er m ximum a
minimu conditions.  T st n of the XP-SWMM quantity modeling developed 
traditio at r e 100-yea

  
Fo ent of a drainage system modeling was done for the 

l output fhin the RTC site, and comb  the mode or the ar
raining into the ite from the nort

to the sto m ater handling 
 and northwest.  A

facilities south of th
l of this drainage

e site, and through the 
was then routed 

 th r w

odeling scenarios were run to brack
m 

et a r ng  und a nd 
he fir  ru

nal runoff estim es fo th r design event with no infiltration occurring on 
site.  This “maximum runoff condition” is contained in Table 17.2. 
 
In the second scenario, a factor was incorporated into the mo n lock-by  
basis to account for som ilt ion

del o a b -block
e inf rat  unde l cale even fle ve of th y

soils in ent to the site. ltr ion is not s  element for the 100-year event, but 
rather used to estimate v e and rate reductions during frequently occurring events.  
Infiltration features will be considered during the design phase, but are not proposed as 
part of this evaluation.  However, to demo te e effect o n on th
event, le 17.3 conta e r ults of th in um runoff condition”. 
 

r sma l-s ts, re cti e sand  
her  Infi at a de ign

olum

nstra  th f infiltratio e 100-year 
Tab ins th es e “m im
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Table 17.2. 

           

 XP-SWMM model results for developed conditions (“maximum runoff 
condition”). 

      

  100-year 24-hour rainfall 
(5.9 inches precipitation) 

100-year 10-day snowmelt 
(7.2 inches runoff)  

subwatershed peak flow 
discharge (cfs)

volume 
discharge (ac-ft) 

peak flow 
discharge (cfs) 

volume 
discharge (ac-ft)  

                
1 0.1   0. 2   32    8   .7 .3 
2 0.0   0. 0   0    0   .0 .0 
3 24.6   1 45   66    4.5   .5 .4 
4 9.4   4 14   2    5.6   .8 84.5 
5 9.6   5 16   3    2.2   .3 02.9 
6 11.4   4 16   3    7.5   .1 01.3 
7 23.4   5 22   3    8.2   .8 29.3 
8 24.3   7 30   3    4.1   .5 71.8 
9 0   0. 0   0    .0 0   .0 .0 

10 0.0   0. 0   0    0   .0 .0 
11 31.5   17   34    9.1   .5 .5 
12 26.7   1 14      1.4   .4 38.3 
13 20.7   7 22   373    4.0   .6 .2 
14 2.0   10. 25   32    8   .1 .4 
15 0.0   0. 0   0    0   .0 .0 
16 0.0   0. 0   0    0   .0 .0 
17 12.0   17   28    5.6   .4 .3 
18 29.4   1 16   23    4.4   .6 .3 
19 44.9   3 34   70    0.2   .8 .0 
20 72.8   38. 36   83    4   .3 .5 
21 15.1   9. 7   13    1   .7 .5 
22 22.8   7      6.1   .3 9.3 
23 65.3   8 32   3    5.3   .8 87.7 
24 132.6   15 87   5    5.1   .8 16.4 
25 11   15 74   5    0.0 6.0   .5 24.1 

2 8   15 46   5    6 WQ Pond 8.7 5.2   .3 24.0 
26 Inf Basin 25.1  150.3 25.3 520.5  *Discharge to 

Mississippi River 
27 5.7   1. 1   2    1   .7 .4 
28 0.0   0. 0   0    0   .0 .0 
29 0.0   0. 0   0    0   .1 .3 
30 12.4 1.3 2.0 2.7          

31 3.4   0.4   0.5   0.7    
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Table 17.3.  XP-SWMM model results for developed conditions with some 
infiltration considered (“minimum run off condition”).   

                 

  100-year 24-hour rainfall 
(5.9 inches precipitation) 

100-year 10-day snowmelt 
(7.2 inches runoff)  

subwatershed Peak flow 
discharge (cfs) 

volume 
discharge (ac-ft) 

peak flow 
discharge (cfs) 

volume 
discharge (ac-ft)  

                
1 0.1   0.8   2.7   32.3    
2 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    
3 24.6   14.5   45.5   66.4    
4 9.9   45.7   15.7   284.5    
5 10.3   52.2   17.5   303.0    
6 11.8   47.6   16.9   302.4    
7 19.8   56.4   18.8   325.4    
8 19.3   50.0   20.4   284.9    
9 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    
10 0.0   0.0   4.9   12.5    
11 25.2   9.3   12.5   30.6    
12 28.4   11.5   13.0   34.5    
13 20.3   51.4   20.5   287.5    
14 2.0   10.8   24.7   31.8    
15 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    
16 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    
17 12.0   5.6   17.4   28.3    
18 29.4   16.6   16.1   25.3    
19 34.4   24.1   26.7   47.6    
20 41.9   32.2   33.5   61.1    
21 17.3   9.2        7.7 13.5
22 37.2 7.3  6.4     9.3    
23 64 31.5.7   61.4     302.0    
24 1 8 4031.8   125.6   6.1   8.0    
25 109.4   126.0   78.4   413.9    

26 WQ Pond 89.1 123.3 54.2 409.7         

26 Inf Basin 24.7   92.1   24.8   356.2   *Discharge to 
Mississippi River 

27 5.7 1.1 1.7 2.4         
28 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    
29 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3         
30 12.4 1.3 2.0 2.7          
31 3.4   0.4   0.5   0.7    
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Table 17.4 shows a comparison of discharge from the site for the existing and proposed
developed scenarios for the 100-year events.  For existing conditions, a maximum peak 
flow of 28.3 cfs under the Highway 10 culvert occurs during the 100-year, 10-day 
snowmelt event.  Peak flow discharge for pro

 

posed development conditions is slightly 
ss (25.3 cfs) than existing conditions, excluding infiltration and assuming that no bio-

 peak 
e 
  
e 

e last 15 days of the 30-day runoff simulation of the 100-year snowmelt event. 

l analysis was developed for the April 8, 2003 draft AUAR, additional 
analysis has been performed of the County alternative outlet based on discussions with 
the County.  Refer to Appendi garding res
additional analysis.  The last ow
that occur when the infiltration area (26b in F du n
surface water storage within the Regional Park and when all expected County and State 
roadway upgrades are included.  All of the details a iated with the cted drainag
outlet will be developed at the design stage. 
 
 
Table arison of peak flows and volumes discharged from site for 100-year 

    

le
retention facilities are incorporated into the individual blocks.  The existing peak flow 
rate (12.4 cfs) is exceeded for the 100-year, 24-hour rainfall event under proposed 
developed conditions (25.1 cfs), but has been significantly reduced from the peak rate of 
132.6 cfs at the culvert crossing the RR tracks.  Since infiltration is excluded, the 
numbers presented under proposed conditions are conservative.  Slight reductions in
flow rate discharge at the outlet and significant reductions in volume discharge could b
achieved with the incorporation of properly designed and maintained infiltration basins.
Volume discharge reductions of 30 to 40 percent could be achieved assuming a moderat
rate of infiltration during the 100-year, 24-hour rainfall event and some infiltration during 
th
 
Since the origina

x e
ows in Tables 17.4 and 17.

 J for additional detail r ults from the 
e results of the changes r 5 sh

igure 12.4) is re
 th
ced to exclude a y 

ssoc  sele e 

17.4.  Comp
events   

 
1 ar 24-hour rai00-ye nfall 
(5.9 inches precipitation) 

1 y s elt 00-year 10-da nowm
(7.2 inches runoff) Model Peak flow 

discharge (cfs) 
Volume 

discharge (ac-ft) 
Peak flow 

discharge (cfs) 
Volume 

discharge  (ac-ft) 

Existing conditions 12.4 54.9 28.3 334.7 

Proposed  25.1 150.3 25.3 520.5 

Proposed w/ some 24.7 92.1 24.8 356.2 infiltration occurring 

Proposed – mitigation 
.6 plan with revisions 

requested by County 
25.4 176.9 25.4 556
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The i uring 
sma s ear and 10-year, 24-
hour rainfall events considering site design that first excludes infiltration in the basins 
and then considers infiltration in the basins.  
 
For i  at the Highway 10 culvert for the 
1-y , he railroad tracks only, as there is 
no f w .  As discussed earlier, the flow discharging 

om h the Mississippi River.  For proposed 

  

 

 pr mary benefit of incorporating infiltration BMPs into the site is achieved d
ll torm events.  Table 17.5 compares site discharge for the 1-y

 ex sting conditions, a peak flow of 2.3 cfs discharge
ge south of tear  24-hour event is due to local draina

lo  leaving the site at the railroad tracks
 Highway 10 is small and does not reacfr

development conditions excluding infiltration in the basins, peak discharge into the 
Mississippi River would be 14.4 cfs.  By incorporating infiltration basins into the site, 
peak flow is reduced by 50 percent (7.8 cfs) and volume discharge is also significantly 
reduced..  The 10-year, 24-hour rainfall event results in a slight reduction in peak flow, 
but significant reduction in volume (50 percent) by incorporating the infiltration BMPs. 
 
Table 17.5.  Comparison of peak flows and volumes discharged from site for 1-year and
10-year events  
     

1-year 24-hour rainfall 
(2.3  inches precipitation) 

10-year 24-hour rainfall 
(4.1  inches precipitation) Model 

Peak flow (cfs) Volume (ac-ft) Peak flow (cfs) Volume (ac-ft) 

Existing conditions 2.3 0.3 7.1 0.7 

Proposed  14.4 14.4 23.1 65.0 

Proposed  
w/ infiltration occurring 7.8 4.0 22.6 35.4 

Proposed – mitigation 
plan with revisions 

ested by County 
19.1 

requ
25.3 24.5 84.2 

 
Smaller, more frequent rainfall events are critical for water quality.  Achievement of 
long-term year-round water quality benefits requires the ability to retain and treat smaller 
storm events.  To meet LRRWMO water quality requirements based on NURP design 
riteria, the finc al design should provide for a dead storage volume of at least 38 ac-ft, 

 

t 
 

r 

which is the volume required to accommodate the runoff volume from a 2.5-inch rainfall
event (excluding infiltration in basins). 
 
 Water Quality Modeling 
 
Water Quality Under Developed Conditions.  As shown in a previous section, the amoun
of water leaving the site under current conditions is minimal.  Consequently, the amount
of pollution associated with the runoff is equally minimal.  However, this all changes 
once development occurs.  An increase in nonpoint pollution from this site will occu
from many new sources, including some or all of the following: 

  17-11



• Automobile, truck and bus traffic (oil, exhaust, vehicle decomposition); 
• 
• Litter; 
• Vegetative debris; 
• Pet waste; 
• Fueling spillage from the nce stations; 
• Incre  and salti d 
• New construction (erosion, debris). 

through Pits, Puddles and Ponds, developed by William Walker).  This 

ly 
 are for a complete year with a long 

r h (23.85 inches).  This scenario is different than those 
presented in the water quantity m
co
 

o d for several ts for two runoff scenar oth 
s the likely treatment that runoff would receive in stormwater BMPs 
located along the rout t the water w ollow.  For example, the runoff routed into a 

te n pond would lose about 75% of the total suspended solids it 
carries.  This water can then be routed downstream, where it might encounter another 
detention pond or infiltration system where another increment is remove

In the first scenario, runoff is stored only in the detention ponds and infiltration basins 
within the central drainage corridor.  In the second scenario, extra storage that would 

e  in small ponds is considered.  In this case, runoff is stored, but 
does not infiltrate into the groundwater. 
 
The exact nature of the primary solids removal BMPs located at the storm ws 

a as not yet bee rmined.  These could be a of forebays 
c n material, catch basin inlet filters, all the way to sub-grade treatment 
train systems. 

Table 17.6 presents the results of water quality modeling for total phosphorus (TP).  TP 
was chosen to present the quality results because it is one of the more difficult pollutants 
to remove.  That is, if tive remova  occurs, the other polluta ll have equal 

h ble shows th  storage and treatment in the central 
drainage corridor facilities, the total phosphorus load leaving the RTC site (out of 
subwatersheds 26 and 31) is approximately 20 lbs/year.  This figure is cut in half when 
additional site storage is considered.  In s of a per unit area loading rate, the first 

enario yields 0.053 lbs TP/acre-year; that figure is approximately halved with the 
torage.  These areal loading rates are reflective of the numerous 

detention ponds and the natural infiltration occurring throughout the RTC site. 

Lawn and landscaping chemicals (fertilizer and pesticide); 

 convenie
ased sanding ng; an

 
The pollutant removal efficiencies of the proposed stormwater management practices 
were assessed using the P8 Urban Catchment Model (Program for Predicting Polluting 
Particle Passage 
approach allowed for the evaluation of different runoff scenarios, as well as the 
prediction of pollutant loads passing through the proposed development and eventual
into the Mississippi River.  Model results presented
te m average precipitation dept

nsidered. 
odeling results, where specific storm events were 

Water quality was m
cenarios consider 

dele pollutan ios.  B

e tha ould f
properly designed de ntio

d. 
 

exist elsewhere on th  site

 sewer inflo
to various drainagew
reated from earthe

ys h n dete  mix 

 

 effec l of TP nts wi
or better removals.  T e ta at with

 term
sc
addition of extra s
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Table 17.6.  Average Annual Total Phosphorus in runoff leaving RTC site  

 
 With storage in 

the central 
corridor 

With additional on-site storage 

lbs TP/yr 19.6 10.3 
lbs TP/ac-yr 0.053 0.028 

 
he modeled phosphorus removals are contained in Table 17.7.  These results are 

e RTC 

able 17.7.  Total phosphorus load (lbs/yr) entering and exiting several of the major 

T
presented to show the reductions that the water quality treatment system used on th
site can achieve. 
 
T
proposed detention basins and infiltration basins.  
 

 lbs TP/yr BMP and Sub-
watershed (see 
Figure 12.1) 

 With central corridor 
facilities only 

With additional on-site storage 

Detention basin in 
sub-watershed 7 

In 27.3 15.6 

 Out 10.2 4.3 
Infiltration basin in 

sub-watershed 8 
In 31.5 16.0 

 Out 0 0 
Detention basin in In 35.2 20.4 
sub-watershed 18 

 Out 9.5 3.7 
Infiltration basin in 
sub-watershed 19 

In 32.1 16.9 

 Out 0 0 
    

Detention basin in In 64.6 
sub-watershed 25 

34.6 

 Out 38.4 20.2 
Detention basin in 
sub-watershed 26 
(south of TH10) 

In 38.4 20.2 

 Out 24.0 12.6 
Infiltration basin in 
sub-watershed 26 
(south of TH10) 

In 24.0 12.6 

 Out 18.9 9.5 
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Summary of Environmental Impact.  The incorporation of a stormwater management 
need for proper collection, routing and 

orage of runoff.  The standard routing of the 100-year frequency event without 
system into the RTC site as it develops raises the 
st
consideration of any infiltration, in accordance with LRRWMO regulations, yields a 
volume of 113 ac-ft that must be accounted for in on-site or near-site storage.  When 
infiltration is considered, the volume can be reduced to 105 ac-ft.  For events with a 
return frequency less than 100-years, infiltration can be designed to reduce volume 
substantially and provide continued recharge to a certain degree.   
 
 
Mitigation element.   The conversion of agricultural land to urban land ultimate
increases the amount and rate of runoff leaving the land.  Minimizing the impact of that 
increased runoff is the objective of this mitigation plan.   
 

ly 

 must be stressed that this portion of Ramsey does not have a natural outlet to the 

s from 
 

e 
esults of 

l 
. 

outlet.  
nd encounters any obstacles, an outlet option will need to be 

ursued to the southeast, along TH 10 through the Rivenwick Development or in the 
, runs 

utheast along the highway, but infiltrates within a short distance. 

Mitigation Approach 

The quantity and quality approach laid-out earlier in this section describes an approach 
riven by the need to comply with runoff control rules of the LRRWMO and water 
uality requirements that are described in the next section.  The runoff management 
stem proposed in Figure 17.2 is done in a preliminary sense to allow the City and the 

eveloper to proceed with some knowledge of what design specifics will be needed.  The 
ity will assure that the developer(s) will design and build the final drainage and runoff 
anagement system within this overall framework, in compliance with the mandates of 
e LRRWMO. 

It
Mississippi River.  The preliminary drainage system described within this AUAR 
assumes an outlet that takes advantage of publicly-owned, County land that extend
Highway 10 to the Mississippi River south of the RTC site.  The County has agreed in
concept on the use of its land for a drainage route, and preliminary discussions among th
City, County and developer on the details have begun.  Appendix J contains the r
an analysis conducted for the County to evaluate the hydrologic and structural character 
of an outlet on its land.  The analysis excluded storage from any land within the Regiona
Park and included a series of anticipated County (Armstrong and Ramsey Blvds. and Co
Rd. 116) and State (TH 10 and its interchanges) roadway upgrades in the immediate 
vicinity of the RTC site. The details of using the County drainage route or any alternate 
route will be developed with City, County and State input at the time of design. 
 
Advantages of using the County land extend beyond the RTC site, to the entire sub-
watershed, including the eventual upgrade of TH 10, which will also need a River 
If use of the County la
p
vicinity of Sunfish Lake Blvd.  The small amount of water that now leaves the site
so
 
  
 

d
q
sy
d
C
m
th
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Implementation of BMPs in Preliminary Design 

 

ty 

ovides both permanent pool storage for water quality treatment 
nd temporary flood storage above the permanent pool.  The ponds in the central 

 

ction 

space, recreation areas for essentially all of the year, with the exception of that 
me when they are needed to absorb flow.  They then serve to dampen peaks, reduce 

 throughout the site and south 
f it before flows reaches the Mississippi River.  Table 17.7 showed the dramatic water 

ndated by 
e Phase II discharge requirements (next section) and the MNRRA/Critical Area 

idor. 

 
A system of BMPs can be initially proposed to meet the needs identified in the Item 12
and 17 discussions.  The first aspect of this design is the handling of the large-scale (100-
year) event.  Figures 17.2 (a-c) illustrate the major management practice features that are 
proposed to store and treat runoff in the central drainage corridor.  This system is 
designed to provide volume/peak reduction storage for the runoff, as well as water quali
treatment.  This approach starts with large detention storage in ponds located on-site in 
sub-watersheds 7 and 8, followed by similarly sized detention in ponds located in 
subwatersheds 25 and 26 south of the active development site.  This storage is 
supplemented with additional smaller-scale storage in sub-watersheds 5, 11, 13, 21 and 
22.  Tables 17.1-17.5 describe the water quantity reductions in these ponds, and Tables 
17.6 and 17.7 describe the water quality improvements for TP. 
 
The ponding system pr
a
drainage corridor are supplemented by two areas for additional storage of pre-treated
runoff.  These two areas in sub-watersheds 8 and 19 will allow for water levels to raise 
and take advantage of storage available.  This water will be slowly drained by a 
controlled outlet, but infiltration will also occur.  Figure 17.3 is a schematic cross-se
of this approach.  Keeping these areas dry except during high flows allows for their use 
as open 
ti
volume and enhance recharge.  A similar feature is also proposed for sub-watershed 26.  
This would be the last BMP in the chain of BMPs installed
o
quality improvement that this system could provide.  Such an approach is ma
th
guidelines (Item 27). 
 
Figure 17.3  Schematic of Flood Storage/Infiltration Portion of Central Corr
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Baseflow channel 
(lined)

Flood storage 

Trail 

Figure not drawn to scale 

Grass\parkland 
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The runoff lc tion of the 100-year event 

noff and a condition supplemented by additional on-site storage.  Figures 17.2 (a-c) 
lustrate 

ure 

 
dditional BMPs.  These features can also be used to filter inflow to the shallow 

e 
k 

g the 

The final B P
treatment at sto er outfalls.  These installations can be any of a wide variety of 
forebays o s
discharge in  
overall polluta
BMPs. 
 
As part of t  ative 
vegetation wil

t 
n 

City Council 
action.  Th e .  After that, 
the City wi PPP).  Since 
the City ow t to the provisions of 
he Munici  ns of the law.  Construction 

 

 ca ulations in this section included determina
ru
showed the preliminary concept for the central drainage corridor.  These figures il
the ponding system concept for storage during the large-scale event.  Reference to Fig
6.6, however, shows that many additional smaller ponds exist on the site.  Use of these 
ponds and consideration of the infiltration that naturally occurs through the sandy soils 
inherent to the site, yield a net reduction in flow leaving the site.  Even further reduction 
can be made during the design and construction phases with the incorporation of
a
groundwater system and replace some of the recharge lost to increased urbanization.  Th
City can expect that volumes will be reduced if these features are incorporated in bloc
design runoff routing.  The largest benefit would likely accrue from installation 
associated with large parking lot surfaces.  Further reductions can be explored durin
detailed design phase. 
 

M  element proposed for runoff control is the use of solids removal pre-
rm sew

r in talled sumps/filters that remove particulates from stormwater prior to 
to any of the drainageways throughout the site.  These will also reduce 

nt removal and will be a major part of the city’s Phase II list of available 

he design process for BMPs, replacement of non-native vegetation with n
l occur whenever practicable and desirable. 

 
Phase II National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
 
The City of Ramsey has submitted its draft application for a Phase II National Pollutan
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  The unsigned permit was submitted o
March 10, 2003 under the MPCA requirements for the program of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  MPCA extended the timeline for receipt of an 
officially s eign d permit so that the City could authorize signature through a 

e n w deadline for receipt of a signed application is May 9, 2003
gram (SWll need to adopt a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Pro

ns and operates a municipal drainage system, it is subjec
t pal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) provisio
activities within the City, and specifically on the Ramsey Town Center site, are also
subject to the Phase II General Storm Water Permit for Construction Activity. 
 
The MS4 program requires the City to develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Program (SWPPP) that includes six minimum control measures: 

• Public education and outreach; 
• Public participation and involvement; 
• Illicit discharge, detection and elimination; 
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• Construction site runoff control; 
• Post-construction site runoff control; and 
• Pollution prevention/good housekeeping. 

 
The City must identify best management practices (BMPs) and measurable goals 
associated with each minimum control measure noted above.  The City will be given 

ve-years to develop an effective program after the permit is issued.  This period of time 
t then 

 its 

ES 

er the MS4 permit.  Revisions to 
e current permit will be implemented by the State in September 2003.  Under the 

onstruction meeting the following criteria will 
e expected to obtain a permit from the MPCA: 

 or 

P required for the general construction activity Permit must address the 
otential for discharge of sediment and/or other potential pollutants from the site, and 
ust include the following elements: 

• Temporary erosion prevention and sediment control BMPs; 
• Permanent erosion prevention and sediment control BMPs; 
• A permanent storm water management system; and 
• Pollution prevention management measures. 

These elements must be incorporated into the final plans and specifications before 
applying for permit coverage.  Special provisions are made within the General Permit 
language for discharges to Outstanding Resource Value Waters (ORVW), which includes 
the Mississippi River through the City of Ramsey, discharges to wetlands and discharges 
to scenic or recreational river segments, which include the Ramsey reach of the 
Mississippi River.  Within these areas, additional protective BMPs are required.  Since 
the ultimate discharge from Ramsey Town Center is the Mississippi River, these 
provisions will apply to the construction permits issued for the site.  The Item 17 

fi
coincides with the phased development of the Ramsey Town Center site, which mus
include the provisions of the City SWPPP.  The City will assure that the provisions of
Program are properly implemented within the Center as development proceeds. 
 
Construction within the City of Ramsey is also subject to the provisions of the NPD
Phase II General Storm Water Permit for Construction Activity.  This provision is in 
addition to the construction control measure required und
th
proposed State Construction permit, any c
b

• Any construction activity that results in the disturbance of one acre
more;  

• Any construction activity less than one acre, but part of a “larger common 
plan for development or sale” that is larger than one acre (This would 
apply to any sub-area construction on the Ramsey Town Center site that is 
less than one acre because the overall site meets the above criteria.); and 

• Any construction activities that MPCA determines will potentially 
contribute to a violation of a water quality standard or for significant 
contribution of pollutants to a water resource. 

 
Clearly, any construction on the Ramsey Town Center of any size will be subject to the 
provision of the Phase II construction permit, especially since the City’s MS4 permit 
requires it to implement control measures addressing construction site runoff control.  
The SWPP
p
m
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assessment of discharge found that discharge of any storm water from the Town Center 
downstream to the River will occur under wet conditions.  The only feasible and 
econom
effort w events on the Town Center 
site.  Excess volumes of surface water runoff will be pre-treated before allowed to drain 
from th
 
Becaus
expecte
Activit ons change before the site is finally 
built-out, and heavier industry is allowed on the site, these provisions could apply.  
Althou
monito
apply, a
 
Relatio hip to Mississippi River TMDL 
 
One water quality element of note in the mitigation plan is the need to reduce the 
negativ  Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) program.  The Mississippi River through the City of Ramsey has been 
listed o
and me  scale and are the subject of 
regiona
in fecal  to address.  The 
implem
the red e process for setting a TMDL includes the initiation of 
a forma
impairm y for the impaired Mississippi River 
reach; h
coopera
the Riv

ic alternative for surface water discharge from the site is to the River.  Every 
ill be made to retain and, if possible, infiltrate normal 

e Center or its nearby/adjacent runoff treatment system. 

e the Ramsey Town Center will not have any heavy industrial uses, it is not 
d that the provisions of the Phase II NPDES program dealing with Industrial 

y will apply.  However, if development conditi

gh there is no intent for heavy industry to occur in the Center, the City will 
r the permit requirements relative to land uses under which the permit conditions 
nd implement a control program if ever needed. 

ns

e impact of a discharge to an “impaired water” under the

n the MPCA recommended “303d” list as impaired relative to fecal coliform, PCB 
rcury.  The PCB and mercury programs are regional in
l MPCA and USEPA remediation programs.  The discharge of storm water high 
 coliform, however, is something that the City will need
entation of nonpoint source pollution control BMPs does not necessarily assure 

uction of fecal coliform.  Th
l study that results in recommendations for control of the pollutant causing the 
ent.  MPCA has not yet begun this stud
owever, once this study begins (currently scheduled for 2004-2006), the City will 
te to the best of its ability with the MPCA to reduce the input of fecal coliform to 
er. 
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18. W e
 
18a  
industr d at the site. 
 
18b. Describe waste treatment methods or pollution prevention efforts and give 
esti uding 
major d
of rece s the 
suitability of site conditions for such systems. 
 

y, identify 
the e facility's ability 
to handle the volume and composition of wastes, identifying any improvements 

 
18d  apply. 
 

� only domestic wastewater would be coming from industrial uses that are 

� AUAR 
are ates should be explained; 
� the major sewer system features should be shown on a map and the expected 

� 
construction should be described; and 
� the relationship of the sewer system extension to the RGU’s comprehensive 

pla iscussed. 
 
18a. G r
 

 Minneso

Policies i
(Comprehe
 

• in the existing and future 

at r Quality-Wastewater  

. Describe sources, composition and quantities of all sanitary, municipal and
ial wastewater produced or treate

mates of composition after treatment. Identify receiving waters, incl
ownstream water bodies, and estimate the discharge impact on the quality 
iving waters. If the project involves on-site sewage systems, discus

18c. If wastes will be discharged into a publicly owned treatment facilit
 facility, describe any pretreatment provisions and discuss th

necessary. 

. Does not

Observe the following points of guidance in an AUAR: 
 

excluded from review through an AUAR process; 
wastewater flows should be estimated by land use sub-areas of the 
a; the basis of flow estim

flows should be identified; 
if not explained under Item 6, the expected staging of the sewer system 

sewer plan and (for metro area AUARs) to Metropolitan Council regional systems 
ns, including MUSA expansions, should be d

ene al - Source, composition and quantity 

ta communities, the management of wastewater is a health-related necessity.  -In
Providing adequate wastewater management services to residents and businesses in a 
community results in several additional benefits, including protection of the environment, 
nhanced economic development, and beneficial reuse of bio-solids and nutrients. e

 
 w thin the City’s 2001 Comprehensive Plan, as amended in 2002 

nsive Plan), indicate that the City will: 

xtend municipal sewer services to areas withE
Metropolitan Urban Services Area (MUSA) as shown on Figure 5.4 and 
consistent with the provisions and process outlined by the City. 
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• Extend municipal sewer services to rural areas only if: 
o A pollution problem exists due to failing or leaking septic systems; 
o The only cost effective solution to the problem is connection to municipal

sewer or a central sewer system; 
 

 Capacity exists in the metropolitan treatment system to provide service to 

ts of 
 

• 

 
• s in 

accordance with the development staging plan as depicted in the future land 
us

 
• Oversize sewer pipes so that in the event private septic systems fail the 

municipal sewer system is properly sized to handle additional capacity. 
 

• Annually monitor sewer flowage into the two metropolitan interceptors in 
order to identify infiltration and inflow (I&I) problems, which can cost-
effectively be repaired. 

 
• Work with the Metropolitan Council Environmental Services division to 

identify any points of major I&I into the system and devise a plan to minimize 
future I&I. 

 
• Emphasize prevention and education to protect against ground water pollution 

related to on-site sewage disposal systems. 
 

• Ensure existing on-site sewage disposal systems in the City are consistently 
maintained and monitored as required under Minnesota Rules Section 7080.  

 
Based on the Comprehensive Plan, the availability of wastewater management services 
within the City can be divided into three distinct service categories as follows:  
 

• Existing Urban (MUSA) Area: Residents and businesses within this area are 
currently served by the MCES’s regional interceptor.  Wastewater is 
transported via this interceptor to the MCES Metro Wastewater Treatment 
Plant in St. Paul (Figure 18.1 and 18.2).   
 

• Urban Growth Area: These are areas designated by the City of Ramsey in its 
Comprehensive Plan, as being within the Urban Growth Boundary.  
Wastewater services for future development in this area will be provided by 

o
the rural area in question; and 

o A fair and equitable financing tool is in place to recover the cos
building the sewer expansion facilities, so that existing rural residents who
remain on functioning private septic systems are not required to pay 
assessments. 

 
Develop an equitable and fair financial framework for building and 
maintaining the existing and future municipal sewer system. 

Provide for the efficient and timely extension of municipal sewer service

e plan. 
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the existing system for growth within the existing service area or by an 
extension of the collection system or other areas.  Existing residences and 
businesses currently within this area, but outside of the existing service area, 
are serviced by individual septic systems. 
 

• Central Rural Reserve and Rural Developing: Residents and businesses in 
these areas use primarily individual septic systems for wastewater 
management and individual wells for potable water (Figure 18.2).  Although 
extension of MUSA service to these areas is not currently planned, design of 
the existing and future sewer mains must take into account any potential 
future need.  Therefore, for purposes of the AUAR, projected flows are 
calculated for those areas within the Sewer Service Boundary shown in the 
1991 Comprehensive Sanitary Sewer Plan (Sewer Plan).  Generally, these 
areas are designated Rural Developing in the Comprehensive Plan and are 
located north of the Urban Growth Boundary and south of Trott Brook. 

   
Figure 18.1: MCES Wastewater Facilities Serving Ramsey 

 
 

  

 f
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Table 18.1: Projected Wastewater Composition and Loadings 
 

Contaminant Concentration 
(mg/l) 

Total Annual Mass 
Loading(1) (tons) 

Total Dissolved Solids 500 5,557 
Total Suspended Solids 220 2,445 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand - 5-Day (BOD5) 250 2,778 
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) 500 5,557 
Nitrogen (Total as N) 50 557 
Phosphorous (Total as P) 10 111 (2)

(1) Based on a projected annual flow of 2,665 MGY. 
(2) Phosphorous levels are somewhat elevated to compensate for disposal and restaurant was

 
Wastewater from the RTC development is considered domestic as no industrial wa
proposed.  Table 18.1 lists the projected composition of the wastewater and the projected
concentration of common contaminants.  The above projected loadings fall within the 
range of “av

tes. 

ste is 
 

erage” wastewater strengths.  Because of this, it appears that the MCES 
etro Wastewater Treatment Plant will be able to handle the projected waste 

18b. Description of Existing W  M me em
 
Local Collection System Capacity – Within each of the Districts, w ter is collected 

ter  prim hen necessary, 
rce-mains are used to ome elevation changes.   Inflow and 

of t
 
The Ci an documented MCES Projected Wastewater flows for the 
City .8 MGD.  The 

  It 

 

oka 

M
composition and loadings from the RTC Development. 
 
 

astewater anage nt Syst s 

astewa
and transported to the main in ceptors arily by gravity sewer.  W
pumping stations and fo  overc
infiltration into the sanitary sewer is expected  mini ue tively n  age 

he system. 
 to be mal d to the rela ew

ty’s Comprehensive Pl
 of Ramsey to be between 542 and 668 MGY or a maximum of 1

Sewer Plan indicated that at full build out, 2.8 MGD of flow would be generated by a 
sewered population of 27,200 persons and a sewered employment of 7,000 employees.
appears that the existing sewer collection system has been designed to accommodate the 
larger flow of 2.8 MGD. 
 
Regional Interceptor Capacity – Availability of capacity in the regional interceptor 
system depends on several factors, but is generally based on Metropolitan Council design
and growth projections for developing communities.  The Comprehensive Plan indicates 
that Metropolitan Council projections of wastewater flows for the City of Ramsey in 
2020 were between 1.5 and 1.8 MGD.  The Sewer Plan states that the two regional 
interceptors serving Ramsey were design to handle a combined average daily flow of 
7.87 MGD.  However, the regional facilities downstream of the interceptors are not.  The 
Sewer Plan also states that approximately 30% (2.8 MGD) of the capacity at the An
lift station i ed for Ramsey.   In either case, the Comprehensive Plan states that “If 
and when growth or sewer demand exceeds the current regional facility sizing, those 
facilities will require upgrading”.  .   

s reserv
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For purposes of this AUAR, it is assumed that the available capacity in the MCES 
Regional System is at a minimum 2.8 MGD and could be as high as 3.8 MGD
requiring significant upgrades.  This 3.8 MGD figure is based on a telephone 
conversation held in February of 2003 in which MCES Officials indicated that additional
capacity may be available due to slower than anticipated growth and development in 
other cities.  Therefore, it is recommended that the City contact MCES to formalize a 
new agreement on existing and future available capacity.  Future decisions on growth, 
and the need for infrastructure improveme

 without 

 

nts, can then be planned and executed as 
ecessary.   

ssissippi River District and the Rum River District 
igure 18.2).  These Districts are divided somewhat along the watershed divide for the 

n
 
Existing Urban Flows – Within the existing Urban Wastewater Service Area (Table 
18.2), approximately 1,500 residential households and 250 acres of commercial, 
industrial and institutional development are served by the MCES regional interceptor.  
The entire Urban Service Area is divided into two service districts that connect to 
separate regional interceptors: the Mi
(F
two rivers. 
 
Table 18.2: Existing MUSA (Category 1) Flows by District 
 
Description Average 

Daily Flow 
(MGD) 

Peak 
Hourly 
Flow 

(MGD) 

Average 
Annual 

Flow 
(MGY) 

Average 
Daily Flow 
Capacity 
(MGD) 

Peak Hourly 
Flow 

Capacity 
(MGD) 

Mississippi River MUSA District 0.161(1) 0.555 59 - 10 
Rum River MUSA District 0.390(2) 1.314 143 - 8 
TOTAL 0.551 1.595 202 2.8 to 3.8 18 

(1) Based on 2002 monthly flow records provided by MCES.  (2001 Comp Plan estimated at 0.199 
MGD) 

 
ceptor, 

r, it is assumed 
.   

D.  

ural Wastewater Management – In areas outside of the existing MUSA, a total of 3,750 
households are served by private on-site septic systems and drain fields.  Of these, 3,260 

(2) Based on 2002 average quarterly flow monitoring records provided by MCES. (2001 Comp Plan 
estimated at 0.406 MGD) 

(3) Peak hourly flows were calculated using average design value formulas.  
 
The two regional interceptors serving the City have a combined peak capacity of 18.0 
MGD.  The Rum River MUSA District, which is served by a 30-inch diameter 
interceptor, has a maximum design capacity of about 8 million gallons per day (MGD). 
The Mississippi River MUSA District, which is served by a 30-inch diameter inter
as a maximum peak design capacity of about 10 MGD.   As stated earlieh

that 2.8 to 3.8 MGD of average daily flow capacity is available in the regional system
 
The capacity of the MCES interceptors appears to be adequate for the existing average 
daily and peak hourly wastewater flows from each District.  In addition, the combined 
average daily flow of 0.551 MGD does not exceed the MCES limit of 2.8 to 3.8 MG
The reserve capacity for future growth with the Ramsey MUSA, therefore, appears to be 
about 2.2 to 3.2 MGD before upgrades will be needed in the downstream facilities. 

 
R
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are systems that are outside of the current Urban Growth Boundary.  The remaining 490, 
which are located within the Urban Growth Boundary, are earmarked in the 
Comprehensive Plan to be connected to the MUSA system during phased expansion 
through about 2015.  Approximately half of the 3,750 onsite systems where constructed 
before 1974 and have not been replaced or upgraded since.  The remaining systems are 
new or have been upgraded since 1974 due to failures or real estate sales.  There have 
een no known or reported groundwater quality issues related to failing septic systems.  

 
ter Ma  A ier, t ’s wa llect

 is divided into two Districts t ly er ry: t  
River MUSA District and the Mississippi River MUSA District.  T ’s 2001

ive Plan ide areas within the City hat woul ceive M
rvice under future planned expansions through 2015.  These areas are all 

rban Growth dary. 

iver MUSA ct Urban owth Are e expans is plann
s to th of 163 ve. (Fig ).  In the ssissipp

USA District Urban Growth Area, future expansions are planned for a fairly large area 
 the west of Ramsey Blvd., and to the north and south of U.S. Hwy. 10, also shown in 

The RTC  the Mississipp MU t.  It entified in 
the City’s lan, as amended in 2002, for expansion of the 
centralized wastewater system between 2000 a 10. to th  Site, the 
plan identified other Urban Growth Areas to th t of the RTC Site with sewer 
extension occurring betw

 
(Note: Th s is solely fo venience in determining current and 
future de ded to co e with elopm elines.) 

 
Methodo

b
The City has passed an ISTS ordinance.   

Future Wastewa
system

nagement. s stated earl
hat general

he City
 follow a wat

stewater co
shed bounda

he City

ion 
he Rum
 

Comprehens
wastewater se

ntified limits t d re USA 

within the U Boun
 
In the Rum R  Distri Gr

rd
a, futur ion ed to 

serve two small area the nor  A ure 18.2  Mi i River 
M
to
Figure 18.2. 
 

 Site is located within
2001 Comprehensive P

i River 

nd 20

SA Distric

 In addition 

 was id

e RTC
e wes

een 2000 and 2015.   

e selection of sub-district r con
sign flows and was not inten rrelat any dev ent tim

logy: Existing and pro
er potential f

jected future flows for each District need to be determined 
in order t uture impacts from the RTC Development.  In general, the 
methodology follows that used in the City’s 2001 Comprehensive Plan, nded in 
2002, and or all areas within the Sewer Service Boundary 
evelope rally all area th of Trot Brook).

o consid
as ame

 estimates future flows f
d in the Sewer Plan (gened

 
s sou t    

Flows for the areas currently served by the MUSA will be based on the 2001 MCES 
reported flows as shown in Table 18.2.  Flows for the future Urban Growth Areas are 
based on projected land use and generally follow the procedures developed in the City’s 
1991 Comprehensive Sewer Plan (A summary of the projected flows is included as 
Appendix G).  For the RTC Site, future flows were estimated based on projected 
occupancy and development types presented in the latest RTC preferred design shown in 
Figure 6.1.   
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Mississippi River MUSA District – To determine future wastewater flows, the Mississippi 
River MUSA District Urban Growth Area was divided into five sub-districts: the existing 

 Sub-district, the Rural Sub-district, the RT rict, the est S
district and the Southwest Sub-dis e 1 cted er fl
the RTC Sub-District are given in  and 1 ectiv ntial a
commercial/service development. 

er Flow for RTC Sub-District Residential Developme
 

MUSA C Sub-dist
8.2).  The proje

8.4, resp

 Northw
 wastewat

ely, for reside

ub-
ows for 

nd 
trict (Figur
 Tables 18.3

 
Table 18.3: Projected Wastewat s nt 

Development 
Type 

Quantity Occupants 
per Unit 

Total 
Occupants

Flow per 
Occupant 

(gpd) 

Total 
Flow 
(gpd) 

Mixed Use 
idential  Res

1012 5 5,060 379.500 75 

Apartment 172 3 516 75 38,700 
Duplex 62 4 186 75 13,950 
Townhouse 1154 4 4,616 75 346,200 
Total Residential 2,400  10,378 75 778,350 
 
 
Table 18.4: Projected Wastewater Flows for RTC Commercial/Service Developme

 
nt 

Development Type Acres 
Used 
(ac) 

Flow per 
Acre (gpd)

Total 
Flow 
(gpd) 

Commercial (Existing Hwy. 10) 32.2 1,500 48,300 
Commercial 
(Service/Convenience) 

11.6 1,500 17,400 

Commercial (Shopping) 24.4 1,200 29,280 
Mixed Use (Retail/Office) 30.6 1,700 52,020 
Civic Center 3.6 10,000 36,000 
Business Enterprise 35.9 1,000 35,900 
Transit 4.5 1,000 4,500 
Public/Open Space 58.2 100 5,820 
Total Developed Area 201  229,220 

 
 
The combined future wastewater average and peak daily flow si
River MUSA District are 4.099 M 46 ive 5).
flows are well within the range fo of the gional hich 
peak daily capacity of 10 MGD.  Ho  it does a at improvements to 

astructure, such as the Anoka lift station, ma

s for the entire Mis
 MGD, respect

local re

ssippi 
  These 

has a 
GD and 8.7
r the design 

wever,

ly (Table 18.
 interceptor w

ppear th
downstream MUSA infr y be required at 
some future date. 
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Table 18.5: Mississippi River District Projected Future Wastewater Flows by Sub-district 
 

Sub-district Existing 
Average 

Daily Flow 
(gpd) 

Existing 
Peak Hourly 

Flow  
(gpd) 

Future 
Average 

Daily Flow 
(MGD) 

Future Peak 
Hourly Flow 

(MGD) 

Existing MUSA Service Area 0.161 0.475 0.161 0.555 
Future 30  Existing MUSA for Build-out 0 0 0.781 2.5
Northw  est Sub-district 0 0 0.472 1.578
Southw 976 est Sub-district 0 0 0.599 1.
Ramse 95 y Town Center 0 0 1.010 3.1
Sub-total - - 3.023 7.534 
Future 81  Rural (If Required) 0  0 1.076 3.3
TOTA 46 L 0.161 0.475 4.099 8.7

 (
 

1) From 1991 Comprehensive Sanitary Sewer Plan. 

ere is a 27-inch sewer main that terminates
ent at the corner of Ram  B 43rd

Assuming the minimum allowable de %  i
flow that can be handled by this line is here pears tha
e ed to handle was ter flows fro  RTC deve t 
and future growth from the Urban Growth and Rural Developing Areas. 
 

ote: The 27-inch main mentioned above runs for two blocks before tying into a 30-inch 
ain.  Because of this, and the uncertainty of future flows and pipe slopes, it is 

tewater flows, the Rum River 
USA Sub-District has been divided into two sub-districts: the Existing MUSA Sub-

 
In addition, th
edge of the RTC developm

 at a manhole on the eastern 
oulevard and 1
, the maximum

fore, it ap

sey
sign slope of 0.07
 8.216 MGD.  T

 Avenue.  
nstantaneous 

t the 
xisting 27-inch main is siz tewa m the lopmen

N
m
recommended that a 30-inch sewer main be installed throughout the entire RTC 
development and, if required, only two blocks of 27-inch main will need replacing in the 
future. 
 
Rum River MUSA District – To determine the future was
M
district and the Rural Sub-district.  Table 18.6 shows the current and future flows for the 
Rum River District. 
 
Table 18.6: Rum River District Projected Future Wastewater Flows by Sub-district 

 
Sub-district Existing 

Average 
Daily Flow 

(gpd) 

Existing 
Peak Hourly 

Flow  
(gpd) 

Future 
Average 

Daily Flow 
(MGD) 

Future Peak 
Hourly Flow 

(MGD) 

Existing MUSA Service Area 0.390 1.119 0.390 1.314 
Future 2.881  Existing MUSA for Build-out 0 0 0.900 
Sub-to 3.960 tal - - 1.290 
Future 64 5.365  Rural (If Required) 0  0 1.8
TOTAL 0.390 1.119 3.154 7.723 
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The combined projected average daily flow for the Rum River District is 3.154 MGD
with peak flows reaching 7.723 MGD.   Therefore, there appears to be sufficient capa
in the MUSA regional interceptor which is designed for a peak flow of 8 MGD.  Again, it 
is recommended that the City reevaluates their MCES allocation of the interceptor 
capacity prior to perfo

 
city 

rming an update of their Comprehensive Sewer Plan. 
 

ombined City of Ramsey Flows.  Table 18.7 below shows the total future average daily 
astewater flow for the entire City to be 7.3 MGD with a peak hourly flow of 16.5 MGD.  

It should be noted that these flows assume the maximum possible density at final build-
out and, therefore, represent the most conservative scenario.  As a result, it appears that 
the existing interceptors are large enough to carry the projected future average daily 
flows, as well as the projected future peak hourly flows.  In addition, it appears that the 
future average daily wastewater flow is above the MCES allocated flow of 2.8 MGD, as 
well as the higher allocation of 3.8 MGD.  
 
Table 18.7: Projected Maximum Wastewater Flows for 2020 
 

C
w

Sub-district Future 
Average Daily 
Flow (MGD) 

Future Peak 
Hourly Flow 

(MGD) 

Average 
Annual Flow 

(MG) 
Mississippi River District 4.1 8.75 1,497 
Rum River District 3.2 7.72 1,168 
TOTAL 7.3 16.5 2,665 

 
 
Summary of Environmental Impact.  The provision of sanitary sewage collection and 
transport to a treatment facility is a normal urban service provided by a community as its 
urban area develops.  There is no adverse environmental impact expected as long as the 
plan for provision of this service is followed according to the City’s 2001 Comprehensive 
Plan, as amended in 2002 and coordinated with MCES. 
 
Mitigation element - Combined future flows for land within the Urban Growth Boundary 
for both Districts appears to be about 4.3 MGD (about 3.0 MGD from the Mississippi 
River District and 1.3 MGD from the Rum River District).  The 1991 Comprehensive 
Sewer Plan estimated these flows to be about 3.8 MGD.  Therefore, increased flows due 
to the RTC development appear to be about 0.5 MGD greater than planned in 1991.  Both 
the wastewater flows and the projected loadings from the RTC development can be 
effectively transported and treated by the MCES system.   
 
However, future development and resulting flows need to stay within the current 3.8 
MGD allotment allowed by MCES until such time as more allocation is available.   In 
general, however, total projected flows for the City are within the ranges of those 
estimated in the City’s 2001 Comprehensive Plan, as amended in 2002.  Therefore, it 
does not appear that there is any cause for specific remediation actions. 
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As noted earlier, it will be necessary for the City to update its 1991 Comprehensive Sewer 
lan and work with MCES on securing additional allocations.  In addition, it will be 
porta

eriodi racteristics 
of the wastewater generated by the development over time and to address any future 
unfores
 
 
 

P
im nt to measure and test the wastewater flows from the new development on a 
p c basis.  This will allow the City and MCES officials to monitor the cha

een changes. 
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19. Geologic Hazards and Soil Conditions  
 
 19a. Approximate depth (in feet) to ground water:  4 minimum, 10 average 
 Approximate depth (in feet) to bedrock:  120 minimum, 160 average 

 
Describe any of the following geologic site hazards to groundwater and also 

entify them on the site map: sinkholes, shallow limestone formations or karst 

or an AUAR, a map should also be included to show any groundwater hazards 

 table 

r sources.  The City of Ramsey drinking water is 
urrently supplied by five wells.  Three of these well are in, and adjacent to, the Town 

 
toric Mississippi River and consist of sand layers of varying thickness overlaying 

ll or bedrock.  Boulder lags and scarps are typically found at the contact between the 

ers inhibit 

 be 
r the surface in some areas.  These materials are hydraulic barriers 

etaining surface water where surface water features are not reflections of groundwater. 

ts 

id
conditions. Describe measure to avoid or minimize environmental problems due 
to any of these hazards 
 
19b. Describe the soils on the site, giving NRCS (SCS) classifications, if known. 
Discuss soil granularity and potential for groundwater contamination from 
wastes or chemicals spread or spilled onto the soils. Discuss any mitigation 
measures to prevent such contamination. 
 
F
identified. A standard soils map for the area should be included. 

  
19a. The regional water table is four feet from the surface in low areas of the site, but 
average depth to groundwater is ten feet (Figure 19.1).  The easily accessible water
provides a readily available source of groundwater.  Bedrock units below surficial 
materials provide additional groundwate
c
Center and pump water from the Franconia-Ironton-Galesville (FIG) aquifer.  Details of 
this system are provided in Item 13.  Groundwater flows at low gradients to the south-
southeast towards the Mississippi River in the FIG aquifer.   

 
Surficial sediments consist of Quaternary glacial outwash composed primarily of sand 
and gravel (Figure 19.2).  The majority of the site lies within the Langdon Terrace.  The 
northeast edge of the site consists of the Richfield Terrace.  Both Terraces are deposits of
the his
ti
two Terraces.  Clay layers of varying thickness are found at typical depths of 50 feet.  
Thickness varies and the layers do not appear to be continuous.  These clay lay
the downward flow of groundwater to lower bedrock units.  The clay is typically mixed 
with sand or gravel, or has pockets of sand and gravel.  Silt, clay, and hydric soils can
found at or nea
r

 
Beneath the Town Center, minimum depth to bedrock is 120 feet and average depth is 
approximately 160 feet (Figure 19.3).  The uppermost bedrock unit below the Town 
Center is the Franconia Formation (Figure 19.3).  The Upper Franconia is fine- to coarse-
grained dolomite cemented sandstone with thin beds of shale.  The Lower Franconia uni
are glauconitic and feldspathic well-cemented sandstone inter-bedded with thin shale 
layers.  The two are separated by a thicker shale bed, which is far less able to transmit 
water, further slowing the downward flow of water to deeper aquifers.  Below the 
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Franconia is the Ironton-Galesv
m

ille Formation.  The Ironton and Galesville formations are 
edium to very coarse-grained sandstones interlaid with thin beds of shale.  The 

al 
t 

rd 

 fall 2003.  The study 
identifies the possibility of shallow bedrock valleys where the St. Lawrence formation is 

 as a 
he 

te (Figure 19.4).  The valley cuts down through all upper bedrock 
nits into the Ironton-Galesville Formation.  Bedrock valleys bring quaternary sediments 

pper 50 
 which RTC stormwater infiltrates (Figure 12.2).  Soil 

orings on-site indicate the first foot of soil is silt and sand, followed by poorly graded 
n 

.  
c 

.  The 
ncreases the potential for shallow groundwater 

contamination. To reduce this risk, pretreatment of stormwater runoff prior to infiltration 

sey.   

.  

 

formations are separated from the water at the surface by clay layers in glacial materi
and by the thick shale bed in the Franconia Formation.  These units of shale and clay ac
as “aquitards”, meaning they have low permeability and slowly transmit water, or reta
the flow of water to lower bedrock units.   

 
The Minnesota Geological Survey (MGS) is currently reviewing the bedrock geology of 
this region.  A final map from this study will be available in

absent throughout Anoka County.    These shallow valleys can be difficult to identify, as 
the St. Lawrence is often misinterpreted as Upper Franconia.  It is typically present
cap on high bedrock areas.  Well logs from the project site (Figure 19.3) indicate that t
St. Lawrence does not exist below the Town Center, but because of common 
misinterpretations, a thin layer may be present. 

 
Through the course of the MGS study, a bedrock valley was identified two miles north of 
the Town Center si
u
in direct contact with deep bedrock formations.  This interaction may result in the 
quaternary aquifer recharging bedrock aquifers without the typical aquitards that protect 
these aquifers from surface pollutants.   
 
19b.  Soils within the Town Center are highly permeable sand and gravel in the u
feet.  These are the soils through
b
fine to medium-grained sand with traces of gravel.  The Natural Resources Conservatio
Service (NRCS) classifies the soils on site as Hubbard series, Duelm, and Isanti.  The 
Hubbard soils classified on site are coarse sand with slopes that range from 0-12 percent
The Duelm is a loamy coarse sand and the Isanti is a sandy loam.  The Isanti is a hydri
soil.   
 
All soils on site have a permeability that ranges from six-to-twenty inches per hour
high permeability of the soils i

and community education programs on household chemical and fertilizer use can be 
implemented. 
 
City wells were tested for tritium as part of the wellhead protection area (WHPA) and 
drinking water supply management area (DWSMA) delineation for the City of Ram
Public water supply wells with high levels of tritium are classified as “vulnerable” to 
surface processes because of the relatively recent (post-1950) interaction with the surface
Tritium levels in the three city wells around the Town Center are high.  The high levels 
may be caused by the rapid rate of infiltration through the highly permeable sand and
gravel materials of the Anoka Sand Plain, by leakage of water around the annular space 
of the well, or by the interaction of the quaternary and bedrock aquifers in the bedrock 
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valley to the north of the site.   
 
Water quality tests of Ramsey public water supply wells including tests for nitrates, 

risk.  Clay layers in 
e glacial material and shale layers in the Franconia Formation slow or impede the 

ourse of potential surface pollutants towards the lower bedrock formations and therefore 
elp to maintain the quality of the Ramsey water supply.   

 
Summary of Environmental Impact

pesticides, volatile organic compounds, and arsenic were found to meet all of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act drinking water limits.  Manganese and iron are present and may 
produce staining and metallic tasting water, but do not pose a health 
th
c
h

.  The high permeability of the Anoka Sand Plain, the 
shallow water table, shallow bedrock valleys, non-continuous clay layers, and the 
elevated tritium levels in the City wells indicate that the FIG aquifer is susceptible to 
contamination from surface activities.  This susceptibility means that the municipal wells 
adjacent to the RTC site require more attention relative to potential contaminant sources.  
The second part of the wellhead protection plan will discuss site specific ways of 
reducing the risk of contamination.  The following mitigation plan details general means 
to minimize risks. 
 
Mitigation element.  The high permeability of the soils at the Town Center are ideal for 
the implementation of infiltration practices that will manage stormwater runoff, provide 
flood control and recharge the water table aquifer.  However, the high permeability also 
increases the risk for potential contamination of groundwater resources.  In order to 
mitigate this risk, best management practices (BMPs) and community education 
programs will be implemented. 
 
Extensive use of herbicides, pesticides, and fertilizers on residential and public lawns, 
and agricultural fields is discouraged in the City of Ramsey, as stated in the City’s 2001 
Comprehensive Plan.  Implementing community education and awareness programs to 
discourage the above stated activities, as well as to inform on household and business 
chemical usage and hazardous waste storage and disposal will help reduce the potential 
for groundwater contamination by these types of substances.  The appropriate use of 
native vegetation will also reduce the need for herbicides, pesticides and fertilizer 
throughout the Town Center. 

 
Infiltration of stormwater under carefully managed conditions is essential for recharging 
groundwater.  Infiltration through soil also removes nutrients and other potential 
pollutants from surface water, pretreating and maintaining the quality of the water.  
Potential groundwater contaminants from stormwater runoff associated with land uses 
similar to the proposed Town Center land uses include nitrates, pesticides, organic 
compounds, and heavy metals.  The potential for contamination from these substances is 
greatly reduced when stormwater runoff is pre-treated prior to infiltration and BMPs are 
implemented.  Pretreatment methods vary, but include the use of permeable materials to 
promote infiltration and pollutant removal by soil, vegetation to filter surface water, 
settling to remove solids and pollutants associated with them, and preventative measures 
such as limiting the storage of chemicals and homeowner education on chemical use.  

  19-3



Several manuals for design, installation and maintenance of BMPs are available to guide 
e City.  Citizen and staff education will also help implement protective practices. 

 
The us
reducin de 
actual i
 
 
 
 

th

e of these types of practices increases wildlife habitat and public green space while 
g the risk of groundwater contamination.  Several manuals are available to gui
nstallation, use and operation/maintenance of chosen BMPs. 
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20. Solid Wastes; Hazardous Wastes; Storage Tanks  
 

20a.Describe types, amounts and compositions of solid or hazardous waste
including solid animal manure, sludge and ash, produced during construction and
operation. Identify method and location or disposal. For projects generating 
municipal solid waste, indicate if there

s, 
 

 is a source separation plan; describe how 
the project will be modified for recycling. The total quantity of municipal solid 

 ground 
any 

cy res nse containment plans. Potential locations of storage tanks 
ssociated with commercial uses in the AUAR should be identified (for example, 

rred 
o 

waste generated and information about any recycling or source separation 
programs of the RGU need to be included.  If hazardous waste is generated, 
indicate if there is a hazardous waste minimization plan and routine hazardous 
waste reduction assessments. 
 
20b. Not applicable to an AUAR. 
 
20c. Indicate the number, location, size and use of any above or below
tanks to store petroleum products or other materials, except water. Describe 
emergen po
a
gasoline tanks at service stations). 

 
 
20a.  Information on solid waste generation expected from the RTC site was obtained 
from Ace Solid Waste Inc. (Rick Nelson, 763-427-3110).  The analysis used the prefe
design shown in Figure 6.1 and the extensive local experience of Ace Solid Waste Inc. t
calculate the most likely amount of solid waste that will be generated by the Town 
Center.  The completed analysis is shown in Table 20.1.   
 

Table 20.1 Solid Waste Analysis 
 

Use Type 
Solid Waste 
(tons/month)

Business/Medical 
Office 21.33 
Commercial 12.11 
Mixed-Use  86.93 
Residential 123.65 
Retail 26.99 

 
 

20b.  Not applicable to an AUAR. 
 

0c.  There are no u2 nderground storage tanks at the Town Center Site at this time, nor 

ure 

were there any identified to have been present historically.  A Phase I investigation 
conducted by Delta Environmental Consultants, Inc. in 2002 identified two sites within 
one-half mile of the project area that were of regulatory environmental concern (Fig

  20-1



19.4).  Both sites were part of the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s (MPCA) 
Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Cleanup Program.  Brook’s Food Store 
(LUST #7470) at 14550 Armstrong Boulevard Northwest was added to the LUST 
database in 1994 due to a release of unleaded gasoline.  Custom Coaches (LUST #104
at 6845 Highway 10 North was added to the LUST database in 1989 after a releas
gasoline.  Both sites were closed as of 1997.  
 

2) 
e of 

Within the project area, there is an active site in the MPCA’s Voluntary Investigation and 

ent 

esota Department of Health (MDH) and the United States Environmental 
rotection Agency (USEPA) determined the maximum contaminant level (MCL) for 

.  

om 
t were 

 
ls 

  

f 
tly 

r the 

 

 

Cleanup (VIC) program (Figure 19.4).  The site is located on the corner of Ramsey 
Boulevard and Highway 10, and is identified as VP8480.  In July 1963, a railcar accid
resulted in the release of powdered lead arsenate.  There was also a report of several 
barrels, possibly containing lead arsenate, being buried at this same location at a later, 
unspecified, date and then removed.  An electromagnetic induction survey indicated three 
disturbed areas in the subsurface that could be burial locations.  Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe (BNSF) has no record of the burial of any items.  From soil boring 
investigations, the extent of arsenic contamination is 350 feet long and 40 feet wide 
(Figure 19.4).    

 
The Minn
P
arsenic in drinking water to be 50 parts per billion (ppb).  In the 1990’s the limit was 
reviewed and changed to 10 ppb.  The new regulation does not go into affect until 2006
Groundwater samples were collected from monitoring wells at the spill site and from 
several residential wells near the spill.  Soil samples were taken at varying depths fr
soil borings at the spill site.  Of forty-two soil samples taken from 1998-2000, eigh
over current MCL for arsenic.  Groundwater samples were taken from six monitoring
wells in 2000, and all six were over the current limit.   In 2001, only one of these wel
was over the MCL.  Sample collection methods in 2001 differed from those used in 2000.
The only arsenic level that exceeded the present MCL in a sampled residential well was 
to the north of this site.  Because groundwater flow is to the south, the BNSF site is not 
thought to be the source of arsenic in that well.   
 
A supplementary Phase II investigation has been completed for this site and is under 
review by the MPCA.   
 
BNSF indicated its intent to remove the contaminated soils prior to the construction o
the Burger King restaurant, parking lot, and stormwater detention pond.  BNSF curren
has plans to remove the contaminated soils in the summer of 2003.  BNSF and the MPCA 
should be notified prior to any earth moving activities.  The project representative fo
MPCA is Karen Kromar, who can be contacted at (651) 297-3080.  The BNSF 
representative is Mike Woolridge, who can be contacted at (763) 782-3483.   Thomas 
Dahl, of Retec, performs environmental testing for BNSF at this site and can be contacted
at (651) 222-0841. 
 
BNSF hauls hazardous materials along the tracks that adjoin RTC.  There has been only
one known derailment of hazardous materials on the site over the past 40 years, as 
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discussed above.  The transportation of hazardous materials is regulated at the federal
state and local level.  Hazardous materials hauled through this area are reported to the 

, 

noka County Emergency Management Department and are required to be properly 

ental 
d 

red 
ature of these substances, the potential for release or improper disposal exists.  Materials 

s  

refr tion, 
and sid  
site is f ter, appropriate remediation will be 
nee
 
In o areas” 
(WHPA  
aro d 
Protect
Services as part of a ten-city program to delineate WHPAs and identify potential 
contaminant sources by parcel number and has been completed and approved by the 

nd well vulnerability classifications.  Parameters used to 
determ HPA include a ten-year groundwater travel time, aquifer transmissivity, 

 

nderground storage tanks to store petroleum and any other potentially harmful substance 
, in 

h 

 

A
placarded, stored and transported according to all applicable regulations.  The City of 
Ramsey Police and Fire Departments are fully trained and prepared for potential 
derailments.  Further information on City preparedness plans can be obtained from Fire 
Chief Dean Kapler at (763) 427-3764. 

 
The Phase I Environmental Assessment performed in June 2002 by Delta Environm
Consultants Inc., concluded, based on site inspection, that hazardous substances an
petroleum products were used and stored on an abandoned farmstead along Ramsey 
Boulevard Northwest within the Town Center site (Figure 19.4). Due to the unsecu
n
identified at the farm tead included cement cans, motor oil containers, an open bucket of
motor oil, rust retardant, bonding adhesive, car batteries, antifreeze, air conditioners, 

igerators, and several abandoned vehicles.  Tests of ceiling tiles, floor tiles, insula
ing from the abandoned farmstead buildings were negative for asbestos.  If this
ound to have contaminated soils or groundwa

ded. 

rder to safeguard and sustain the public water supply, “wellhead protection 
s) and “drinking water supply management areas” (DWSMAs) are delineated

und public water supply wells (Figure 20.1).  The first part of the Ramsey Wellhea
ion Plan was developed in cooperation with Anoka County Environmental 

Minnesota Department of Health (MDH).  This half of the wellhead protection plan 
addresses WHPAs, DWSMAs a

ine the W
pumping volume, flow direction, flow boundaries, and geologic setting. The DWSMA is 
the geographic area including and adjacent to the WHPA extended to public roads and/or 
property lines.  The second part of the City’s wellhead protection plan is currently in
progress and will address contaminant sources and education initiatives within the site 
and the City WHPA/DWSMA.   
 
WHPA and DWSMA designations restrict or specially manage land uses that could 
degrade the quantity and quality of the public water supply.   For example, the use of 
u
within a WHPA is not recommended by MDH.  Underground tanks are allowed
general, within WHPAs if the tanks are double-walled and groundwater around the tank 
is monitored for contamination from a possible leak in the tank.  However, because the 
process of wellhead protection is specific and tailored to land use conditions within eac
WHPA/DWSMA, the development of the City’s wellhead protection plan and priority of 
contaminants will be determined by the City and MDH.  In case a leak occurred, and 
alternative water sources were required there is an emergency water supply connection 
with the city of Anoka.  In the event of a water supply emergency, the City will respond
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using its normal police and fire emergency response plan until a specific emergency
response plan can be developed as part of the second part of the wellhe
 

 
ad protection plan. 

ummary of Environmental ImpactS .  There is an active MPCA VIC site in the southeast 
 

 

 

 the regulated 
area r impact by the farmstead and VIC sites.   
 
Mit

corner of the site as result a release of lead arsenate.  The soils and groundwater in that
area were contaminated with arsenic.  BNSF is working with current landowners and the
MPCA to remove the contaminated soils during the summer of 2003.  Additionally, 
improperly handled and stored hazardous materials on an abandoned farmstead may pose
an environmental impact.  Finally, the Town Center site includes the WHPAs and 
DWSMAs for the city of Ramsey west well field.  The following mitigation plan 
discusses how to minimize the impact to the drinking water supply within

s, as well as how to minimize furthe

igation element. To decrease the amount of solid waste generated within the City, 
Ram Comprehensive Plan -   

 Waste Management Department to 
t contribute to waste reduction, resource 

filling;  
� Continue to support curbside recycling of reusable waste materials through 

 

 that 

The im e quantities of solid waste 
pro c

The  site must be removed as soon as possible under 
the n ring construction of 
the lti-modal facility, struction.  
BN   contacted in regards to any earth moving activity in the 

ici ject representative for the MPCA is Karen Kromar, who 

ation at the abandoned farmstead.  If there is soil or groundwater contamination 
 at this 

 

up 

sey maintains the following policies as stated in its 2001 
� Work with the Anoka County Integrated

develop and implement programs tha
recovery, recycling and limited land

educational events, promotional events, and volunteer efforts;   
� Research grants and funding programs through federal, state, and local

organizations that support the “Three R’s” (reduce, reuse, and recycle); and  
� Continue to pursue and support research efforts in innovative techniques

enhance the environment, provide alternative means of energy, and reduce the 
waste stream. 

 
plementation of these policies will help to reduce th

du ed at the Town Center.  
 

 contaminated soils at the BNSF VIC
pla  for the summer of 2003.  Removal could potentially occur du

 Highway 10 improvements, or Town Center conmu
SF and the MPCA should be
nity of the spill site.  The prov

can be contacted at (651) 297-3080.  The BNSF representative is Mike Woolridge, who 
can be contacted at (763) 782-3483.  The contamination of groundwater may restrict the 
installation of additional water supply wells near Ramsey Boulevard and Highway 10. 
 
Further investigation may be needed in order to determine the extent, if any, of 
ontaminc

due to the improper handling and storage of chemicals and hazardous substances
site, appropriate removal and remediation of the contaminated areas may be required.  
State and county fiscal aid programs exist for the cleanup and investigation of these types 
of sites.  The MPCA Site Assessment Unit has fiscal aid available for Phase I and Phase
II investigations; contact Tom Whear at 651-296-7349 for additional information.  The 
United States Environmental Protection Agency also currently has funding for clean
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and investigation.  For additional information regarding cleanup and investigation 
programs, the Minnesota Brownfields Resource Guide is available at 
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/publications/reports/brg-0901.pdf.   
 
Within the WHPA, underground storage tanks and infiltration are not recommended.  
Should contamination occur due to these or any other practice, alternative water supply 
sources may be required.  Currently the city water towers store an extra amount of
equivalent to meet the supply need for

 water 
 one day.  There is also an emergency connection 

ith the City of Anoka for additional water needs.   A contingency plan should be 

ter supply 
� Alternative long term water supply 

hese could be coordinated with existing city plans, data, and management procedures, 
any of which are detailed in the city’s Water Supply Plan, WHP Plan, 2001 
omprehensive Plan, and this document.  A contingency plan is also required by the 

State as part of the city’s water supply plan (M.S., Section 103G.291, subd.3).  
Guidelines provided by the DNR and Metropolitan Council for the content of this water 
supply plan element indicate the need for the following components: 

• emergency telephone contact list 
• current water sources and service area description 
• procedure for augmenting supplies 
• demand reduction procedures 
• procedures for water allocation 
• establishment of triggers for implementing plan components 
• enforcement 
• water supply protection 

 
As part of its next revision, the City of Ramsey will amend its 1999 Water Supply Plan to 
include an emergency response element.  The amendment will include all of the above 
components.  This will occur prior to applying for a DNR appropriation permit 
amendment, which would likely trigger the DNR request for emergency plan completion, 
as well. 
 
Use of underground storage tanks within the WHPA should be discouraged.  If 
underground storage tanks are used to store anything other than water within the WHPA, 
the tanks must be double-walled and the groundwater around the tank must be 
appropriately monitored for contamination.  The development of a contingency plan as 
discussed previously should address the management and procedures that would be 
implemented in the case of a leaky tank. 

w
developed as part of the next water supply plan update to deal with contamination.  
According to the EPA, a contingency plan should include the following: 
� Basic water supply information 
� List of potential contamination sources and location 
� Mapped WHPA 
� Firefighting plan for toxic chemical storage locations 
� Surface spill emergency response plan 
� Alternative short term wa

 
T
m
C
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Infiltration practices within the WHPAs will be carefully controlled to prevent any water 
that has not been pre-treated from entering. Rain barrels, grading, and other on-lot best 
management practices should be utilized in these areas as long as the infiltration of street, 
parking lot, or industrial runoff does not occur within the WHPA.  Implementation of 
community education programs for residential and business contaminant sources, such as 

con
 
The lls throughout the WHPA would be appropriate to 

mo
qui the extent of contamination.  A monitoring well 

Fra
mo tion plan development and State 

 

fertilizers and hazardous household products, will reduce the risk of groundwater 
tamination from these sources.     

 installation of monitoring we
protect the water quality of the upper aquifer.  Should contamination occur, a network of 

nitoring wells would help to quickly identify the contaminant source and aid in the 
ck remediation and possibly reduce 

network would also help to understand the relationship between the pumping in the 
nconia-Ironton-Galesville aquifer and the upper aquifer.  The extent of any further 
nitoring will be determined during wellhead protec

water appropriation permitting. 
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21. Traffic  
R reviews, a relatively detailed traffic analysis will be needed, especially if 

ere is to be much commercial development in the AUAR area or if there are major congested 

the 

regional 
t of the AUAR area. This information 

will include existing and proposed roadway capacities and existing and projected 
ic volumes. 

� Trip generation data for each major development scenario broken down by land use 
 the 

vels of 

ffic management 
measures that are proposed to mitigate problems. 

 traffic 
ts, 
ed 

he project site is served by a network of principal and minor arterial roadways and local streets 

 
ls. 
 area 

d 

ir 

For most AUA
th
roadways in the vicinity.  The results of the traffic analysis must be used in the response to Item 
22 and to the noise aspect of Item 24.  Instead of responding to the information called for in 
EAW Guidelines for Item 21, the following information should be provided: 
� Description and map of existing and proposed roadway system (including state, 

and local roads to be affected by the developmen

background traff

zones and/or other relevant subdivisions in the area. The projected distributions onto
roadway system must be included. 

� Analysis of impacts of the traffic generated by the AUAR area on the roadway system, 
including: a comparison of peak period total flows to capacities and analysis of Le
Service and delay times at critical points (if any). 

� A discussion of structural and non-structural improvements and tra

 
NOTE: in the above analyses, the geographical scope must extend outward as far as the
to be generated would have a significant effect on the roadway system and traffic measuremen
and projections should include peak days and peak hours, or other appropriate measures relat
to identifying congestion problems, as well as ADTs. 
 
Appendix B contains a complete traffic analysis compiled by Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, Inc. 
for this AUAR.  The report entitled Ramsey Town Center Traffic Analysis was completed in 
March 2003 and is contained in its entirety in the Appendix. 
 
Classification Summary 
 
T
as shown in Figure 21.1. Highway 10/169 near the study area is a four-lane divided US Highway 
that is classified as a Principal Arterial. Ramsey Boulevard (CR 56) and Industry Avenue (CR
116) near the study site are two-lane County Roads that are classified as B-Minor Arteria
Armstrong Boulevard (CSAH 83) and Sunfish Lake Boulevard (CSAH 57) near the study
are two-lane County State Aid Highways that are functionally classified as Collectors. Sunwoo
Drive, a two-lane local street that extends in an east-west direction and connects Ramsey 
Boulevard to Industry Avenue and Sunfish Lake Boulevard, is identified in the City of Ramsey 
2001Comprehensive Plan as a future Collector.  In April 2003, Anoka County received a 
functional class change for Industry Avenue and Armstrong Boulevard to upgrade the
designations to A-Minor Arterial. 
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Traffic Volumes 
 
Average daily traffic volumes on streets and highways in the study area vary widely with TH 1
carrying about 42,000 vehicles per day (vpd) east of Ramsey Boulevard and 31,000 west of 
Armstrong Boulevard.  By contrast, volumes on the other roadways in the study area range from
about 5,000 to 8,000 vpd, with the exception of Industry Avenue between Ramsey and 

0 

 

rmstrong Boulevards, which carries about 2,400 vpd. 

old as a 

 but are deferred because of current state budget considerations. 

tems 

een 

 by 2025 with interchanges at Sunfish Lake and Ramsey Boulevards.   

lane 

ould be preferable to 
ave the roadway alignment as close to the railroad as possible so that interchanges can provide 

 

                                                

A
 
Planned Improvements 
 
The intersection of TH 10 and Ramsey Boulevard is currently a T-intersection. The city has 
approved the construction of the south leg at this intersection by a private developer. However, 
after discussions with the Anoka County staff, the proposal to construct this leg is on h
result of budget considerations and other factors.   Signal operations improvements at the 
intersection of Sunfish Lake Boulevard and TH 10 to address existing congestion have been 
identified,
 
No other roadway projects are currently programmed for the study area, but several regional 
studies are in process or recently completed that affect the study area.  The TH 10 IRC 
Study/Corridor Management Plan2 is a regional roadway planning analysis for Mn/DOT that 
evaluated future needs on TH 10 through Anoka County.  While the study findings have been 
adopted, the improvements suggested in the study have not yet been incorporated into the State 
Transportation Improvement Plan, nor are they yet in the Metro Division Transportation Sys
Plan.  Updates of these planning documents are expected to address the recommendations from 
the TH 10 study.  The TH 10 study estimates that traffic volumes on TH 10 will grow betw
40 and 50 percent by the year 2025 to over 50,000 vpd in the study area.  The report notes that to 
accommodate this level of volume, even if the Northstar Commuter Rail service and a new 
Mississippi River crossing are implemented, will require TH 10 to become a six-lane freeway 
through Ramsey
 
In the interim by 2010, the report suggests that TH 10 in the study area be expanded to a six-
expressway with improved intersections.  In the near terms by 2005, the study suggests that 
signal timing optimization and improvements to Ramsey, Armstrong, and Sunfish Lake 
Boulevards are necessary.  The report notes that one “concern with constructing a 6-lane 
expressway as an interim strategy to constructing a freeway is the roadway alignment.  As an 
expressway, it is preferable to have TH 10 as far away as possible from the parallel railroad in 
order to allow for vehicle stacking at the intersections.  As a freeway, it w
h
grade separation over both the highway and the railroad. ”3 The study also notes that 
environmental documentation for the proposed improvements has not started and that an EIS will
likely be required for the expansion of the roadway. 
 

 
2 H. R. Green Co., TH 10 IRC Study Corridor Management Plan, Mn/DOT, January 2002 
3 ibid. Page 6-24. 
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The draft Scoping Document for the Northwest Metro Corridor and River Crossing Study4 has 
been completed by Mn/DOT and the final is expected to be published in May 2003.  This 
document explored a reasonable range of alternatives for a new Mississippi River crossing a
for the highway and network elements needed to connect the crossing to the existing regional 
roadway system.  The new crossing would be located west of the TH 169 crossing in Anoka and 
east of the TH 101 crossing in Elk River.  The Scoping Document has established the purp

nd 

ose 
nd need for the study and the Draft Scoping Decision has identified a corridor for the crossing.   

t is anticipated that the northern terminus of the crossing will likely be west of Armstrong 

te budget status and issues with the City of Dayton about alignments south of the 
ver.  It is unlikely that interchanges with TH 10 would be allowed at both Armstrong and the 

 

ected by the 

 regional 
le serving traffic north and west would be expanded since it would directly connect to the new 

traf rterial is 
in a provements like the Northwest River 

in t n Council in its role as 
etropolitan Planning Organization for the region. Updating of the current TPP is scheduled to 

 Anoka County Traveler demand responsive service.  The 
orth Star commuter coach operated by Mn/DOT, which currently provides peak period, peak 

e 
ct 
ice 

 The 
preferred alternative for the corridor is a commuter rail service that would operate on the freight 
railroad tracks that are adjacent to the site.  In the FEIS, the Ramsey station location was dropped 
in favor of the Anoka station location for the preferred alternative.   However, the Ramsey 

                                                

a
 
I
Boulevard and will likely connect to an extension of Industry Avenue.  The next step for the 
crossing would be to start preparation of an EIS, but this work has not been initiated because of 
the current sta
ri
river crossing, but might be possible and would depend on the distance separating the 
interchanges and the function of each in the roadway system. Detailed planning for the section of
TH 10 adjacent to the project site would be part of an EIS for the river crossing, if/when it is 
initiated. 
 
Traffic volumes on Armstrong Boulevard and Industry Avenue would be directly aff
proposed river crossing if the new roadway terminates in an extension of Industry Avenue.  The 
portion of Armstrong Boulevard south of Industry Avenue, currently a direct connection to and 
across TH 10 would become a local-serving street, while north of Industry Avenue, its
ro
river crossing.  Similarly Industry Avenue would be expected to see an increase in regional 

fic.  Anoka County’s change in the functional class on these roadways to A Minor A
nticipation of this increased regional role. For im

Crossing and the IRC enhancements to TH 10 to be funded, the investments need to be included 
he Transportation Policy Plan (TPP) prepared by the Metropolita

M
occur in 2004. 
 
The project site is located west of the portion of Anoka County served by fixed route transit 
service and is currently served only by
N
direction, express service between Elk River, Coon Rapids and Minneapolis, is expected to serv
a park and ride at the project site in the future.  The Northstar service is a demonstration proje
that is operating motor coaches along the proposed route for the Northstar commuter rail serv
and is currently carrying between 500 and 600 passenger trips per day5. 
 
A Final Environmental Impact Statement6 has been completed for the Northstar Corridor.  

 
4 Northwest Metro Corridor and River Crossing Study, Mn/DOT, Draft, April 2002 
5 Rider Report, Northstar Commuter Coach, Mn/DOT, October 2002 
6 BRW, Inc., Northstar Corridor FEIS, Mn/DOT, March 2002 
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station location is listed in the EIS as a candidate for expansion once service has commenced. 
Additionally, a request by the City of Ramsey to the Northstar Corridor Development Authority
to further evaluate the feasibility of a station at the Ramsey Town Center was approved by 
Mn/DOT (the lead agency for the EIS) and should proceed when the state portion of funding for 
the commuter rail project is secured.  Accordingly, t

 

his traffic analysis assumes that a rail station 

count for the regional growth in 
to 
 

y 

 The Rivenwick 3rd Subdivision residential development, which is located south of TH 10 at 
Ramsey Boulevard, woul  fourth leg to the 
intersection of Ramsey Bo evard a

• The Bright K s residen ve ed a s In  Bo ard f he project 
site ne le e u

9

rip 
e 

ment site and not reach intersections external to the site and 

is active on the site in the future and that 450 riders per day would use the Ramsey stop7. 
 
Traffic Analysis Report Summary 
 
A detailed Traffic Analysis has been prepared to fully investigate the effects of the proposed 
project on the local and regional roadway systems. This report has been included in its entirety in 

ppendix B. A
 
Two sets of future conditions, Future Base and Future with Project, were analyzed. The Future 
Base represents growth in traffic from non-project sources at the year of project buildout, which 

as assumed to be the year 2007. A growth factor was used to acw
traffic in the area irrespective of the proposed development. This growth factor was calculated 
be two percent per year on the basis of forecasts for 2025 from the Metropolitan Council.  This
level of growth is consistent with the volume projections in the TH 10 IRC Study.8  
The Future Base also includes the effects of other approved development projects in the vicinit
of the project site that anticipate being constructed and occupied within the 2007 time line.  The 
following two projects were identified as having a qualifying development time line: 
 
•

d have 112 townhouses and would add a
ul nd TH 10.  

ey tial de lopment, locat cros dustry ulev rom t
ar Ramsey Bou vard, would hav  284 townhouse nits. 

 
Traffic for the Rivenwick 3rd Subdivision, as reported in that project’s traffic study , was added 
into the Future Base.  Traffic for the Bright Keys development was generated using standard t
generation rates and assigned to the study area street system using the data developed for th
project traffic forecasts (see below).  
 
The Future with Project conditions were developed by adding the project trip generation to the 
Future Base volumes. Trip generation for the proposed development was estimated using the 
rates from the 6th edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation 
Manual. Some trips generated by a mixed-use development of the project type will move 
between uses within the develop
should be excluded from traffic assignment at those locations. This internal trip making is 

                                                 
7 Ridership estimate is from the supplemental analysis commissioned by the City of Ramsey and presented to the 
Northstar Corridor Development Authority in support of a Ramsey station (HKGI/SRF, April 4, 2000). 
8 Table 3.4-5 of the TH 10 study reports growth rates of 1.66 and 1.96 percent per year for TH 10 with and without 
the Northstar Commuter Rail respectively. 
9 SRF, Inc., Traffic Study for Rivenwick 3rd Subdivision Residential Development in the City of Ramsey, October 
2002. 
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attributed to the interaction between various land uses in a development. Additionally, some trips 
will take alternate forms of transport, which can be bicycling, walking, and use of transit. 
presence of sidewalks, street network density and proximity to transit facilities affect the amount
of trip making by non-auto modes. Because of the limited nature of transit service to the site, no
reductions have been made for alternate mode use. 

Rather, a single factor was used to calculate the percentage of trips that would remain int
the proposed redevelopment.  Thi

The 
 

 

ernal to 
s factor consid s the diversity of uses within the project and 

their potential to create linked trips among the project land uses.  This factor is based on ITE data 
 

proximately nine percent of AM peak trips and about 
16 percent of PM peak trip
 
No adjustments for pass-by or diverted traffic10 wi ite we e, alt me
uses would warrant incorporatio ti din o d
conservatively low in relation to a es

 trip generatio r the p pos ede opm t sce rio imated 
th the AM eak hours. Northstar riders who would park and 

o be r t  w ncl  i  a is t w
section men nd a not s wn the  ge atio

he is la ly v nt a  not nera g a tra  no
btra s f  th jec e.

ab ect rip G nerat n 
 AK H UR PM PEAK

er

for mixed-use developments and is a function of the size and mix of land uses.  For the proposed
project, the diversity factor indicates that ap

s would be internal.   

thin the s
 Ac

re mad hough so
f l

 of the 
 t  is n of such reduc

the scale and m
ons. 
ix of l

cor
nd us

gly,
.  

 the am unt o inke rips

 
Table 21.1 shows the n rates fo ro ed r vel en na est
using the ITE rates for bo  and PM p
ride from the site (assumed t  150 peak hou rips) ere i uded n the nalys , bu ere 
added directly to the inter traffic assign t a re ho  in trip ner n 
numbers in Table 21.1. Since t existing site rge aca nd  ge tin ny ffic,  
adjustments were made to su ct existing trip rom e pro t sit  
 

T le 21.1: Proj T e io
 AM PE O  HOUR 
 Daily In Out T l In O Total ota ut 

Total New Trips 51,20 ,700 1,220 5,210 ,48 2,730 0 2,920 1  2 0 
 
Future direction of approach trip distribution for the site-generated trips was estimated using 

l 
ips to turning movements at the study area 

                                          

forecast data for zones in the project area from the Metropolitan Council’s regional trave
demand forecasting model and used to assign tr
intersections.  The regional forecasts used for this analysis did not include the new Mississippi 
River crossing.  Accordingly, traffic distribution is highly biased with about 43 percent of the 
trips being made to and from the south and east along TH 10 (this also includes traffic destined 
south on TH 169).  It should be noted that with the new Mississippi River crossing, 
approximately one-third to one-half of the project trips on TH 10 to the south and east would 
redistribute to the new crossing.11

 
AM and PM peak hour capacity analyses were conducted for all the study area intersections 
using Synchro software that estimates delay at intersections on the basis of Highway Capacity 

       
 Pass-by and diverted trips are opportunity trips that are already on the street system and divert to a new land use.  

As such, these trips are included in the counted traffic volumes (other than at site access points) and are double-
counted in the trip generation rates for some retail uses. 
11 See Ramsey Smart Growth Twin Cities Opportunity Site (Calthorpe Associates, 2003)  

10
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Manual12 procedures.  Since many of the intersections included in the analysis are currently stop 
controlled, it is important to distinguish that while signalized and all-way stop controlled 
intersections are analyzed for total intersection delay, two-way stop controlled intersections a
analyzed only for minor approach delay. Level of Service D is a generally acceptable standa
for planning 

re 
rd 

and design of urban transportation facilities. At Level of Service E, poor 
tersection operations occur as traffic volume approach capacity and LOS F represents 

or existing 

in
extremely congested conditions. 

 
able 21.2 shows the results of the capacity analyses at the study area intersections fT

conditions and for both Future scenarios.    

Table 21.2: Level of Service Comparison 

Existing(a)
Future 
Base(a)

Future w 
Project(a) Mitigated(a,b)

Intersection 

 
Traffic Control at 

Intersection 
AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

Armstrong Blvd at TH 10 Signalized B A B B F F C C 
Ramsey Blvd at TH 10 Signalized B A C B F F C D 
Sunfish Lake Blvd at TH 10 Signalized  C F D F F F C E 
Armstrong Blvd at Industry Ave One way Stop (B) (B) (B) (B) (C) (E) A(c) A(c)

Ramsey Blvd at Industry Ave All-way Stop B B C B F F C(c) C(c)

Industry Ave at Sunfish Lake Blvd All-way Stop B C C C D F A(c) B(c)

Ramsey Blvd at Sunwood Drive One way Stop (B)  (B) (B)  (B) (F) (F) C(c) C(c)

Sunwood Drive at Industry Ave One way Stop (B) (B)  (B) (B)  (C) (F)  B B(c) (c)

Sunwood Drive at Armstrong Blvd One way Stop     (F) (F) A(c) B(c)

NS2 Street at Industry Ave One way Stop     (B) (C) (B) (C) 
NS3 Street at Industry Ave One way Stop     (C) (F) A(c) A(c)

NS5 Street at Industry Ave One way Stop     (B) (C) (B) (B) 
EW1 Parkway at Ramsey Blvd One way Stop     (F) (F) (B) (B) 
EW1 Parkway at Armstrong Blvd One way Stop     (B) (F) (A) (B) 
Notes: 
(a) Values in parentheses indicate Minor Approach LOS only 
(b) Mitigated conditions include lane adjustments and lane additions at intersections as noted in the text. 
(c) Intersection is signalized in the mitigated condition 
 
Under existing conditions, the intersection of TH 10 and Sunfish Lake Boulevard is operating in
ubstandard conditions (worse than LOS D) in the PM peak hour.  The other

 
 intersections are 

 

 and 

                                                

s
operating in good conditions in both peak hours.  However, the analysis of conditions at TH 10 
and Ramsey and Armstrong Boulevards indicates that conditions are unstable, particularly in the
PM peak hour when the Ramsey and Armstrong approaches are at LOS F and E respectively.  
Left turns from TH 10 are also at LOS F and E respectively at these intersections.  Under these 
conditions, moderate increases in volumes on either Ramsey or Armstrong Boulevard or left 
turning from TH 10 would cause conditions to deteriorate similar to what is currently 
experienced at Sunfish Lake Boulevard and the intersections could quickly move into LOS E
F.  
 

 
12 Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, Washington D.C. 
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The Future Base conditions show that addition of the background growth in traffic will cause the 
intersection of TH 10 and Sunfish Lake Boulevard to deteriorate to LOS D during the AM peak 
period.  The other intersections in the study area remain in acceptable conditions.  Unstable 
onditions continue to be present at the intersections of TH 10 and Ramsey and Armstrong 

se 
trolled intersection on Industry Avenue, Ramsey Boulevard, and Armstrong 

oulevard to move into LOS E and F conditions during one or both peak periods.   

New  21.2) would operate 

Av east-west parkway (EW1) 
ith Ramsey and Armstrong Boulevards would operate in unacceptable conditions during at 

f Sunwood Drive would be the primary east-west 
nnector street in the project site and is estimated to carry 10,000 to 13,000 vehicles per day 

 18,000 vpd as 
hown in Figure 21.2.   West of NS6 Street, the volume on Sunwood Drive would be adequately 

uld 
be 
needed to accommodate the projected volumes. Two-way or all-way stop control at the 

ns for 
the 
Stre
 
The
5,0 e 
ade
 

carr
4,0 s 
and stop (or yield control on the lowe

The

ou
ro  

he site, which would 

 signals may be required at the NS6 and/or 
 

c
Boulevards. 
 
Project traffic would cause the intersections on TH 10 to deteriorate to LOS F and would cau
the stop-con
B
 

 intersections created by the project with Industry Avenue (see Figure
in acceptable conditions with the exception of the central north-south street (NS3) at Industry 

enue during the PM peak period. The two new intersections of the 
w
least one peak period. 
 
Within the project site, the extension o
co
(vpd) west of NS6 Street.  Volumes on Sunwood west of Ramsey would be about
s
handled by a two-lane cross section (one lane in each direction).  However, left-turn lanes wo

needed at cross streets.  Between NS6 Street and Ramsey Boulevard, four lanes would be 

intersections of Sunwood Drive internal to the site would provide LOS C or better conditio
level of traffic projected at those locations, although the intersections with NS6 and/or NS5 
ets may require signalization for acceptable PM peak hour operations. 

 EW1 parkway would carry about 3,600 vpd on the western end of the project and between 
00 and 9,000 vpd on the eastern end.  The proposed one-lane parkway cross section would b
quate for the segments of the EW1 parkway. 

The other east-west streets internal to the project, because of their discontinuous nature would 
y less volume than either Sunwood Drive or the EW1 Parkway and would generally be under 

00 vehicles per day (and some would be in the under 1,000 range).  Two-lane cross section
r volume ones) would be appropriate. 

 
 north-south streets internal to the project would carry slightly higher volumes, particularly 

the three streets that would have full access intersections with Industry Avenue.  Those streets 
w ld have between 2,100 and 5,700 vehicles per day. The other north-south streets inside the 

ject would be expected to have less than 2,000 vehicles per day, with the exception of thep
NS6 Street that serves the employment cluster in the southeast corner of t
ave upwards of 4,000 vpd. Two-lane cross sections and stop (or yield control on the lower h

volume ones) would be appropriate although
NS5Streets intersections with Sunwood Drive.
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Summary of Environmental Impact.  Direct environmental impacts due to the traffic analysis are 
ehicle related air emissions, and dust, odors, and addressed in Items 22 and 24, which address v

noise, respectively. 
 
Mitigation element.  Analysis of the intersection operations indicates that lane additions and 
installation of intersection channelization and traffic signals would be adequate to mitigate the 
project impacts at the intersections in the study area.  The following roadway widenings are 
suggested: 
 
• Ramsey Boulevard—widen to five lane cross section south of Industry Avenue to provide 

two through lanes in each direction and a left turn lane/center median 
• Industry Avenue—widen to five lane cross section west of Ramsey Boulevard to provide two

through lanes in e
 

ach direction and a left turn lane/center median 
 
The existing cross sections on Armstrong Boulevard north of the railroad, Sunwood Drive and 
Industry Avenue east of Ramsey, and Sunfish Lake Boulevard north of the railroad would be 
adequate to meet the future demand.  
  
Turn lanes and lane adjustments would be needed at the following intersections: 
 
• TH 10 at Armstrong Boulevard—add an eastbound and a westbound through lane on the 

intersection approaches; add an eastbound and a southbound left turn lane and a southbound 
right turn lane. 

• TH 10 at Ramsey Boulevard—add an eastbound and a westbound through lane on the 
intersection approaches; add an eastbound and a southbound left turn lane and a westbound 
right turn lane. Provision for pedestrian crossings of TH 10 needs to be included.  A 
southbound through lane and a northbound left turn lane and northbound through/right lane 
would need to be added to serve the Rivenwick 3rd Subdivision traffic and traffic destined 
for the Mississippi West Regional Park independent of the project traffic. Traffic demands 
from these other land uses should be considered when the intersection improvements are 
designed. 

• TH 10 at Sunfish Lake Boulevard—add an eastbound and a westbound through lane on the 
intersection approaches; convert the southbound approach from a through/left turn lane and a 
right turn lane to through/right turn lane and two left turn lanes (this adds one lane to the 
approach). 

• Industry Avenue at Ramsey Boulevard—add a southbound right turn lane; eastbound and 
northbound approaches would be widened by the above recommendations. 

• Sunwood Drive at Industry Avenue—modify the shared lanes on the northbound, eastbound 
and westbound approaches to provide left turn lanes and shared through/right turn lanes 

 
The following stop-controlled intersections would need to be signalized: 
 
• Ramsey Boulevard at Industry Avenue 
• Armstrong Boulevard at Industry Avenue 
• Industry Avenue at Sunfish Lake Boulevard 
• Ramsey Boulevard at Sunwood Drive 
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• Sunwood Drive at Industry Avenue 
• Sunwood Drive at Armstrong Boulevard 
• NS3 Street at Industry Avenue 
 
The left turn volumes from the EW1 parkway onto both Armstrong and Ramsey Boulevard 
cannot be accommodated at an acceptable LOS under stop control and require signalization to 
achieve acceptable operations.  However, the close spacing between the intersections of the EW1 
parkway and the intersections of Armstrong and Ramsey Boulevard with Industry Avenue limits 
the potential for the two parkway intersections to be signalized.  Accordingly the parkway 
intersections should be channelized to provide right-in/right-out and left-in access (¾ access).  
Left out from the parkway would be prohibited and would redistribute to the north-south streets 
and to Industry Avenue (these volumes have been included in the mitigated calculations for the 
other intersections).  
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2 h elated Air Emissions  2. Ve icle R

he eff o on ing 
noxide is f c i e

mitigation measures on air quality impacts.  
rking spa su u  

is is needed. 

 Mitigation propo li p  under 
Item 21 and merely reference here. The MPCA staff should be consulted 
regarding possible ISP requirements for certain proposed developments; 

ssume responsibility for applying for an ISP 
for specific developments, it may be desirable to coordinate the AUAR and ISP  

missions.  The proposed Ramsey Town Center Development will impact the traffic flow 
1.  

The pu s ns 
along the H ntation of the Ramsey Town Center 
Develo ntial 
effects on regional and local air quality, address conformity with national and state air 
quality
 
Regula
 
National and state ambient air quality standards identify pollutant concentrations that are 

 
t 

 

ent 

 monoxide is the traffic-related pollutant of most concern in 
e Twin Cities Metropolitan Area.  The State of Minnesota has established the standards 

list e state one-hour carbon monoxide standard 
of 3 al standard of 35 ppm. 

 
Estimate t
carbon mo

ect of the pr
 levels. D

ject’s traffic generati on air quality, includ
cuss the e fect of traffi mprovem nts or other 

Note: If the project involves 500 or 
more pa
quality analys
 

ces, con lt EAW Guidelines abo t whether a detailed air

sed to e minate any otential problems may be presented

although the RGU may not want to a

analyses closely. 
 
 
Motorized vehicles emit airborne pollutants that affect air quality.  Changes in traffic 
volumes, travel patterns and roadway locations affect the level and dispersion of vehicle 
e
along the Highway 10 corridor and within the development site as discussed in Item 2

rpo e of this air quality analysis is to estimate the future air quality conditio
ighway 10 corridor with the impleme

pment.  Based on the future air conditions, the AUAR will identify pote

 standards, and determine if any mitigation measures are necessary. 

tory Requirements 

not to be exceeded over specified periods of time.  Table 22.1 shows the National and 
State Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQs) for carbon monoxide (CO), the major 
airborne pollutant of interest.  Primary ambient air quality standards are defined for the
protection and preservation of public health.  Secondary standards are intended to protec
the environment and properties from damage.  Compliance is required for both primary
and secondary standards. 
 
Under federal regulations, areas that violate primary ambient air quality standards are 
designated as “non-attainment areas”.  The Twin Cities Metropolitan Area was 
previously designated as a CO non-attainment area as a result of violations of the 
NAAQs.  In 1999 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reclassified 
Minneapolis/St. Paul as an attainment area for CO.  The attainment status is conting
upon the implementation of measures to assure that CO concentrations remain below 
standards.  Therefore, carbon
th

ed in Table 22.1.  It should be noted that th
0 ppm is more stringent than the nation
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 mbient Air Quality Standards  Table 22.1:  National and State A
 

National Standards MN State Standards Pollutant Averaging 
Period Primary Secondary Primary Secondary 

8-hour 9 ppm      
(10 mg/m3)

9 ppm 
(10 mg/m3)

9 ppm      
(10 mg/m3)

9 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) Carbon 

Monoxide      
(CO) 

1-hour 35 ppm     
(40 mg/m3)

35 ppm 
(40 mg/m3)

30 ppm     
(35 mg/m3)

30 ppm 
(35 mg/m3) 

 
 
Carbon Monoxid

The me entifying potential l  impacts follows the EPA-
recommended procedure for carbon monoxide micro-scale impact analysis.  The general 
evalua outlined in the Guide oxide for 
Roadw ns (EPA 1992), include ltiple intersection screening process 
follow  CO analysis with the CAL3QHC line-source dispersion model. 
 
Screen

e Modeling Methodology 
 

thodology for id ocal air quality

tion procedure, line for Modeling Carbon Mon
ay Intersectio s a mu
ed by micro-scale

ing Process.  The intersection screening process includes the following steps: 
alized intersecti  project vicinity that will be 

he project alternati
 average delay and Level of Service (LOS) for those 

ction delay as the product of average delay and total 
e. 

4. Rank the intersections according to total delay and select the intersections 

of 

ld reach full built-out potential by 2007.   

e traffic study identified that the three 
 

2.1 

1. Identify the sign ons in the
impacted by t ves. 

2. Determine the
intersections. 

3. Determine total interse
intersection approach volum

with the highest total vehicle delay for analysis.   
 

Carbon monoxide concentrations are generally highest at intersections with poor levels 
service and consequently, more idling vehicles.  Typically intersections with levels of 
service of D, E, and F (worst levels) are analyzed.  As described in Item 21, all of the 
major intersections within the project area were analyzed to determine both present and 
forecasted levels of service.  Peak hour traffic volumes used for this analysis assumed 
hat the Ramsey Town Center wout

 
Based on consultation with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), it was 
agreed that carbon monoxide analysis would be performed at intersections that were 
projected to operate at level of service D or worse for year 2008 (one year after the 
nticipated Ramsey Town Center completion).  Tha

intersections of prime concern are all located along the Highway 10 corridor.  The
locations of these intersections in relationship to the project site are shown on Figure 2
and include the following:   
 

- Highway 10 and Armstrong Boulevard 
- Highway 10 and Ramsey Boulevard 
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- Highway 10 and Sunfish Lake Boulevard. 
 
CAL3QHC Model.  In accordance with the EPA procedure for carbon monoxide 
analysis, the CAL3QHC dispersion model was used to forecast the air quality along the 

r this model includes meteorological 
haracteristics, traffic characteristics, intersection geometries, and emission rates.   

 
Meteorological Characteristics.  The meteorological characteristics used in the model are 
summarized in Table 22.2.  The inputs listed are consistent with EPA and MPCA 
recomme
 

3QHC Met  
 

Highway 10 corridor.  Required input fo
c

ndations. 

Table 22.2 CAL eorological Characteristics

Characteristic 
 

Model Input 

A 2002 (existing) 2008 (future) nalysis Year 
W 1ind Speed  m/s 
W Tested 360 degrees at 10º increments ind Direction 
A s Dtmospheric Stability Clas  
Mixing Height 1000 cm 
Surface Roughness 321 cm 
Averaging Time 60 min 
Settling Velocity 0 cm/s 
Deposition Velocity 0 cm/s 
8-Hour Persistence Factor 0.7 

 
 
Traffic Characteristics.  Traffic characteristics were based on the existing traffic 
conditions in 2002 and the modeled levels of 2007 (including traffic generated by the 
proposed project).  Traffic volumes, saturation levels, lane configurations, signal type, 
signal cycle length, red time length and clearance lost time were taken from the traffic 
analysis conducted for the project.  The heaviest traffic volumes were projected to occur
during the evening; therefore the CO concentrations using p.m. peak traffic data were 

odeled as a worst-c

 

ase scenario. m
 
Intersection Geometries.  Intersection geometries were based on existing roadway 
dimensions from maps and aerial photographs.  The proposed roadway improvements 
discussed in Item 21 were not incorporated into the intersection geometries in order to 
model a worst-case (most idling traffic) scenario. 
 
Emission Rates.  EPA model Mobile 5b was used to calculate carbon monoxide 
emission rates.  There are two types of emission rates needed for the CAL3QHC CO 
dispersion model, and include a running emission rate and an idling emission rate.  The 
running emission rate was generated directly by the Mobile 5b model assuming an 
average free flow speed of 35-mph on all roadways and links.  The idling emission rate 
was calculated by converting a 2.5-mph Mobile 5b running emission rate from grams per 
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mile to grams per hour.  The parameters and assumptions used in the Mobile 5b analy
are summarized in Table 22.3. 
 

sis 

Table 22.3 Mobile 5b Model Inputs 
 

Parameter  
 

Model Inputs 

Analysis Year 2002 (existing) 2008 (future) 
Free Flow Speed 35-mph for all roadways 
Idling Factor Speed 2.5-mph for all roadways 
Cold Start Percentages 20.6 % for all traffic 
Hot Start Percentage 27.3 % for all traffic 
Traffic Mix MN Car Reg istributioistration D n 
Temperature January, 20ºF 
Inspection/Maintenance Program No 
Oxygenated Fuel Yes 
Average Fuel Volatility 9.0 psi 

 
 

Background Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 

centrations for the three intersections 

 

 concentrations were adjusted for increases in regional traffic volume 

 to 
these 

 
Background carbon monoxide concentrations are needed as a baseline to accurately 
predict future CO concentrations that incorporate modeled vehicle related emissions.  
These background concentrations are added to the model generated vehicle CO emissions 
to determine compliance with national and state air quality standards.  
 

he background (2002) carbon monoxide conT
analyzed were derived from the MPCA-monitored CO site at 6000 West Moore Lake 
Road in Fridley, MN.  Figure 22.2 shows the location of this site.  In discussions with the
MPCA it was agreed that this site had background characteristics similar to the 
intersections being modeled and would be a conservative representation of background 
CO concentrations. 
 
Carbon monoxide emissions are monitored daily at the Fridley site by the MPCA.  In 
2002, the maximum one-hour and eight-hour CO concentrations were 2.1 ppm and 1.4 
ppm respectively.  In order to obtain the background concentration for 2008 (modeled 
ear), these 2002y

and reductions in vehicle emission rates.   
 
Average CO emission rates in the region are expected to decrease due to improved 
emission controls, turnover in vehicle fleet and cleaner burning fuel sources.  Because 
over 50 percent of the overall carbon monoxide concentrations in the metropolitan area 
are due to vehicle related emissions, the reduction in vehicle emission rates will tend
decrease the overall background CO concentrations.  The Mobile 5b model takes 
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008 rate to the 2002 
te was used to decrease background CO concentrations by a factor of 0.91. 

rn 

 

factors into account when generating emission rates.  Average CO emission rates for 
2002 and 2008 were generated using Mobile 5b.  The ratio of the 2
ra
 
Background traffic volume will increase from 2002 to 2008.  This increase will in tu
increase vehicle CO emission, which increases overall background CO concentrations.  
The ratio of the future regional traffic volume (2008) to the existing regional traffic 
volume (2002) was used to increase the background CO concentration by a factor of 1.34. 
These emission and traffic volume adjustment factors are summarized in Table 22.4. 
 

Table 22.4:  Calculation of CO Background Concentrations 
 
 2008 

Factor 1-Hour 8-Hour 
Maximum 2002 Monitored Concentration (ppm) 2.1 1.4 
Background Traffic Volume Adjustment Factor 1.34 1.34 
Emission Adjustment Factor 0.91 0.91 
Worst Case Background Concentration (ppm) 2.56 1.71 
State Standard (ppm 30 9 ) 
Federal Standard (ppm) 35 9 
 
Modeling Results 
 
T onoxide mod  analysis was d on forecast ffic volumes
si under predicted 2008 P.M. pea fic conditions.  Locations of lik
o n activity next to the analyzed ere selected for air quality 
re ceptor locations were sited with 1,000-foot rad f the analyze
intersections and are depicted in Figure 22.3. 
 
The siting of carbon monoxide receptors was based on the likelihood of human outdoor 
ac ing in excess ne hour.  Thi onsistent with the MPCA’s method of 

impacts based on hours of exposure.  Locations chosen 
trances to offices and buildings, parks, and open space.  

Existing commercial buildings and retail stor ong Highway re located in c
p  road.  Therefore, receptors were placed on all four corners of the 
intersections as depicted in re 22.3.  The ceptors represent the locations of the 
greatest potential exposure to vehicle CO em ns.  A total of ty receptor locations 
were selected.   
 

is are presented in Tables 22.5 and 22.6.  Table 22.5 
lists the 2008 P.M. peak one-hour CO concen ons which we ived directly  
th  dispersion m l.  The 2008 ground conce ns were add
th ts to yield a  one-hour CO centration in  
T  for the high O concentra luded in the table.  Th
h r CO conce ion modeled was 11.4 ppm at Receptor 15 at the 

he carbon m eling  base ed tra  and 
gnal timing k traf ely 
utdoor huma intersections w
ceptors.  Re in a ius o d 

tivity occurr  of o
 

s is c
quantifying adverse air quality
include gas station parking lots, en

es al 10 a lose 
roximity to the

Figu se re
issio  twen

The results of the air quality analys
trati re der  from

e CAL3QHC ode back ntratio ed to 
e model resul  total  con ppm for each receptor. 
he wind angle est C tion is also inc e 
ighest one-hou ntrat



interse d 
national air quality standards of 30 ppm and 35 ppm respectively. 

Table 22.6 lists the 2008P.M. peak eight-hour CO concentrations.  These concentrations 
ere derived from the o  con lts liste ble 22.5

CAL3QHC dispersion model predicts one-hour CO concentrations only.  These one-hour 
a persistence factor.  EPA recommends an eight-hour 

persistence factor for urban s of 0.7.  The or takes into account the fluctuations of 
wind directions, temperatur nd traffic vol  that are likely to occur over eig
hours.  The highest eight-hour CO concentra alculated was ppm at Recep 5 
at tion of Highw 0 and Sunfis e Boulevard.  is below bot
state and national air qualit ndards of 9 p
 

2.5:  2008 P eak Carbon M xide Modelin sults – 1 Hou

ction of Highway 10 and Sunfish Lake Boulevard.  This is below the state an

 

w ne-hour CO centration resu d in Ta .  The 

concentrations are adjusted using 
 area  fact
es, a umes ht 

tion c  7.9 tor 1
 the intersec ay 1 h Lak   This h the 

y sta pm.  

Table 2 .M. P ono g Re r 

 1-Ho verage (ppmur A ) 

 Modeled Background Total 
Concentration Wind Angle 

Highway 10 & Armstrong Blvd. 
Receptor 1 6.8 2.6 9.4 100 
Receptor 2 6.1 2.6 8.7 120 
Receptor 3 7.6 2.6 10.2 10 
Receptor 4 6.6 2.6 9.2 350 
Receptor 5 2.6 2.6 5.2 260 
Receptor 6 2.6 2.6 5.2 210 
Receptor 7 2.1 2.6 4.7 230 
Receptor 8 3.9 2.6 6.5 160 

Highway 10 & Ramsey Blvd. 
Receptor 9 6.5 2.6 9.1 100 
Receptor 10 5.8 2.6 8.4 260 
Receptor 11 8.0 2.6 10.6 10 
Receptor 12 6.3 2.6 8.9 350 
Receptor 13 2.4 2.6 5.0 150 
Receptor 14 3.2 2.6 5.8 250 

Highway 10 & Sunfish Lake Blvd 
Receptor 15 8.8 2.6 11.4 100 
Receptor 16 7.6 2.6 10.2 110 
Receptor 17 7.2 2.6 9.8 10 
Receptor 18 6.1 2.6 8.7 350 
Receptor 19 3.3 2.6 5.8 120 
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Receptor 20 3.5 2.6 6.1 240 
State Standard 30.0 
Federal Standard 35.0 



Table 22.6:  2008 P.M. Peak Carbon Monoxide Modeling Results – 8 Hour 

 
 
Summary of Environmental Impact. The implementation of the proposed Ramsey 
Town Center project will increase the amount of vehicle-related carbon monoxide 
emissions.  This increase is due to the increase in traffic volume along the Highway 10 
corridor.  Peak CO emissions were modeled along Highway 10 for the year 2008 (one 
year after anticipated build-out) under a worst-case (p.m. traffic, no road improvement) 
scenario.  The CO concentrations modeled were less than the state air quality standards of 
30 ppm for one-hour and 9 ppm for eight-hours.  The modeled CO concentrations are 
summarized in Tables 22.5 and 22.6.   
 
Mitigation Element.  There are no specific air quality mitigation measures proposed for 
the Ramsey Town Center Development, because implementation of the project does not 

 8-Hour Average (ppm) 

 Modeled Background Total 
Concentration Wind Angle 

Highway 10 & Armstrong Blvd. 
Receptor 1 4.8 1.7 6.5 100 
Receptor 2 4.3 1.7 6.0 120 
Receptor 3 5.3 1.7 7.0 10 
Receptor 4 4.6 1.7 6.3 350 
Receptor 5 1.8 1.7 3.5 260 
Receptor 6 1.8 1.7 3.5 210 
Receptor 7 1.5 1.7 3.2 230 
Receptor 8 2.7 1.7 4.4 160 

Highway 10 & Ramsey Blvd. 
Receptor 9 4.6 1.7 6.3 100 
Receptor 10 4.1 1.7 5.8 260 
Receptor 11 5.6 1.7 7.3 10 
Receptor 12 4.4 1.7 6.1 350 
Receptor 13 1.7 1.7 3.4 150 
Receptor 14 2.2 1.7 3.9 250 

Highway 10 & Sunfish Lake Blvd 
Receptor 15 6.2 1.7 7.9 100 
Receptor 16 5.3 1.7 7.0 110 
Receptor 17 5.0 1.7 6.7 10 
Receptor 18 4.3 1.7 6.0 350 
Receptor 19 2.3 1.7 4.0 120 
Receptor 20 2.5 1.7 4.1 240 

State Standard 9.0 
Federal Standard 9.0 
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result in violation of State or National Air Quality Standards.  Carbon monoxide 
ghway 10 corridor assuming no road 

provements in the project vicinity.  The road improvements discussed in Section 21 
ould help to reduce carbon monoxide emissions, although they are not required as a 

sis. 

 

concentrations were modeled along the Hi
im
w
result of the air quality analy
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23. Stationary Source Air Emissions 
This item is not applicable to an AUAR.  
 
 
24. Dust, Odors, Noise 

 
EAW: will the project generate odors, noise or dust during construction and/or 
operation?              no        x  yes 

 
If yes, describe the source, characteristics, duration, and quantities or intensity, 

f 
in 

 
if 

 
e based on the traffic analysis of Item 21. 

onstruction-related Odors, Dus
 
Th jec ne t
construction lt of i inimize  
contr res su g.  ini fforts ntified
the g n sub Ci onstr fter co is 
comp cipated  wil al, as rfaces erma
over (i.e. pavement or lawn). 

and any proposed measures to mitigate adverse impacts.  Also, identify the 
locations of sensitive receptors and estimate the impacts on them. Discuss 
potential impacts on human health or quality of life. 
 
Dust, odors, and construction noise need not be addressed in an AUAR unless 
there is some unusual reason to do so. The RGU might want to discuss as part o
the mitigation plan, however, any dust control or construction noise ordinances 
effect. If the area will include or adjoin major noise sources, a noise analysis is
needed to determine if any noise levels in excess of standards would occur and 
so, to identify appropriate mitigation measures. With respect to traffic-generated
noise, the noise analysis should b

 
 
C t and Noise 

e proposed pro t will not ge rate any odors during construc ion.  Dust normal to 
 will occu

ol measu
r as a resu

ch as waterin
 th s
These dust m

 project and will be m
mization e

d
will be ide

through standard 
 in 

rading pla mitted to the ty prior to c uction.  A nstruction 
lete, anti  dust levels l be minim  all soil su  will have p nent 

c
 
Construction noise will be limited to daytime hours in accordance with the City of 
Ramsey ordinances.  Construction equipment will be fitted with mufflers, which will be 
maintained during the construction. 
 
Traffic-related Noise 
 
Background/Regulatory Framework 
After construction is complete, potential sources of noise from the proposed dev
will include transit noise and traffic noise.  The analysis and impacts related to transit 
noise adhere to the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment, April 1995 guidelines and are fully addressed in the Northstar Corridor 
Project Final Environmental Impact Statement, March 2002.   

elopment 
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Noise is de isturb 
e person hearing them.  Noise levels are measured in a logarithmic unit called a decibel 

(dB).  Hu h-frequency sounds than they are to 
lo und ht n
clo urp study, s  using this a
called dBA.  All references to decibels in the discussion of traffic noise impacts refer to 
this scale.  According to the MPCA publication “An Introduction to Sound B
sound  of 3 d utdoor settin  a barely perceptible  
oise, whereas a 5 dBA increase is clearly audible.  An increase of 10 dBA is perceived 
ice as loud as the original sound. 

ry 1 
itals, 

tic 
 climate control, and no accommodations that are intended for 

utdoor use.  NAC Category 3 includes industrial areas.  Table 24.1 details the MPCA 
noise level st

l Agency Noise Level Standards 
 

fined as any unwanted sound.  Sounds are described as noise if they d
th

mans are more receptive to middle- and hig
w-frequency so
sely.  For the p

s, so a weig
ose of this 

ed unit is used to reflect huma  perception more 
ounds are measured djusted scale, 

asics”, a 
 increase BA in an o g results in  increase in

n
tw
 
Under Minnesota Statute 116.07, Subdivisions 2 and 4, the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency has developed Noise Pollution Control Rules (Minnesota Rules Chapter 
7010.0001 – 7010.008).  The noise criteria used in a noise analysis depends on whether 
the land use is designated as Noise Area Category (NAC) 1, 2, or 3.  NAC Catego
land use includes parks, single-family and multi-family residences, libraries, hosp
and other areas where nighttime sensitivity to noise is high. NAC Category 2 standards 
are applied to commercial areas, hotels, and residences which have adequate acous
insulation, year-round
o

andards for each category. 
 

Table 24.1: Minnesota Pollution Contro

MPCA  No Level Standards ise 

Classification Land Use Daytime Noise Level [dBA] 
(7a.m. – 10 p.m.) 

Nighttime Noise Level [dBA] 
(10 p.m. – 7 a.m.) 

NAC-1 Residential L  of 65 L  of 60 L  of 55 L50 of 50 10 50 10
NAC-2 Commercial L10 of 70 L50 of 65 L10 of 70 L50 of 65 
NAC-3 Industrial L10 of 80 L50 of 75 L10 of 80 L50 of 75 

 
Traffic-generated noise can vary considerably over a relatively short period of time. 
There are two analytical approaches which may be used for reporting traffic-related noise 

vels, the first of which uses L and L .  For these values, the subscript value refers to 

e 

 

less than the L10 
r the same conditions.  This rule has been used to create an equivalent table of L  

le 10 50
the percent of time during a one hour period that the noise level exceeds the specified 
value.  For example, an L10 value of 65 dBA during the peak hour indicates that the nois
level exceeded 65 dBA 10% of the time, or for 6 minutes during that hour.  The second 
approach, used in this report, uses Leq.  This value represents the equivalent of a constant
sound level which, over a period of time, contains the same average amount of sound 
energy as the varying level of traffic noise.  According to the Federal Highway 
Administration noise abatement procedures detailed in the Code of Federal Regulations 
(23 CFR 722), Leq for typical traffic conditions is usually about 3 dBA 
fo eq
values based on the MPCA Noise Level Standards and is presented is Table 24.2.   
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Table 24.2: Equivalent Leq values for MPCA Noise Level Standards 
 

Equivalent MPCA  Noise Level Standards 

Classifica Daytime Noise Level [dBA] Nighttime Noise Level [dBA] 
. – 7 a.m.) tion Land Use (7a.m. – 10 p.m.) (10 p.m

NAC-1 Residential Leq of 62 Leq of 52 
NAC-2 Leq of 67  of 67 Commercial Leq
NAC-3 In Leq of 77 Leq of 77 dustrial 

 
 
Noise Level Monitoring 

ack  noise level m s performed during a noise study to measure existing 
s are often used as a baseline against which modeling scenarios 

ng 

B ground onitoring i
noise levels.  These level
can be compared.  They are also used to validate computer-generated results.  Monitori
at receptor “M3” was performed as part of the Northstar Corridor Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, March 2002.  Receptor “M3” is located on the 
northwest corner of the intersection of Highway 10 and Ramsey Boulevard (shown in 
Figure 24.1) and was used in this report as the background noise level monitoring 
location for the site. 
 

Table 24.3: Monitored Existing Noise Levels for Receptor M3 
 

Monitoring Site Leq
[dBA] Primary Noise Sources 

M3 62 Airplanes/Cars 
Source: Northstar Corridor Project Final Environmental Impact Statement, March 2002 
 
Noise Modeling Methodology 
A noise analysis was conducted to assess the extent to which the proposed project will 
affect future noise levels.  The analysis was performed using Traffic Noise Model v. 2.1 
(TNM).  The noise model uses traffic volumes, vehicle type mix, vehicle speed, receptor 
locations, and road alignment to calculate noise levels.  TNM is approved by the Federal 
Highway Administration for modeling traffic noise.  
 
For the purpose of this study, 58 noise receptors were chosen to represent each of the 58 
proposed blocks of land presented in Figure 24.2.  Each block was assigned a land use 
according to the Ramsey Town Center Preferred Design Schematic shown in Figure 6.1 
located in Item 6.  Residential and public space areas (shown in brown and green) were 
classified as NAC-1 noise receivers.  All other parcels fall under the NAC-2 commercial 
classification previously discussed.  An additional noise receptor was placed at the 
northwest corner of the intersection of Highway 10 and Ramsey Boulevard to compare 
modeled results with the existing noise level at monitoring site “M3”. 
 
Modeling for receptor “M3” was performed using the current traffic volumes for the 
AUAR project area.   Speed limits and vehicle mix were taken from the traffic analysis of 
Item 21.  The modeled results differ somewhat from the measured noise levels but are 

  23/24-3



within a reasonable margin of error, keeping in mind that an increase of 3 dBA is barely 
erceptible to the human ear.  The remainder of this section discusses the future traffic 

no
 

Table 24.4: Existing and Modeled Noise Levels for Receptor M3 
 

p
ise impacts based on computer-generated modeling results. 

  
Modeled l  Noise Leve

Receptor M3 
[dBA] 

Existing Noise Level 
Receptor M3 

[dBA] 
Day Leq = 65.9 
Night Leq = 6

Leq  
4.0 

 = 62.0

 
Noise Modeling tsResul  

 analys  conducte he existing 2002 and e year afte
evelopm enario, ye 8.  Traffic conditions for both morning an
 peak tr ours were zed.  The 008 analy ludes the
AR dev ent traffi ell as the increased background traffic on local and 
oadway r the six-y riod.  Existing speed limits were assumed, and the 
 data n ry for ana as taken he traffic a is of Secti   

ise modeling results for 2008 are prese  Tables 2 d 24.6.  B
nd nigh eq values are shown.  The analysis shows uring day
 both e  and futur ic scenari re are no r rs that ex
dards.  receptors s 36, 37, ) currentl ed the sta
 NAC-1 standard of 52 dBA.  These rec  will cont  exceed t  
 NAC-1 standard in 2008, along with o itional rec  Block 28  
ks are a ted along uth side of try Avenu

The noise is was d for t  year for on r the 
AUAR d ent sc ar 200 d 
afternoon affic h  analy  year 2 sis inc  impact 
of the AU elopm c as w
regional r s ove ear pe
remaining ecessa lysis w from t nalys on 21. 
 
Traffic no nted in 4.5 an oth 
daytime a ttime L  that d time 
hours, for xisting e traff os, the ecepto ceed 
state stan Three (Block and 38 y exce te 
nighttime eptors inue to he state
nighttime
four bloc

ne add
 Indus

eptor,
e.   

.  These
ll loca the so
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Table 24.5: Daytime and Nighttime Peak Hour Noise Assessment Results (Modeled) 
For NAC-1 Noise Receivers 

 

Receptor 
Modeled 2002 
Daytime  Leq

[dBA] 

Modeled 2008
Daytime  Leq

[dBA] 

Modeled 2002
Nighttime  Leq

[dBA] 

Modeled 2008 
Nighttime  Leq

[dBA] 

Potential 
Noise t Impac

 Block 27 4 49 N47.9 51.1 6.7 .8 one 
 Block 28 51.4 55 Im52.0 57.1 .7 pact 
 Block 31 4 50 N47.5 51.5 6.5 .3 one 
 Block 32 4 49 N47.0 51.0 5.8 .8 one 
 Block 33 4 52 N49.4 53.4 8.3 .3 one 
 Block 36 55.2 59.7 Im55.8 61.1 pact 
 Block 37 55.4 59.9 Im56.0 61.4 pact 
 Block 38 55.7 60.3 Im56.2 61.7 pact 
 Block 39 4 50 N48.4 52.3 7.5 .9 one 
 Block 40 4 48 N46.5 50.1 5.5 .7 one 
 Block 41 4 50 N48.2 52.0 7.3 .5 one 
 Block 43 4 48 N47.6 49.3 6.4 .2 one 
 Block 44 4 47 N46.3 48.9 5.0 .7 one 
 Block 45 4 46 N45.5 48.0 4.2 .9 one 
 Block 46 4 47 N46.7 48.4 5.3 .3 one 
 Block 48 4 50 N48.9 52.1 7.8 .5 one 
 Block 49 4 51 N50.6 52.8 9.2 .5 one 
 Block 50 4 51 N50.9 53.1 9.4 .7 one 
 Block 51 4 51 N50.5 52.6 9.2 .5 one 
 Block 53 4 54 N50.9 56.1 9.4 .2 one 
 Block 54 4 48 N46.6 49.9 5.2 .7 one 
 Block 55 4 49 N46.9 50.6 5.8 .4 one 
 Block 56 4 51 N47.9 52.5 6.7 .5 one 
 Block 57 4 50 N47.2 51.9 5.9 .8 one 
State 
Standard 52.0 52.0 62.0 62.0  

     Bold noise levels tate noise sta exceed S ndards. 
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Table 24.6: Daytime and Nighttime Peak Hour Noise Assessment Results (Modeled) 
For NAC-2 Noise Receivers 

 

Receptor 
Modeled 2002 
Daytime  Leq

[dBA] 

Modeled 2008
Daytime  Leq

[dBA] 

Modeled 2002 
Nighttime  Leq

[dBA] 

Modeled 2008 
Nighttime  Leq

[dBA] 

Potential 
Noise Impact

 Blo  ck 4 53.9 55.7 52.3 54.5 None
 Block 5 53.3 49.0 52.2 None 50.5 
 Block 6 53.1 56.6 51.6 55.7 None 
 Block 7 52.0 57.8 50.9 57.0 None 
 Block 8 46.9 51.4 45.5 50.2 None 
 Blo  ck 9 47.2 50.7 45.7 49.3 None
 Block 10 48.7 53.0 47.2 51.3 None 
 Block 11 49.2 51.7 47.6 50.4 None 
 Blo 51.7 48.0 50.5 None ck 12 49.6 
 Block 13 51.0 55.9 49.5 54.0 None 
 Block 14 49.1 51.6 47.6 50.2 None 
 Block 15 48.1 50.8 46.9 49.7 None 
 Blo e ck 16 51.0 54.7 49.5 53.1 Non
 Block 17 51.9 53.5 50.4 52.4 None 
 Blo None ck 18 50.6 56.5 49.1 54.5 
 Blo one ck 19 50.9 53.0 49.4 51.7 N
 Block 20 50.4 54.8 49.0 53.1 None 
 Blo one ck 21 52.9 57.7 51.7 56.1 N
 Block 22 57.0 60.7 55.8 58.6 None 
 Block 23 57.3 60.0 56.2 57.5 None 
 Blo one ck 29 48.2 52.3 47.2 51.0 N
 Block 30 47.6 51.8 46.5 50.5 None 
 Block 34 53.4 59.5 52.4 58.8 None 
 Block 35 57.1 62.9 56.4 61.8 None 
 Blo one ck 42 52.3 55.5 51.3 53.3 N
 Block 47 59.0 61.6 57.8 59.0 None 
 Block 52 48.5 50.6 47.1 49.5 None 
 Block 58 59.4 65.7 58.4 65.0 None 
State 
Standard 70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0  

Bold noise levels exceed State noise standards.
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Vibration 
Introduction to Vibration 
Ground-borne vibration is the transmission of energy through the earth.  The low level 
oise often generated by vibration, c me t of room surfaces and 

orne 
 be destructive  buildings a e 

annoyance at lower levels.  The e tion prese
A (Transit Nois and Vibrati

 fluctuating mo s with an a There 
are several different methods that are used to quantify vib n the case of 

tion, the root mean square (rms) amplitude is used to describe the 
tude.  The root me quare of a the 

squared amplitude of the signal calculated, typically, over  period.  The 
s is normally describ  inches pe ecibel 
mon notation that ac  compress d 

 
In contrast to airborne noise, ground-borne vibration is no

he backgrou ibration v al areas 
 perception 

or humans, which is around 65 VdB.  In the U.S., the RMS vibration velocity level in 
 relative to 10-6 inches/second.  Most perceptible indoor 

to 
00 

dB.  Background vibration is usually well below the threshold of human perception and 
is of concern only when the vibration affects very sensitive manufacturing or research 
equipment.  Electron microscopes and high resolution lithography equipment are typical 
of equipment that is highly sensitive to vibration.  Location of these businesses within the 
RTC site, should they occur, will be encouraged well away from the railroad tracks. 

n aused by the move n
contents, is termed “ground-b noise.”  Vibration, although not typically an issue of 
environmental concern, could
and/or an 

to nd furnishing when excessiv
nted here is taken from valua

guidelines develop by the FT
Miller & Associates, 1995). 

e on Assessment, Harris Miller 

 
Vibration consists of rapidly tion verage motion of zero.  

ration amplitude.  I
human response to vibra
smoothed vibration ampli an s  signal is the average of 

 a one (1) second
r second.  In addition, drms in the United State ed in

notation is another com
to describe vibration.   

ts to  the range of numbers require

t a phenomenon that most 
residentipeople experience every day.  T

is usua
nd v elocity level in 

hold oflly 50 VdB (vibration decibels) or lower, well below the thres
f
VdB is typically measured
vibration is caused by sources within buildings such as operation of mechanical 
equipment, movement of people or slamming of doors.  Typical outdoor sources of 
perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction equipment, steel wheeled trains, and 
traffic on rough roads.  If the roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is rarely 
perceptible. 
 
Table 24.7 illustrates common vibration sources and the human and structural response 
ground-borne vibration.  The range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB to 1
V
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Table 24.7: Typical Levels of Ground-borne Vibration 

 
 
Typical Vibration Source 

Velocity Level(1) 

(50-ft from Source) 
 
Human/Structural Response 

Blasting from Construction 
Projects 

d, e
e to f ldin

 
100 

Threshol
damag

 minor cosm
ragile bui

tic 
gs 

Bulldozers and other heavy 
tracked construction equipment 95 

Difficulty with items such as 
reading a video screen 

 

Commuter rail, upper range 85 “ 
Rapid transit, upper range 80 Residential annoyance, 

ent einfrequ vents 
Commuter rail, typical 75 “ 
Bus or truck over bump ntial e, 72 Reside annoyanc

frequent events 
Rapid 70 “ transit, typical 
Bus or truck, typical 63 Limit for vibration sensitive 

equipment.  Approximate 
threshold for human 
perception of vibration. 

Ty ble  pical background vibration 52 Impercepti
(1) RMS vibration velocity level in VdB relative to 10-6 inches/second. 

 
Vibration Impact Criteria 
The criteria for environmental impact from ground-borne vibration and noise are based 
on maximum levels for a single event.  The criteria presented in Table 24.8 account for 
variation in project types as well as the frequency of events, which differ widely among 
projects.  The criteria are primarily based on experience with passenger train operations 
with only limited experience from freight train operations.  The difference is that 
passenger train operations, whether rapid transit, commuter rail, or intra-city, create 
vibration events that last less than 10 seconds.  A typical line haul freight train is about 
5,000 feet long and would take two minutes to pass at a speed of about 30 mph. 
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Tabl 4  Vibration Impact Criteria 
 

e 2 .8: Ground-borne Noise and

Ground-borne Vibration 
Impact Levels  

(VdB re 10-6 in/s) 

Ground-borne Noise 
Impact Levels 
(dB re 20 µ/Pa) 

Land Use Category 

Frequent 
Events(1)

Infrequent 
Events(2)

Frequent 
Events(1)

Infrequent 
Events(2)

Category 1: Buildings e
ambient vibration is essential for 
interior

 
65 VdB(3)

 
65 VdB(3) -(4) 

 
 

-(4) 

wh re low    
 

 operations. 
Category 2: Reside
where people normally e

    
A 

nces and buildings 
 sl ep. 72 VdB 80 VdB 35 dBA 43 dB

Category 3: Institutional la
primary daytime use. 

  
A 

nd uses with   
75 VdB 83 VdB 40 dBA 48 dB

(1) “Frequent Events s 
fall into this categ

(2) “Infrequent E en  fewer than 70 vibration events per day.  This category includes 
most com

(3) This crit on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment 
such as optic
evaluation to fi
ofte quires spe rs. 

(4) Vibration-sen e to ground-borne noise. 
 
For the RTC proje  t  
rail corridor along   and traffic noise from Highway 10, 

ounty Road 116 and other roads in and around the development. The vibration sensitive 

 the 

 

ject to 
.  These include, but are not limited to: 

 

” is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day.  Most rapid transit project
ory. 

ts” is defined asv
temu r rail systems. 

erion limit is based 
al microscopes.  Vibration sensitivity manufacturing or research will require detailed 
de ne the acceptable vibration levels.  Enduring lower vibration levels in a building 

cial design of the HVAC systems and stiffened floon re
sitive equipment is not sensitiv

ct, he potential sources of ground-borne vibration and noise will be the
 the southern property boundary

C
land uses for the RTC project can be classified in all three of the above land use 
categories.  Potential Category 1 uses include the proposed hospital/medical center at
site.  The FTA Manual cites critical screening distances for Category 1 of 600 feet, 
Category 2 of 200 feet and Category 3 of 120 feet.  As a result, the designers of the
project will need to consider these distances in the location of project buildings.  In 
addition, there are several mitigation measures that can be incorporated into the pro
reduce impacts from vibration

Construction Vibration Mitigation 
1) Design Considerations and Project Layout: 

• Route heavily loaded trucks away from residential streets, if 
possible.  Select streets with fewest homes, if no alternatives are 

so as not to occur in the same time period.  Unlike noise, the total 
vibration level produced could be significantly less when each 
vibration source operates separately. 

available. 
• Operate earthmoving equipment as far away from existing 

occupancies as possible. 
 

2) Sequence of Operations: 
• Phase demolition, earthmoving and ground-impacting operations 
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• Avoid nighttime activities. 
 
3) Alternative Construction Methods: 

• Avoid impact pile driving where possible in sensitive areas.  
Drilled piles or the use of sonic vibratory drivers can reduce 
vibration levels. 

• Select demolition methods not involving impact. 
• Avoid vibratory rollers and packers near sensitive areas. 

 
Long-term Vibration Mitigation 

1) Building Modifications: 
• Implement setback requirements similar to the screening distances 

above for different classes of buildings. 
• If there is no way to avoid vibration impacts to a certain building, 

construction methods such as the use of special foundations is 
possible. 

 
2) Trenches: 

• The use of trenches to reduce vibration impacts is analogous to the 
use of sound barriers for noise abatement. 

 
3) Operational Changes: 

• Use train equipment that generates the least amount of vibrations. 
• Reduce nighttime traffic.” 

 
Summary of Environmental Impacts.  There are no areas within the proposed Ramsey 
Town Center development that are projected to exceed the state daytime standards.  
However, there are four blocks along Industry Avenue (Blocks 28, 36, 37, and 38) that 
either already or will exceed the state nighttime NAC-1 standard of 52 dBA.  The 
exceedances are less than 10 dBA.  While these predicted noise levels are above the state 
nighttime standard, they are not uncommon in developed residential areas that are 
adjacent to busy roadways.   
 
The impacts of vibration from the railroad and roadway traffic can be minimized through 
a mix of commonly used mitigation measures used during construction and post-
construction periods, and careful site/land use design. 
 
Mitigation Element.  Noise wall mitigation would not be practical along Industry 
Avenue.  Driveways and street intersections would create gaps in the wall, defeating its 
purpose.  It is suggested that the proposed residential units in Blocks 28, 36, 37, and 38 
be designed to minimize noise impacts. The noise around the homes and surrounding 
areas can be reduced by providing climate-controlled units, increasing wall insulation, 
and providing common areas on the side of the buildings furthest from Industry Avenue.   
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Construction and long-term vibration mitigation techniques will be used to minimize the 
pact of rail and highway traffic generated vibration.  Vibration-sensitive lands uses 

will be
im

 located a suitable distance from any vibration generation area.
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25. Sensitive Resources  
 

Are any of the following resources on or in proximity to the site? 
 
25a.  Archeological, historic, and architectural resources.    Yes _X_  No  
For an AUAR, contact with the State Historic Preservation Office is requ
determine whether

ired to 
 there are areas of potential impacts to these resources. If any 

exist, an appropriate site survey of high probability areas is needed to address the 
s issue in more detail. The mitigation plan must include mitigation for any impact

identified 
 
25b. Prime or unique farmlands.    Yes _X_  No 
The extent of conversion of existing farmlands anticipated in the AUAR should be 
described. If any farmland will be preserved by special protection programs, this 
should be discussed. 
 
25c. Designated Parks, recreation areas or trails.  X  Yes __  No 
If development of the AUAR will interfere or change the use of any existing such 
resource, this should be described in the AUAR. The RGU may also want to 
discuss under this item any proposed parks, recreation areas or trails to be 

e development of the AUAR area. 
 

enic stas.    

developed in conjunction with th

25d. Sc  Views and Vi Yes _X_ 
impacts of such resources present in AR should be 

would include both direct physical impacts and impacts on visual quality or 

 
25a. A st wa a State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to 
provide a list of potential historical or archaeological resources in the project area.  In a 
letter dated Decem ndix E), S ated that their r ch of the 
National and State Registers of Historic places as well as other sources d that there 

 No 
 the AU Any addressed. This 

integrity. 

 reque s made to the Minnesot

ber 19, 2002 (Appe HPO st esear
 showe

were no known or suspected historic or archeological resources in the affected area.  

5b. “Prime Farmland” is considered rural land with the best combination of physical 

 and 

  
 
In general, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) indicates that prime 
farmland soils must: have an adequate and dependable water supply from precipitation or 
irrigation; have a favorable temperature and growing season; have acceptable levels of 
acidity or alkalinity, content of salt or sodium, and few or no rocks; be permeable to 
water and air; are not excessively erodible; not be saturated with water for long periods of 
time; and, not flood frequently or are protected from flooding.   
 

 
2
and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, 
and is available for these uses. Prime farmland has the soil quality, growing season,
moisture supply needed to economically produce consistently high yields of crops when 
treated and managed with modern farming methods.
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Agricultural land that is not considered Prime Farmland may be considered “State-wide 
portant Farmland”. This is land, in addition to prime farmlands, which is of statewide 
portance for the production of food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. Generally, 
ils of statewide importance include those that are nearly prime and produce high yields 

f crops in an economic manner when treated and managed according to acceptable 
rming methods.  Some may produce as high a yield as prime farmland soils if 

onditions are favorable. 

able 25.1 lists the soil map units present on the proposed project site (also see Figure 
2.2).  Land within the project site was historically agricultural in nature.  Commonly 
rown agricultural crops include corn and soybeans in the Hubbard coarse sand, Duelm 
amy sand, Dickman sandy loam and portions of the Isan sandy loam. No agricultural 

ctivity occurred in soils designated as Marsh.   

s seen in the table, no soils on the property are designated as prime farmland; however, 
e Dickman sandy loam is considered a State-wide important farmland.  The soil unit 

owever, only consists of 0.5% of the total area of the site located in the far southwest 
orner (Figure 25.1).  Project related impacts to prime farmland and State-wide important 
rmland are therefore considered to be minimal.  

able 25.1  RTC Site Soil Units 

Series 
No.  

Series Name Prime Farmland 
Status 

Percent Coverage 
in Project Area 

Im
im
so
o
fa
c
 
T
1
g
lo
a
 
A
th
h
c
fa
 
T
 

HuA/B/C None 77% Hubbard coarse sand  
Dp Duelm loamy coarse sand None 18% 

 loam None* 0.5% 

Is Isanti sandy loam None 4% 
Mc Marsh None 0.5% 

DnA Dickman sandy

           * - Identified as a State-wide Important Farmland, but not Prime Farmland. 

he other area of farmland designation that exists is “Green Acres”, which is more of a 
x-based program to keep productive farmland in business than an environmental 
rogram.  The acreage is shown here for information purposes.  Figure 25.2 shows all of 
e Green Acres program acreage on the RTC site.  

 
 
T
ta
p
th
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Figure 25.1.  Designation of State-wide Important Farmland 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

       Delineation of Statewide Important Farmland 
       Project Boundary 
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Dickman sandy loam 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Figure 25.2  Green Acres land within the RTC site. 

  
 
 
 
25c. The Ramsey Town Center site is fortunate to fall within an area surrounded by parks 
and trails.  A unique opportunity exists within the site to incorporate new parks and open
space, and to tie together several trail links.  Figures 25.3 and 25.4 show the Anoka 
County and City of Ramsey parks and trail plans, respectively.  The City of Ramsey plan 
reflected in the figure is the most recent version.  Because of rapid growth wi

 

thin the 
ity, the park and trails system has been changing often, such that revisions are 

 

st design contains approximately 
0 acres of “green/open space” in a series of neighborhood parks, drainage corridors, 

ly in 

 

C
constantly under way.  The information in Figure 25.4 should be considered current
through the Spring of 2003. 
 
Reference to the preferred design in Figure 6.1 shows several parks and open space areas 
that will be included in the RTC development.  The late
4
preserved and restored wetlands, and general open space.  Much of this area, especial
the drainageways, can serve a dual purpose of open space and temporary detention of 
water. 
 
Among the many issues identified during the stakeholder issues interview was the key 
role that the RTC site could play in linking open space areas (parks, trails, green space)
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  25-5

throughout this portion of Anoka County.  Staff from both Anoka County and City of 
Ramsey Parks Departments stressed the importance of incorporating green space into the 
site plan and providing for trail connections to the Mississippi Regional Park (MRP) 
Trail, which is part of the MNRRA regional River trail, and to trails north and northwest 
of the RTC site. 
 
Figure 25.5 is a concept depiction of a greenway/trail connection that extends from the 
City trail at Lake Itasca to the Mississippi River.  This corridor is also discussed in Item 
17 (Figure 17.1) as a surface water flow route for water from the Lake and from the area 
to the northwest of RTC as it develops. 
 
Within the RTC site, as reflected in Figure 6.1, are numerous opportunities to expand 
open space and trails.  The prominent trail feature will be along the central drainage 
corridor portrayed as green space in the figure.  Trails will be present on both sides of the 
corridor, providing the desired opportunity for linkage with MRP and Lake Itasca.  The 
trail crossings of the BNSF railroad tracks and Highway 10 to the south, and Armstrong 
Boulevard to the northwest need to be carefully considered during the design phase.  
Options for crossing the railroad tracks and Highway 10 include numerous locations at-
grade, above via elevated crossing or walkway (needed for transit station if Northstar 
becomes a reality), or sub-grade.  The exact nature of this crossing will not be known 
until many of the design features of the site are coordinated with the agencies involved, 
including Mn/DOT and BNSF.  Anoka Parks prefers a connection south of the site 
(similar to the Calthorpe location shown in Figure 6.2) rather than along Ramsey 
Boulevard, but the nature of the crossing could dictate the location, which will be 

ined during detailed site design.  RTC LLC is committed, however, to making the 
TC when completed. 

ith proximity to the MRP comes the need for attention to minimize any adverse impact 
 a new urban center.   The development should enhance the park by 

roject site as a connection to existing and new open space, and as a source of 
upporting the recreational system.  Land use along the trail 

d be compatible with the trail.  High intensity commercial 
trail leading from the site into the Regional Park. 

having the architectural style of the MRP 
d RTC be compatible.  Since the Park development will not proceed for 

e exact style to consider is unknown.  RTC LLC will consider the need for visual 
tion during the building design phase, and will make its design decisions known 

ent. 

establishing the Mississippi National 
ecreation Area (MNRRA) as a unit of the National Park System to preserve, 

onally significant historical, recreational, scenic, cultural, 
ic, and scientific resources of the Mississippi River Corridor in the Twin 

etro area.  Item 14 previously addressed the reflection of MNRRA, Critical Area, 
nd Wild and Scenic Rivers language into the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  In 1995, a 

determ
trail connection to MRP an integral part of the R
 
W
that could result from
using the p
new users interested in s
connection within the site shoul
use would deter use of the 
 
Anoka Parks has expressed an interest in 
buildings an
years, th
coordina
to Anoka Parks for its use in future park developm
 
In 1988, Congress passed Public Law 100-696 
River and R
protect, and enhance the nati
natural, econom
Cities m
a
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 Figure 25.4.  City of Ramsey  (  
 

  

  

 
under revision).Parks and Trails



Compr y 
of the I
Minnes rce 
manage ent programs and to ensure orderly public and private development in the area.   

e 

 

ummary of Environmental Impact.

ehensive Management Plan (CMP) for the MNRRA was approved by the Secretar
nterior.  The CMP provides a management framework to assist the State of 
ota and units of local government in the implementation of integrated resou
m

The CMP incorporates the state Critical Area program and other state land use 
management programs by reference as the foundation for compliance with the CMP, and 
encourages voluntary state and local compliance with additional policies to protect and 
enhance the river corridor.  The Mississippi River Critical Area Corridor and MNRRA ar
geographically identical.  In 1991, the Minnesota Legislature designated the federal 
MNRRA as a state Critical Area by the enactment of Minn. Stat. 116G.15.  
 

25d. A complete analysis of visual impacts is contained in Item 26 that follows. 
 
S   None are expected with regards to archeological, 
historic
 
The RT ral land to urban uses.  
This change reflects growth by the City of Ramsey in a manner contained within its 2001 
Compr
  
The addition of new open space, trail connections and park land in an area previously not 
publicl
be care
 
Mitigation element.

al or cultural resources. 

C site will be converted from over 350 acres of largely agricultu

ehensive Plan, as amended in 2002.   

y accessible will be a benefit to the community.  The addition of these features will 
fully coordinated with the proper agencies to assure compatibility. 

  Unidentified Resources. Various circumstances may lead to the discovery 
of unid y 
such ne  the City, an evaluation of the 
significance will be conducted and appropriate management measures will be devised in 

e nature of the 
ultural resource and the activity's apparent effects on it, the developer and City will make 

(a) Contact the supervisor in charge immediately. If human remains are discovered, 

t portion of the site to be secured against further 
disturbance until a professional assessment of the potential finding can be made. 
 

entified historic or archeological resources within the project boundaries.  When an
w discovery is brought to the attention of the developer or

consultation with SHPO. 
 
Discovery does not mean that all work must stop.  However, depending on th
c
reasonable efforts to avoid or minimize harm to the resource until it has been processed.  
Following are the procedures that will be followed when a discovery of what appears to be a 
cultural resource (historic or archaeological artifacts) has been made: 

 

also refer to the below section, Unmarked Human Burial Sites. 
 
(b) The supervisor will contact SHPO immediately (651-296-6126).  The supervisor 
will arrange for the site or the relevan
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(c) The contractor, lessee or employees will consult with SHPO to safeguard the 
resource and note its location, depth, etc. for future report, and to determine what type 
of
 

Unmarke ed under Minnesota 
Statute, Section 307.08.  Human remains deserve respect and should be treated appropriately. 
The disco
discoveri
pioneer and settler burial sites are not available.  Therefore, discovery of such unidentified sites 
is typ  
to an

Imme ow will to 
be followed:  
 

ake 
hat was found, its location and depth, etc. 

 
 

artment 

(d) As soon as possible but within 48 hours, the supervisor shall contact the State 

Disp
Nativ
Archaeologist, the Native American Council or other appropriate authority. 
 
Beca
addre
the fa
repla
 
Altho
be ma
Servi erse 
impa

 investigation (if any) or mitigation is appropriate for the circumstances. 

d Human Burial Sites. The discovery of human remains is cover

very of human remains involves legal as well as archaeological issues. The odds of 
ng human remains are low; however, complete records of all Native American, 

ically accidental and will occur at sites where the soil has not been previously excavated
 appropriate depth. 

 
diately upon the discovery of buried human remains, the procedures listed bel

(a) Stop the excavation, and using appropriate safety precautions, and with a minimum 
of further disturbance to the remains, verify that it appears to be human remains.  M
note of w

(b) Contact the supervisor in charge immediately.  The supervisor will contact the
Ramsey Police Department immediately if it is suspected that the remains are recent. 
 
(c) If unable to contact a supervisor, or if instructed, call the Ramsey Police Dep
and report the discovery.  If necessary, the developer will cooperate with law 
enforcement authorities in securing the site. 
 

Archaeologist and consult with them on how to proceed. 
 

osition - Ownership/disposition of historic and prehistoric archaeological items, including 
e American human remains or grave goods, will be determined by the State 

use there is no prime farmland on the site, there are no mitigation measures needed to 
ss the change in land use.  The very small amount of State-wide Important Farmland in 
r southeast corner of the site will be lost from productive agricultural land, but will be 

ced by green space uses that preserve the open character of the land. 

ugh the RTC site is not within the geographic area covered by MNRRA, every effort will 
de by RTC LLC to work with Anoka County Parks, Ramsey Parks and the National Park 

ce to comply with the policies of these agencies and to minimize or avoid any adv
cts from development of the RTC site.  
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26. Adverse Visual Impacts  

n? Such 
 

 towers or exhaust stacks?  _X_Yes   __No 
  

ted 
dev n. 

 
The cur
residen he immediate 
sou  a
be impa
 
Vie  
site.  A
anticipa onstruction site as less than visually 
app li
 
Views 
because tween the River and the site.  The site elevation is 
between about 860’ and 865’, with a knoll on the north end of the site reaching about 
880’.  The Mississippi River through this reach is about 830’ and located below a 
forested bluff.  Direct viewing of the Ramsey Town Center will not be possible from the 
River.  However, lights emanating from the site would likely be seen once the site is 
developed. 
 
Summary of Environmental Impact.

 
Will the project create adverse visual impacts during construction or operatio
as glare from intense lights, lights visible in wilderness areas and large visible
plumes from cooling

If yes, explain.  If any non-routine visual impacts would occur from the anticipa
elopment, this should be discussed here along with appropriate mitigatio

rent visual aesthetic on the site is one of an actively farmed area surrounded by 
ces to the north, a busy state highway and commercial strip to t

th, nd commercial strips to the east and west.  Although views from the site will not 
cted, those used to viewing farmland on the site will have a change.   

ws during construction will change from the agricultural view currently seen at the 
lthough “adverse” is not a quantitative measure relative to visual impressions, it is 
ted that most would consider an active c

ea ng. 

from the Mississippi River northward are not likely to be directly impacted 
 of the elevation difference be

  Conversion of agricultural land to urbanized land 
will have a net change in views that many do not view positively.  Changing this view of 
“open land” to one of a fully developed urban area, however, is part of the City’s plan for 
its growth.  The impacts of the conversion, however, can be mitigated, as outlined in the 
next section. 
 
Mitigation element.  Light emissions from commercial and residential areas cannot be 
avoided because of safety issues and the need for residences and businesses to see clearly 
at night.  City Ordinance 9.11.07 describes any lighting used to illuminate an off-street 
parking area, sign, or other structure, must be arranged so that the light is deflected away 
from residential districts and public streets.  Bulbs emitting in excess of 3,000 lumens 
(150 watts) must be arranged so that the light is not visible outside of the property where 
the light is located.  There are several methodologies of acceptable screening methods for 
these nuisances that can also be used for transitioning from high- to low-density 
residential or from residential to commercial areas.  Screening methods typically include 
a vegetative barrier no less than five feet high or other natural materials.  Applying 
shields to street and parking lot lamps directs the light to the ground surface where it’s 
wanted, not into the adjacent neighborhood.  All of these practices should minimize the 
impact of the light at the River, but will not eliminate it. 
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The visual impacts of construction on a scale that will occur at RTC over several years 
wil
foll
mit
 

on and off-site sedimentation. 
 Access streets and roads covered with dirt and gravel/rocks - The erosion and 

l contain a 

rol 

ry attempt will be 
made to minimize exposure. 

l be difficult to mitigate, but several measures to minimize the impact will be 
owed.  The most offensive visual characteristics of construction, and possible 
igating actions are: 

• Soil erosion leading to sediment movement off-site - Item 16 spelled-out a 
mitigation element to control on-site erosi

•
sediment control program will include egress gravel wash pads and wil
daily sweeping plan for roads affected by construction traffic. 

• Swirling dust caused by earth-moving activity on dry soil - A water truck will be 
available on site to spray areas experiencing dust movement.  This will be 
especially critical on the sandy soils prevalent on site. 

• Construction equipment and temporary trailers - Every effort will be made to 
screen immobile equipment and to park mobile equipment in a visually sheltered 
location at the end of the working day. 

• Exposed soil - One of the essential elements in the erosion and sediment cont
plan will be rapid stabilization, covering and re-vegetation of exposed soils.  
Although some exposed soil will be impossible to avoid, eve

  26-2



27. Co
 

Is the project subject to an adopted local comprehensive plan, land use plan or 
reg
local, regional, state or federal agency? _X_Yes   __No.  
 
If y tibility with the project and explain how 
any conflicts will be resolved. If no, explain. 
 
The at its 
comprehensive plan complies with the requirements set out in (Minnesota Rules) 
441 AR area 
dev
par
bri l 
under other Items.  Necessary amendments to comprehensive plan elements to allow 
for any of the development scenarios should be noted.  If there are any management 
pla e to the AUAR area, the 
document must discuss the compatibility of the plan with the various development 
sce

 
 
City of .  The basis of implementing a large-scale 
development as covered by an AUAR is the compatibility of that development with the 
local u munity.  In the Metropolitan 
Area, this outlook is described in a local comprehensive plan (LCP) prepared in 

ponents, a public facilities section that addresses transportation, sanitary 
ewer, parks and open space, and water supply, and finally, an implementation program 

 above are 
 that 

mpatibility with Plans  

ulation, or other applicable land use, water, or resource management plan of a 

es, describe the plan, discuss its compa

 AUAR must include a statement of certification from the RGU th

0.3610, subpart 1.  The AUAR document should address the proposed AU
elopment in the context of the comprehensive plan.  If this has not been done as 
t of the responses to Items 6, 9, 18 21, and others, it must be addressed here; a 
ef synopsis should be presented here if the material has been presented in detai

ns of other local, state, or federal agencies applicabl

narios studies, with emphasis on any incompatible elements. 

Ramsey Local Comprehensive Plan

nit of government’s plan for the future of its com

accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Section 473.  Among the requirements of this statute 
is the inclusion of a land use plan with staged development, housing and surface water 
management com
s
that describes the financial and institutional methods to be used to implement the LCP. 
 
Minnesota Rules 4410.3610 references the need for a local unit of government within 
which an AUAR is being prepared to certify that the three elements referenced
contained in its LCP.  The City of Ramsey has an adopted 2001 Comprehensive Plan
was most recently amended on February 26, 2002.  The following list identifies the 
specific LCP chapter references meeting the content requirements for AUAR/LCP 
conformity: 

 
- Chapter V - Land Use (existing land use, future land use, historic preservation
solar access protection) 
 
- Chapter VI

, 

 - Transportation Element (framework and goals, existing r
analysis of roadway system needs, roadway system plan, transit, aviation, railro
lines, bicycle and pedestrian trail system) 

oadways, 
ad 
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- Chapter VII - Housing Plan (existing conditions, senior housing, affordabili
the pl

ty, 
an for housing) 

 
- Chapter VIII - Sewer Element (existing system, future sanitary sewer services
 
- Chapter X

) 

 - Park, Recreation and Open Space (existing park and creation 
facilities, the parks and creation plan) 
 
- Chapter XV - Public Facilities (city administration, fire and rescue, police, 
public works, public schools, public facilities and services plan) 
 
- Chapter XVI - Implementation Strategy (zoning ordinance, subdivision 
ordinance, septic system management program, capital improvement program
corridor studies, housing program, redevelopment planning, area master planning
part and trail comprehensive planning, GIS development, public services and 
facilities, centr

, 
, 

al rural reserve area) 
 
- Appendix C - Surface Water Management Policy 
 
- Appendix E - Individual Sewage Treatment System (ISTS - septic tank) 
Program 
 
- Appendix F - Water Supply Plan 
 
- Appendix G - Capital Improvement Program 
 

Based on the content contained with the February 26, 2002 Ramsey Comprehensive Plan
Update, the City of Ramsey certifies that the requirements of Minnesota Rules 4410.
have been met. 
 
Preferred site design conformity with Ramsey LCP.   The pr

 
3610 

eferred site design illustrated 
 Figure 6.1 is consistent with the City of Ramsey LCP, as referenced above and 

th 

ent staging.  
igure 5.4 illustrates that the Ramsey Town Center site is noted as predominantly “Mixed 

Use”, w
and “Lo
railroad sents a 
ombination of residential, commercial, light industrial, open space and a transit hub.  

“Places
industr  
promin
comme
Mn/DO

in
illustrated in Figure 5.4.  The key element in establishing conformity is consistency wi
the future land use expectations of the City.  The consistency set the stage for 
infrastructure support and financing needed to assure smooth developm
F

ith additional increments of “Places to Work”, “Medium Density Residential” 
w Density Residential”.  The corridor between Highway 10 and the BNSF 
 tracks is designated as “Places to Shop”.  The “Mixed Use” category repre

c
 to Work” is defined by the City as areas primarily reserved for office and 
ial type development.  The plan’s description of mixed use and the other less
ent uses fits perfectly with the preferred design.  The existing highway 
rcial strip on the north side of Highway 10 (Figure 6.1) is subject to change as 
T’s plans for the highway take shape, but until that happens, there is no 
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anticipa tion of 
stormw
 
Consist
City’s i
AUAR ices 
will be
and 28. ent by the City 
to meet the timing schedule. 
 
Althou e 
specific
Princip
contain
emphas environmental friendliness, and building a 
ense of community. 

 
Chapte
Identity d to build a 
sense of community.  The Ramsey Town Center project will provide an opportunity to 
develo
establis m 
about 1
 
Consistency relative to sense of community cannot be shown with maps and charts, but 
must b
commu
after m ussion included: Metropolitan 

ouncil Smart Growth community meetings; presentation and listening sessions with 
ity officials and community leaders; a Town Center Task Force; the January 2003 retail 

 

l 

” and to “Ensure 
projects are consistent with the goals and policies of the Mississippi River 

ted change in its usage, other than possible use of City land for deten
ater. 

ency on a map does not assure that project implementation will fully meet the 
ntent with respect to the provision of service.  It is for this reason that the various 
 Items address infrastructure needs and phasing.  The timing within which serv
 provided to Ramsey Town Center is spelled-out in Items 12, 13, 17, 18, 21, 25 
  However, at this time, there has not been any financial commitm

gh the entire LCP supports the approach proposed for Ramsey Town Center, som
 elements within the Plan pertain especially to the project.  The Guiding 
les within the Vision and Guiding Principles section of the Plan (Chapter II) 
 many statements that reflect the “town center” concept of development, with its 
is on mixed land uses, pedestrian and 

s

r III of the LCP (Community Background) and Chapter XIV (Community 
) address the City’s intent to grow in a well thought-out manner an

p a central focal point for municipal civic activities, as well as working, shopping, 
hing a home and finding local entertainment as the City’s population grows fro
9,500 in the year 2000 to well over 30,000 by 2020. 

e gained through repeated contact with public officials and members of the 
nity.  The preferred concept that eventually evolved into Figure 6.1 was derived 
any such meetings.  The list of forums for disc

C
C
design charette; and day-to-day interaction with City staff. 
 
Consistency is also assured by matching the character of a new Ramsey Town Center 
with what the City expresses as its needs and desires in the LCP.  Following are several
such statements from the LCP for which the Town Center design fits: 
 

“Landowners are encouraged to preserve and restore areas of significant natura
resources such as open prairie or tree canopy as permanent open space by 
increasing density in areas more conducive to development.” (page V-11) 

 
It is an Urban Residential policy of the City to “Encourage environmentally 
conscious site design and construction methods to assure that development 
respects the natural environment”, to “Ensure open space that is part of a 
residential development is preserved as permanent open space…
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Critical Area Plan (MNRRA) and are sensitive to the Rivers natural 
environment”. (pages V-20 and 21) 
 
It is a Places to Work policy of the City to “Require developments to adhere t
environmentally sensitive design and co

o 
nstruction standards”, to “Facilitate the 

clean up and redevelopment of brownfields and underutilized sites…” and to 
 

he purpose of the Town Center Mixed Use Area is to establish a community 
hub that integrates places to work, play and live and embraces transit oriented 

 

6 

ife 

e 

“All future development should minimize the negative environmental impacts on 
ny 

strates 
ent.  

ent 

ocus proposed for Ramsey Town Center.  The entire 
arcel being considered is within the MUSA (Figure 5.4) and will be served accordingly, 

“Require individual sites to be connected to a trail system that links employees
with the Town Center, parks and neighborhoods.” (page V-25) 
  
“T

design in anticipation of the potential future commuter rail station.”  The site will
be a “pedestrian friendly environment that supports mass transit” with mixed use 
development that would support the station with connections to MRP. (pages V-2
and 27) 

 
It is a Park and Recreation Plan goal of the City “To preserve continuous open 
space corridors that protect natural vegetation and water quality, provide wildl
habitat, and preserve the natural identity of Ramsey.” (page X-7) 
 
“The Ramsey community has acknowledged and embraced the importance of th
Mississippi River Corridor, its history, water quality, beauty and recreational 
opportunities.  The future of the corridor through Ramsey consists of a sanctuary 
where wildlife and nature coexist with people and development.” (page XI-3) 
 

the region’s ecological system ensuring that the built environment is in harmo
with the natural environment.” (page XIII-1) 

 
 
Reference to Figure 5.4 shows the future land use reflected in the LCP.  A comparison 
with the preferred concept plan for Ramsey Town Center (Figure 6.1) clearly illu
the compatibility between the City’s vision for the future and the proposed developm
Chapter V of the LCP describes how the City’s expectations on how it will develop by 
2020.  The Chapter is replete with references to the City’s intentions.  All of this 
guidance will be used as Ramsey Town Center moves through the various phases of 
development and comes to the City for the approvals that accompany the developm
steps.  Specific reference is made in Chapter V to a sub-set of Mixed Use called “Town 
Center Mixed Use Area”.  This description addresses the area being proposed for 
development under this AUAR.  The vision laid-out in the description parallels the site 
concept and sense of community f
p
as described in the various infrastructure elements of this AUAR, consistent with the 
2000-2010 staging plan identified in the LCP (Figure V-3 in the Plan). 
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Chapter VI also identifies the City’s desire to improve its trail system.  The con
trail linkages from Mississippi Regional Park (MRP) through Ramsey Town Center, 
connecting to Lake Itasca and other trails north of the Center is an integral part of this 
City vision.  Completing this vision during development has always been part of the 
Town Center plan, as evidenced in Figure 6.1. 
 
The water and sanitary sewer service elements of the LCP (Chapters IX and VIII) ar
discussed within the AUAR in Item s 13 and 18, respectively.  The storm sewer elem
is discussed in both Items 12 and 17.  All of the infrastructure details are also discu
Item 28.  

nection of 

e 
ent 

ssed in 

proposed Ramsey Town Center will be devoted to 
pen space that can become part of the City’s system.  Trail linkages have already been 

ccur among the various 

providing public access to the River.  The 
onnection of Ramsey Town Center trails to the River, as described in the site concept 

e 
ates one 

h 
 
e 

incorporating that this trail into development as it occurs northwest of Ramsey 
own Center. 

 
utive 

 

ndaries 
ent 

ed this impact and the mitigation plan associated 
ith it.   Reference is made in the LCP to the 1994 MNRRA Plan, Comprehensive 

 
s as 

s 

hapter XIII of the LCP establishes the City’s vision for environmental protection and 

.  

 
Chapter X of the LCP addresses the parks and open space plans for the City.  Figure 6.1 
shows that a substantial portion of the 
o
identified, but additionally, linkages within the site will o
neighborhood parks and more regional-scale trails.  The development of MRP will be a 
major benefit to the City’s long-term goal of 
c
plan, will be a critical step in achieving this goal.  Similarly, the opportunity exists to ti
the Center to the Lake Itasca trail via a green corridor trail.  Figure 25.5 illustr
potential alignment for this trail.  The City has not yet formalized the means by whic
this trail would be established, but identifying a possible path is part of the process.  The
City’s Parks and Recreation Committee and City Council will ultimately decide upon th
method of 
T
 
The connection and coordinated planning between the City and the state Mississippi 
River Critical Area and Wild and Scenic River (WSR), and the federal Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) was discussed in Item 14.  The 
boundaries of these three specially designated areas overlap, as shown in Figure 14.1. 
Chapter XI of the City’s LCP contains the required elements for implementing Exec
Order 79-19 issued by the state for defined Critical Areas in 1979.  This chapter
addresses all of the required elements and also ties in the coordination aspects with 
MNRRA and WSR.  Although none of these protected areas occurs within the bou
of Ramsey Town Center, the AUAR must address potential impacts that site developm
could have on them.  Item 14 address
w
Management Plan for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area prepared by
the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and the USDI-NPS.  This plan serve
general management plan for MNRRA and is reflected in the City’s LCP, which exceed
Tier II requirements of MNRRA. 
 
C
resource management.  A key feature of the Ramsey Town Center is its integration of 
natural resource attributes into the concept design.  Chapter XIII identifies the natural 
features of the City and the manner in which they will be protected and enhanced
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Development of the Center site actually presents an opportunity to restore and 
incorporate environmental features that have not been a part of the landscape in recent 
memory.  For example, the central green corridor is a remnant drainage feature that has 
not transmitted water in the memory of City or WMO officials.  Connecting drainage 
from Lake Itasca to the Mississippi River to and through this feature will provide a 
chance to restore a natural function and the habitat, water quality and aesthetic benefits 
that accompany it.  Similarly, installing runoff management practices that take full 
advantage of the infiltration character of porous Anoka Sandplain soils assures that 
surf e
drinkin
 
Fin
in Chap
 
Ma
As disc  
the Tow  adjacent area.   
 
Lower 
falls wi anagement 
Org i
Ramsey, Anoka, Andover and Coon Rapids.  Aspects of the LRRWMO relationship to 
this o
district
 
The WM ration watershed plan was adopted by 
the  
West M he portion of the sub-
wat h  meant 
that flo
ema t
uncerta  ever to occur.  To address this 
unc a ed 
the drai  in Figure 12.1.  Determining this flow direction is 
essential for to the modeling effort to quantify the area contributing to flow that could 
ross the Ramsey Town Center site. 

m 

ac  water continues to recharge the essential drinking water aquifer supplying 
g water to City residents, whether on a municipal or private system. 

ally, the public facilities and implementation requirements of planning are addressed 
ters XV and XVI of the LCP. 

nagement plans of any other government agencies.   
ussed previously in this AUAR, there are several other plans that potentially cover
n Center site and its

Rum River Watershed Management Organization (LRRWMO).  The entire site 
thin the jurisdiction of the Lower Rum River Watershed M

an zation (LRRWMO), which is a Joint Powers Agreement among the Cities of 

 pr ject were addressed in both Item 8 (permits) and Item 14 (related management 
s). 

O’s state approved (BWSR) second gene
LRRWMO in late 1998.  The Ramsey Town Center site occurs within the WMO’s

ississippi District.  The WMO plan, however, mapped t
ers ed surrounding Lake Itasca as part of the Trott Brook drainage area, which

w would be to the north from the Lake rather than to the south.  Because flow 
na ing from Lake Itasca has not occurred within recent history, there was some 

inty over the direction of flow, if it were
ert inty, an EOR survey team established elevations around the lake and determin

nage directions located

c
 
LRRWMO is also the designated “Local Governmental Unit” or LGU under the 1991 
Wetland Conservation Act.  This means that regulatory decisions on wetland impact 
within the City are made by the WMO.  The WMO participated in all of the Technical 
Evaluation Panel (TEP) meetings related to this site, and is ultimately responsible for any 
subsequent permit decisions. 
 
Critical Area, MNRRA, Wild and Scenic River.  The management overlap between the 
Critical Area component of the City’s LCP and the MNRRA plan were addressed in Ite
14.  This discussion also addressed the Wild and Scenic River coverage.   Local 
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governments within the state Critical Area Corridor are required to incorporate the 
Standards and Guidelines of Executive Order 79-19 into local plans and ordinances for 
the Corridor.  Local units of government shall permit development in the Corridor only in 
ccordance with those adopted, approved plans and regulations.  Specific policies within 

d after 

 in 

airies and woodlands as part of the development plan through such means as 
conservation easements or land preservation techniques. 

 

ce 

and crossings.... 
♦ Ensure adequate views to and from the river are preserved while maintaining 

eas.   

 

hat 

is 

shown 
to 

issippi River through MRP and connecting 
is regional trail to other City and County trails north of the River.  The connections to 

a
the Ramsey Critical Area Plan address those needs, as referenced earlier (Item 14).  In 
addition to the Executive Order standards (previously listed) that were incorporated and 
approved in the City of Ramsey Critical Area plan, the following additional policies 
occur in the City's plan: 

♦ Minimize direct overland runoff and maintain natural watercourses such as 
ditches, wetlands and floodplains to handle existing storm water runoff and slow 
the process of surface water infiltration. 

♦ Ensure urban best management practices are strictly adhered to during an
construction projects including the replacement of all vegetative cover which is 
removed for construction purposes. 

♦ Adopt development controls consistent with NURP standards and the MPCA's 
Urban Best Management Practices to reduce nonpoint source pollutant loading
storm water runoff. 

♦ Minimize site alterations and protect natural watercourses, bottomland forests, 
pr

♦ Prohibit alterations or disturbances of wetlands, tree canopy, significant habitat
areas and natural vegetation areas. 

♦ Ensuring that trail locations minimize any negative affects on the natural resour
base.   

♦ Ensure future development emphasizes continuous open space, minimizes utility 
and infrastructure needs 

appropriate landscaping buffers and vegetative covers. 
♦ Require future utility construction ... to be underground while minimizing 

disturbance of endangered habitat areas or undisturbed natural vegetation ar
♦ Prohibit any unnecessary grading, filling, or any other significant alteration of 

areas within the Critical Area Corridor. 
♦ Prohibit development on or alteration of slopes exceeding 12% including the 

riverfront bluff face.   

 
Anoka County.  Anoka County has a Comprehensive Master Plan for the County t
covers all parts of the Critical Area under County jurisdiction in the Plan’s Mississippi 
River Critical Area Management section.  Planning and development of parks within th
area by Anoka County Parks reflects the Critical Area goals under the Critical Area Act 
and Executive Order 79-19.  The County’s plan for Parks and Trail Corridors was 
in Figure 25.3.  The City of Ramsey is working very closely with Anoka County Parks 
develop trail connections paralleling the Miss
th
Lake Itasca and Trott Trails would then traverse the Town Center site.  Anoka County 
Parks has also expressed an interest to tie the architecture of the MRP buildings to the 
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architectural themes used in Ramsey Town Center.  Finally, Anoka County Highw
Department is working with the City and the site developer to assure that all of the road 
work potentially impacting County highways is acceptab

ay 

le and meets County standards. 

hed and the site itself.  Figure 27.1 
lustrates the ACD greenway contained within the plan.  Currently the plan indicates that 

 indicated that the drainage swale could be an 
ppropriate wildlife corridor if native vegetation (specifically mentioned big blue stem 

and forbs) instead of turf grass was planted.  He noted that if turf grass is planted in the 
central drainage swale, a wildlife corridor would need to be created in a less desirable 
location, possibly in the undeveloped area to the west of the site, as east of the site is 
already developed.  ACD also expressed interest in connecting the trail system and 
possibly the wildlife corridor to the trails and open space associated with Sunfish Lake to 
the east. 
 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR).  DNR implements the State’s Critical Area 
program and has approved the City’s Critical Area Plan as part of its local comprehensive 
plan (see Item 27).  DNR also administers the State Wild and Scenic Rivers program.  
Provisions to coordinate the Critical Area Plan with the Wild and Scenic River and the 
federal Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) are contained within 
the City’s comprehensive plan. 
 
Metropolitan Council.  The Metropolitan Council is charged under Minnesota Statutes, 
Chapter 473 with assuring the orderly and economic development of the seven-county 
metropolitan area.  To implement this responsibility, the Council reviews the local 
comprehensive plans (LCP) of communities within the region, and has approval authority 
over aspects of the plan that affect one of the four “regional systems” - wastewater, 
transportation, regional parks and airports.  Other elements of the LCP that are not related 
directly to the four regional systems are reviewed for consistency with overall regional 
plans. 
 
Of specific AUAR concern to the RTC site are the Ramsey LCP regional system 
elements addressing traffic and wastewater, and the non-system components addressing 
water supply and stormwater.  The Ramsey LCP was adopted in 2001 by the City and 
approved by the Metropolitan Council.  This AUAR reviewed the traffic and wastewater 
elements of the site development and drew some conclusions in Items 21 and 18, 
respectively, on system impact.  Items 13 and 17 similarly addressed the water supply 
and stormwater aspects of the development. 
 
Minnesota Department of Health (MDH).  The MDH is the state agency responsible for 
assuring that municipal water suppliers meet the requirements of the state and federal 

 
Anoka Conservation District (ACD).   ACD has a greenway corridor plan for wildlife 
corridors that crosses the Ramsey Town Center waters
il
an ideal wildlife corridor would go through the Town Center in essentially the same 
location as the central drainage swale.  The location of the corridor is critical here 
because of the proximity of the Town Center to Mississippi West Regional Park, which is 
a local hub for wildlife.  In a conversation with EOR, ACD staff (Rich Biske, Wildlife 
Habitat Management Technician)
a
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Wellhead Protection Program.  The City of Ramsey has joined with several other 
ommunities in Anoka County, and the County itself, to develop its wellhead protection 

plan
 
Summary of Environmental Impact.

c
.  This plan was addressed in   Items 13, 19 and 20.  

  The proposed RTC site development is consistent 
wit
 
Mi

h all of the planning documents covering its area. 

tigation element.  At this time, the Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan, as amended in 
002, fully addresses the development of the RTC site and adequately relates this 

dev er, any 
cha st be 
cor
 

2
elopment to the various other agency plans with which it must comply.  Howev
nge in the project that would lead to deviation in one or more of the plans mu
rected by a plan amendment. 
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28. Impact on Infrastructure and Public Services 

Will new or expanded utilities, roads, other infrastructure or public services be 
required to serve the p    
 
If yes, describe the new or additional infrastructu . (Note: any 
infrastru that on with resp e assessed 
in the E e EA  

 
For an AUAR, this item should first of all summarize information on physical 
infrastru prese such as 6,17 8, and 21. Other major 
infrastructure or public services not covered under other items should be discussed as 
well – this includes major social services such as schools, police, fire, etc. The RGU 
must be l to i ociated infr n explicit part of the 
AUAR r f it i roject-speci e future. 

 
ocial Se p rtment.  Based on 
e current standard ratio of 1.3-1.5 licensed officers per 1000 residents, the City of 

 in 

tigating the equipment and 
in 

 

 
ld 

 

roject?  _X_Yes   __No.

re or services needed
ect to the project must bcture 

AW; se
is a connected acti
W Guidelines for details.)

cture nted under Items , 1

 carefu nclude project-ass astructure as a
eview i s to exempt from p fic review in th

S rvices.  The roject area is served by the Ramsey Police Depa
th
Ramsey should have 26 officers. There are typically 3 police officers on duty at a time 
from a total of 17 full time police offers, therefore the current ratio is 0.85 licensed 
officers per 1000 residents.  The Police Department, when predicting future needs, 
considers crime rate, traffic increases, and overall growth.  Future personnel, equipment 
and training needs are based on the general population growth of the City of Ramsey, 
which would include, but is not specific to the RTC.  Future personnel needs are listed
Table 28.1.  Through 2015, equipment and training needs are expected to increase 
roportionately with staffing changes. The Department is invesp

training required for preparing an officer for a potential terrorist attack anywhere with
the city.  The RTC is described by the department as the most likely location within the
city for such an attack. Currently, the streets adjacent to the RTC are patrolled at least 
once a day.  The RTC development may require more frequent patrols. The preferred
design plan for the RTC includes the construction of a new police station, which wou
establish a permanent police presence on the site.   
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           Table 28.1 Ramsey Police Department Future Personnel Needs 
 

Year 
No. of Police Officers 

Needed 
Additional Personnel 

Needs 

2004 2 Patrol Officers 
1 Crime Prevention 
Specialist 1 Technician 

2005 2 Patrol Officers 
1 Community Service 
Officer 

2006 2 Patrol Officers   

2007 2 Patrol Officers 
1 Investigator                         
1 Technician 

2008 2 Patrol Officers 1 Supervisor 
2009 2 Patrol Officers 1 Lieutenant 

2010-2015 1-2 Patrol Officers per year  1-2 Technicians 
 
 
The Ramsey Fire Department serves the project area and has two full-time fire fighters, 
thirty one volunteers, two class A rated engines, a tanker engine, a tanker truck, two 
rescue vehicles, and two grass/brush fire trucks. The Fire Department has two stations
with intentions to build a third.  The recently built fire station on Armstrong Boulevard
less than a quarter of a mile from the RTC.  The current equipment and staff should 
ontinue to be adequate after the development of the RTC.  The Departm

 
 is 

ent does not 

 
he City of Ramsey feels that there is going to be a substantial level of commitment 

sey Towne  the nt. 
Due to the operational expectati c  
service, the City expects that there w
personnel to meet these increased deman  as: additional street maintenance, 
additional mowing and park clean-up, sno oval instead of snow plowing, sidewalk 
maintenance on a higher priority, addition t lighting with aesthetic banners, as well 

ignals. 

 these 
ment, and service, storm 

wer cleaning at a increased increment and snow removal. This includes an additional 
sweeper due to the increased r pin r  
an articulates an e stor acuum p 
w s of catch basin cle and additional "  removal" equi nt with 
conveyor to help with removal activities.  Since the amoun  responsibility f
m  unclear at this stage ove information is the City’s estimate of the 
needs that will accompany this proj

 

c
foresee future needs until the completion of the third station.   

T
necessary for the Ram Center as it relates to

ons of this area and impa
ill be ed for 3 to 4 addition

 Public Works Departme
ts on the existing level of

al Public Works  a ne
ds such
w rem
al stree

as traffic s
  
The City  also expects an increased impact to its equipment needs to perform
additional and unique services such as banner hanging, replace
se

egularity of swee
d floatables out of th

g, sidewalk sweepe
m sewer, v

to keep the debris
 truck to keep ud therefore p

ith the demand aning snow pme
t of or 

aintenance is , the ab
ect. 
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The site should be adequately served by existing library and post office faciliti
preferred design includes a community center and new city hall to better serve the C
Ramsey and RTC residents. 

es. The 
ity of 

 

ll as 
ols.  From the Anoka-Hennepin School District, new housing 

construction in the City of Ramsey impacts school enrollment as listed in Table 28.2. 

 
s” in Table 

28.3 includes apartments and duplexes.  All calculations were rounded up to the nearest 
whole number.  Based on statistics and stated criteria, the impact of the RTC on school 
enrollment will be 830 school age enrollments and 399 preschool enrollments.  Because 
the development will occur over time, not all enrollments will occur at the same time.  
Also, if the unspecified residential units are not single family homes, the enrollment 
impact will be significantly less than assumed here.  Additionally, the RTC currently 
maintains that a school will be built on-site, which could absorb some of the additional 
enrollments.  Finally, according to the Anoka-Hennepin School District, new housing is 
needed in order to replace the 100 graduating students every year.  Therefore, as new 
housing units are constructed in the RTC over time, new students should be absorbed 
without significant impacts to school enrollment.  
 
       Table 28.2 City of Ramsey’s assumptions for new housing  

impacts on school enrollment 
 

The RTC and the surrounding area are within School District #11, served by nearby 
Ramsey Elementary School, Sandburg Middle School and Anoka High School, as we
several private scho

Using the data from the school district and the total residential units from the February 
28, 2003 RTC concept design, the impact to school enrollment was calculated and is 
listed in Table 28.3.  When residential type was specified as mixed use in the concept 
plan, the highest impact unit type, “Single Family Homes”, was assumed in order to
determine the highest possible impact scenario.  The unit type “Apartment

Unit Type 
No. of School Age 

Children/ No. of Units 
No. of Preschool Age 

Children/ No. of Units 
Townhouses 1/8 1/25 
Apartments 1/25 1/16 
Single Family Homes 2/3 1/3 

 
 
 
    Table 28.3 Impact scenario of proposed RTC development 
 

Unit Type 
Ramsey Town 

Center New Units 
New School Age 

Children 
New Preschool 
Age Children 

Townhouses 1154 145 47 
Apartments 234 10 15 
Mixed Use 1012 675 337 
Total 2400 830 399 
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Summary of Environmental Impact.  No adverse impacts to the social service 
infrastructure are anticipated.  Road, sanitary sewer, water supply and stormwater 
infrastructure are addressed in Items 21, 18, 13 and 17, respectively. 

Mitigation element.
 

  The major physical infrastructure elements of roads and streets, 
ll previously been addressed 

An 
plan
ub

sanitary sewer, municipal water and storm sewer have a
ithin this AUAR. w

 
evaluation of the social services needed for the RTC development indicates that the 
ning done for the City has accounted for the growth related to the RTC.  Police, fire, 
lic works, schools, and related City and postal services will all be impacted by the p

development.  Additional equipment to perform City public works services will be 
needed.  No additional mitigation is needed to meet the expected growth. 
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29. Cumulative Impacts  
This ite
with cu
 
 
30. Other Potential Environmental Impacts  
 

If a
pro  
ide

 
here are no additional major adverse environmental impacts beyond those addressed by 

Items 1-28.  There are, however, two minor issues that need to be raised.  First, the 
impacts of the Anoka-Ramsey Landfill on the RTC are presented to alleviate any 
pot  one mile of the RTC site in Township 
32N
Regional groundwater flow throughout this part of Ramsey is to the southeast, indicating 
tha t area.  Additionally, the 
con lve 
bar e 
Franconia aquifer have been negative for all monitored contaminants.  This means that 
the y from the landfill is minimal because 
the n contaminated and 
gro he wells (Anoka/Ramsey Landfill SW-094 
200 cation of the RTC, the minimal threat to the 
water supply and the successful remediation at the landfill, there should not be any 
adverse environmental impacts.   
 

econdly, the RTC will change land use from agricultural to urban.  Although this marks 
e site, Item 27 described the orderly planning process 

x 
D a will be 
rep
 
 
 

m does not require a response from an AUAR since the entire AUAR process deal 
mulative impacts from related developments within the AUAR area. 

pplicable, this item should be answered as requested by the EAW form (if the 
ject may cause any adverse environmental impacts not addressed by items 1 to 28,
ntify and discuss them here, along with any proposed mitigation). 

T

ential concerns.  The landfill is located within
, Range 25W, Section 22 (Figure 19.5).  The RTC is located southwest of the landfill.  

t pollutants from the landfill are flowing away from the projec
tinued mitigation at the landfill has contained the plume horizontally using twe
rier wells and eight recovery wells.  Finally, sampled residential wells screened in th

 potential for contamination of the water suppl
 City of Ramsey wells are screened in an aquifer that has not bee
undwater flow direction is away from t
0 Annual Report).  Because of the lo

S
an end to agricultural use of th
under which this transition occurred.  The mitigation elements summarized in Appendi

ddress how the lost environmental features of the undeveloped agricultural site 
laced, and in some cases, improved. 
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31. Summary of Issues  
List any impacts and issues identified above that may require further investigation 
before the project is begun. Discuss any alternatives or mitigative measures tha
have been or may be considered for these impacts and issues, including those th
have been or may be ordered as permit

t 
at 

 conditions. 
 

ent that basically covers the same 
information. Either way, the major emphasis should be on potentially significant 

 
Meetings were held with many agency staff to identify issues related to this project that 

es, Environmental Health, and Highways 
� City of Ramsey 

m River Watershed Management Organization 

ent of Natural Resources - Waters (Metro Region, Critical 
Areas Program) 

� U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Bas  
atte
 
Surface Water and Wetlands  
- There is a need to maintain the small amount of wetlands on the site, mitigate any 

losses and focus on maintaining infiltration capability through a surface water 
management plan; the City would like to incorporate Lake Itasca and the two 
northern wetlands, and an outlet for the site into the surface water management plan 

The RGU may answer this question as asked by the form or instead may choose to 
provide an Executive Summary to the docum

impacts, the difference in impacts between major development scenarios, and the 
proposed mitigation. 

would be of interest to them.  The agencies contacted for input were: 
� Anoka Conservation District 
� Anoka County - Parks, Public Servic

� Lower Ru
� Metropolitan Council - Comprehensive Planning, Environmental Services 
� Minnesota Departm

� Minnesota Department of Transportation 
� Minnesota Pollution Control Agency- Planning, Permitting 
� National Park Service - MNRRA 

 
ed on the input received, the following issues statements emerged as those in need of
ntion in the AUAR: 

for the site.  Issue addressed in Items 8, 11 and 17. 
 

A Ramsey street and sewer maintenance staff member stated that he could deal with 
pipes, but things like storm rain gardens and native vegetation he is not used to 
handling; therefore, the O&M is “different” and would require new train

- 

ing and 
possibly new equipment.  Issue addressed in Item 17. 

 the City, this can only be 
referenced as a “recommended” corridor.  Issue addressed in Item 17

 
- A green drainage corridor/trail extending from Lake Itasca through the site to the 

Mississippi River crosses large tracts of privately held land.  Although many are in 
favor of this, until a development proposal is received by
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- The impact of the new NPDES Phase II nonpoint source control permit program 
should be assessed relative to future requirements as the site develops.  Water q
impact should be evaluated down to the ultimate receiving water - the Mississipp
River - because of its status as a highly value

uality 
i 

d and protected water throughout this 
reach.  Issue addressed in Items 8 and 17. 

-  
 

Any wetland alteration must be mitigated according to the Wetland Conservation Act
process.  Issue addressed in Items 8, 11 and 17. 

 
- The adequate handling and passage of the 100-year flood event must be assured, and 

so.  all LRRWMO requirements associated with this design must be met in doing 
Issue addressed in Item 17. 

 

ghway 10 shortly to the southeast 
of the site.  Issue addressed in Item 17.

- An outlet is needed from this drainage area, since currently the minimal amount of 
flow leaving the site soaks into the ground along Hi

 

he site.  Issue 

 
Parks and Trails  
- Project needs to provide an opportunity to link a trail system through t

addressed in Item 25. 

- minimize adverse impact on the Mississippi Regional Park; 
instead, it should enhance the park by using the project site as a connection to Lake 

 
Attention is needed to 

Itasca via greenway and trail.  Issue addressed in Item 25. 
 

In its dealings with Anoka Parks, BNSF has not allowed any elevated pedestrian 
crossings and has strict rules on tunneling under tracks; the at-grade option present
safety problems.  Issue addre

- 
s 

ssed in Items 21. 
 

 - Traffic plans for the Ramsey Boulevard/Highway 10 intersection should incorporate
Anoka Parks’ plan for development of the Mississippi Regional Park because this will 
be the only vehicle access location (with parking) allowed for the park.  Issue 
addressed in Items 21 and 25. 

 
- Land use along the trail connection within the site should be compatible with the trail.  

into High intensity commercial use would deter use of the trail leading from the site 
the Regional Park.  Anoka Parks prefers a connection south of the site (similar to the 
Calthorpe location) rather than along Ramsey Boulevard, but the nature of the 
crossing could dictate the location.  Issue addressed in Items 21 and 25. 

 
raffic and Highways  

ess traffic patterns and flow to move cars in and out, and take 
onal 

T
- The project needs to ass

advantage of site as regional center for transit.  The site needs to fit into the regi
and state plans for the City.  Issue addressed in Item 21. 
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- e 
s 

Highway 10, and using Ramsey and Sunfish Boulevards to by-pass Highway 47 

The project needs to assess parking needs and traffic impact on, and adjacent to, th
site, including traffic along County Roads 22, 64 and 5 that are used to bypas

through Anoka.  Issue addressed in Item 21. 
 
- Anoka County is requesting changes in the functional classification of several route 

 
ue 

segments on the County Road system near the project.  Changes are being requested
from collector to arterial status to address changing regional traffic patterns.  Iss
addressed in Item 21. 

Anoka County has identified traffic issues along Highway 10 that need to be 
addressed in any highway modifications.  Issue addressed in Item

 
- 

 21. 
 
- Transit planning coordination needs to occur among the site developers, the City the 

County and Mn/DOT.  Issue addressed in Item 21. 

s spacing on Industry Avenue must be negotiated with the County and the  
omes  

      

 
-     Acces
      AUAR should recognize the changing character of Industry Avenue when it bec

a feeder road for the new River crossing. Issue addressed in Item 21. 

Impa
 
- cts on air quality related to new traffic levels should be assessed.  Issue 

addressed in Item 22. 

he 
 

ovements will be underway on Ramsey and Sunfish intersections. 
Issue addressed in Item 21.

 
- Mn/DOT plans for the Northwest River Crossing will start to take shape with the 

publication of a scoping study in May 2003.  RTC will likely be impacted by t
location of the crossing and its relationship to Highway 10 at Armstrong.  Meanwhile,
short-term impr

 

- rm improvements for Highway 10 have been studied but not yet added to 
the Mn/DOT list of projects (STIP).  Mn/DOT’s area manager for Highway 10 should 

and 

 
Longer-te

be included in discussions about the sliver of land between the railroad tracks 
Highway 10.  Issue addressed in Item 21, and Mn/DOT brought into discussions on 
land in question. 

ide location, and the grant from Mn/DOT is not yet 
 

 the grant 
process alive.  Issue addressed as part of the site design process and should be 

 
- The status of the park and r

resolved (late February 2003), but funding could face some difficulty because of the
state budget crisis.  Details on location are needed by the City to keep

resolved by the time of AUAR document issuance. 

Drinking Water Protection 
- The project site is within the City’s Drinking Water Supply Management Area 

(DWSMA) under the MDH Wellhead Protection (WHP) Program, and needs to be 
protected as such.  The area has been identified as “vulnerable” in the WHP plan 
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preparation process because of tritium levels in the bedrock aquifer.  Maintaining 
clean water infiltration is essential.  Issue addressed in Items 13,17  and 19. 

 
- The clean-up of all possible contamination on the site must be assured, including the 

BNSF railroad and the derelict farm.  Issue addressed in Items 19 and 20. 
 

 Coordination between infiltration practices and wellhead/groundwater protection is 
e a key design factor; that is, pre-filter pollutants prior to 

dete
that re 
eve

-
essential and should b
infiltration through such means as use of native vegetation swales and small-scale 

ntion near parking lots, minimized pavement, or possible clay sealing of ponds 
 drain pollutant sources that could degrade groundwater (if any such sources a
n allowed in the RTC).  Issue addressed in Items 17 and 19. 

 
- An 

to i
assessment of the potential for the increased demand from the municipal system 
mpact local wells should be done.  Issue addressed in Items 13 and 19. 

g 
 site should be consistent with the local comprehensive plan, including the 

tical Area component, and also consistent with MNRRA and “Wild and Scenic 
er” status of the River across Highway 10.  Issue addressed in Items 8, 11, 14 an

 
Plannin
- The

Cri
Riv d 
27. 

 
Natural Resources  

s 

- The existing wetlands should be incorporated into the surface water system as an 
amenity that adds to the environmental benefits of the site.  Any alteration of 
wetlands must be mitigated according to the WCA process.  Issue addressed in Item
11, 12 and 17. 

 
- The few mature trees there are on the site should be preserved.  Issue addressed in 

Item 11. 
 

The project should relate the natural features of the site to the Regional Park, - 
featuring native vegetation types typical of the Anoka Sandplain.  Issue addressed in 
Item 11. 

Hazardous Material Transport 
- There are many trains per day on the BNSF tracks.  Some surely contain hazardous 

material that could pose a risk if spilled.  Issue addressed in Item 20.
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In an AUAR document, no certification by the RGU is required.  However, the RGU is 
legally 
conduc
contain
 
 

licit mitigation plan. At the RGU’s 
option, a draft plan may be included in the draft AUAR document; of course, 

s on the 
nt impacts 

from occurring from specific projects. It is more than just a list of ways to reduce 
and 

projects may lose their exemption from the individual review. The RGU’s final 
action on the AUAR must specifically adopt the mitigation plan; therefore, the 

 

pting this AUAR document, commits itself to implementing 
e mitigation elements contained throughout the document.  To accomplish this, the City 

32. Certification by the RGU  

responsible for the accuracy and completeness of the document, for properly 
ting the process associated with it, and for implementing the mitigation elements 
ed within the plan. 

33. Mitigation Plan 
The final AUAR document must include an exp

whether or not there is a separate item for a draft mitigation plan, proposed 
mitigation must be addressed through the document. 
 
It must be understood that the mitigation plan in the final document take
nature of a commitment by the RGU to prevent potentially significa

impacts- it must include information about how the mitigation will be applied 
assurance that it will. Otherwise the AUAR may not be adequate and/or specific 

plan has a political as well as a technical dimension. 
 

Mitigation elements have been included with each of the Items contained within this 
AUAR.  The various elements have been combined to present a single reviewable 
element in Appendix D. 
 
The City of Ramsey, in ado
th
will work with its own programs, as well as those of the State, the County, the 
developer(s) and any builders they use, and citizens of the City. 
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34. Response to Comments on the Draft AUAR Document 

ments may be combined for the 
purposes of responding. 

 
The final AUAR document must include a section specifically responding to each 
timely and substantive comment on the draft that indicates the way in which the 
comment has been addressed. Similar com

 
Criteria for Response 
Minnesota Rules 4410.3610, subpart 5(B) states that: 
 
 “Comments must address the accuracy and completeness of the information 
provided in the draft analysis, potential impacts that warrant further analysis, further 
information that may be required in order to secure permits for specific projects in the 
future, and mitigation measures or procedures necessary to prevent significant 

 to 

environmental impacts within the area when actual development occurs.” 
 
Item 34 will contain all of the comments that meet these criteria, and the response
address the comment.  Comments are grouped by topic, and may reflect more than one 
input. 
 
Comment #1.  Vibrations and noise levels from trains need to be assessed.  Received
from: Eric Zaetsch, citizen.  
 
Response.

 

  The traffic on the railroad is not the result of development action at RTC, but 
rather a pre-existing condition.  Noise and vibration levels that currently exist will not 

il 

 of the developer to sound-proof any 
of the new buildings, as needed.  The movie theater, for example, would be a prime use 

dressed in a new section (Vibration) 
dded within Item 24 - Dust, Odor and Noise. 

change as a result of this development.  The development of the North Star commuter ra
has not been confirmed at this time, so the addition of rail traffic serving the commuter 
rail cannot be determined. 
 
The preliminary design (Figure 6.1) shows that the land uses along the rail tracks are not 
planned to be residential.  The mixed use (Category 3) section will place the non-
residential component closest to the tracks, and the residential component further to the 
north, buffered by the other uses.  It is also the intent

in need of sound-proofing. 
 
The issue of vibration on building structures is ad
a
 
 
Comment #2.  During the official review period, Metropolitan Council Environmental
Services (MCES) asked that

 
 Item 18 be changed to reflect only on the RTC site itself, 

nd not additional areas served by on-site systems.  (See also Comments 4 and 12.7) 

sponse.

a
 
Re  NAWE revised Item 18 and Appendix G.  Both sections will be distributed 
with th
 

e response to Comments. 
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Comment #3.  Comments received from Anoka County during the review period, as i

to authorization to use the corridor.  What are the design specifics of the drainage
r between the RTC site and the Mississippi River?  What if the County 
o let this corridor be used for drainage?   

t 
relates  
corrido does not 
agree t
 

esponse.R   A follow-up report on the design details of the County-owned outlet route 

 be used, a recommendation 
ill go to the County Board for action.  Negotiations for development of the corridor for 

t among the County, City and RTC 
eveloper. 

noff Under Developed 
onditions).  This discussion is expanded in the AUAR revision to identify two possible 

ast of 

s consultant 
ngineer have identified these as two possible connections between RTC and the River.  

n the 

esponse addendum

south of TH 10 has been prepared, and will be added as Appendix J in the revised 
AUAR.  The report will be presented to the County Public Works and Parks Committees 
in early June.  If these Committees agree that the route can
w
drainage and parks use would then begin in earnes
d
 
If the County-owned route is not allowed, alternative routes will need to be pursued.  The 
draft AUAR did not specify a route, other than a suggestion that the current route 
southeastward along TH 10 could be pursued (Item 17, Ru
C
outlets, in addition to the TH 10 route.  The Rivenwick Development to the southe
the RTC site and the Alpaca Development to the southwest both have small outlet pipes 
draining the immediate developments.  Discussions with the City and it
e
Details on these two connections will be evaluated if discussions with the County o
original outlet do not lead to County approval to use the route. 
 
R .  In response to the information in Appendix J and a supplemental 

clude the outlet as part of the 
emorandum of Understanding (MOU) prepared between the County and the City of 

Ramse
official .  This 
decisio  
back to
time al
 
Comm

memorandum, the County in early June 2003 proposed to in
M

y.  Although official County Board action will be needed to make acceptance 
, the County has agreed in concept on the use of its land as a drainage route
n does recognize, however, the ultimate authority of the County to revert the land
 a transportation corridor if it is needed for a river crossing in the future, at which 
ternative drainage features would be needed. 

ent #4.  In response to changes made in Item 18 requested by MCES, Bolton & 
Inc. (David Martini) reviewed the Item and Appendix G on behalf of the
y and submitted the followin

Menk,  City of 
Ramse g comments: 

7 MGD is the ultimate flow at full build out 
own in the (1991) Comprehensive Sewer Plan and is the flow that has been used to 

s 
o be between 542 and 668 MGY or a maximum of 1.8 

MGD.  The Sewer Plan indicated that at full build out, including Rural Areas, 

 
Comment 4.1:  Section 18b. Paragraph 2 - The Sewer plan refers to an available capacity 
in the downstream facilities of 2.8 MGD.  7.8
sh
design the existing system. 
 
Response: Paragraph 2 of Section 18.b has been modified as follows: 
  

“The City’s Comprehensive Plan documented MCES Projected Wastewater flow
for the City of Ramsey t
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s 
or this ultimate flow at full build-out.  

However, because of bottlenecks in the MCES system downstream of Ramsey, 
re currently limited to an allocation of 

approximately 3.8 MGD.  Therefore, it appears the existing collection system is 

Plan states that 2.8 MGD is 
pproximately 35% of the ultimate flow at full build out.  

 4.3:  Section 18b. Paragraph 4 - The revised document makes 
ecommendations that the City contact the MCES to make a new agreement for allocated 

e City. 

l be 

omment 4.4: Section 18b. Paragraph 6 - The Mississippi River interceptor has a 

s. 
 

“The two regional interceptors serving the City have a combined peak capacity of 
18.0 MGD.  The Rum River MUSA District, which is served by a 30-inch 

ut 8 million gallons 
per day (MGD).  The Mississippi River MUSA District, which is served by a 30-
inch diameter interceptor, has a maximum peak design capacity of about 10 
MGD.   As stated earlier, although the collection system and interceptors are 
designed to carry 7.87 MGD, it is assumed that only 2.8 to 3.8 MGD of average 

ilable in the regional system due to 
downstream bottlenecks.” 

 
 

uggested. 
 

w for the Mississippi River District 
matches the flow I had figured pretty close but the peaking factor of 2.13 that they use to 
calculate the peak flow is less than those used in the Comprehensive Sewer Plan, which 

7.87 MGD of flow would be generated.  The MCES interceptors and the City’
collection system have been designed f

maximum average daily flows a

sized to handle the flows projected in this report.” 
 
Comment 4.2:  Section 18b. Paragraph 3 - I am not sure if 2.8 MGD is 30% of the 
capacity at the Anoka lift station.  The Comprehensive Sewer 
a
 
Response:  See response to Comment 4.1 above. 
 
Comment
r
capacity.  Is this the City's document?  If it is I think the language should be modified so 
that the City is not making recommendations to th
 
Response:  True, this is the City’s document, but clearly it consists of a series of 
recommendations to the City by the document preparer.  The final mitigation plan wil
changed to more directly reflect actions that will be taken by the City. 
 
C
capacity of 10 MGD not 8 and the capacity of 2.8 to 3.8 MGD is controlled by down 
stream facilities that will need to be upgraded when the City's flow increase

Response:  The paragraph has been modified as follows:   
 

diameter interceptor, has a maximum design capacity of abo

daily flow capacity is currently ava

Comment 4.5: Section 18b. Paragraph 7 - ADD - "before upgrades will be needed in the
downstream facilities." to the last sentence. 
 
Response: Changed in text as s

Comment 4.6: Table 18.7 - The average daily flo

were approximately 2.3 to 2.5. 
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esponse:  NAWE used the following formula to calculate peak flows from average 

mercial 
 of 

 more 

ws 
 
 

odified to reflect the comment. 

ndix G has been modified to reflect the comment. 

e 

R
flows less than 10 MGD (all flows in MGD): 
 
 Qpeak = 3.5 – (0.333 x Qave)   
 
The method used is derived from Metcalf and Eddy, 3rd Edition, for estimating peak 
flows.  The only difference is that for this project, the ratio of residential to com
units when the rural areas are added is below that of a normal municipality.  Because
this, the maximum peaking factor was lowered from 4 to 3.5.  
 
Comment 4.7: Table 18.7 - The flows for the Rum River District are higher than the 
flows I had figured (3.2 vs. 2.9).  This will make the total flow figures in the AUAR
conservative.  With the information I have it is hard to identify why the figures are 
different. 
 
Response:  The AUAR flows are taken from the 1991 Comprehensive Sewer Plan.  The 
origin of the reviewer’s numbers are not known. 
 
Comment 4.8: The appendix (G) information identifies specific PIN numbers and flo
for some of the area to be developed but it is unclear what areas were figured for the
Rural Sub-Districts and Future Existing MUSA for Build-out.  Also, some of the PIN
numbers are shown for both the Northwest and Southwest Sub-Districts. 
 
Response:  Duplicate property numbers were a mistake.  Rural areas are the same as the 
1991 Sewer Plan.  Appendix G has been m
 
Comment 4.9: The appendix (G) information Page 1 lists the Total Ramsey Town Center 
Wastewater Flows twice with different flows.  Total is spelled Totasl at the bottom of the 
page. 
 
Response: Appe
 
Comment 4.10:  The appendix Refers to Hackenson Anderson Associates.  Should b
Hakanson. 
 
Response: Changed in text as suggested. 

 
 

Comment #5.  The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) is not able to review 
the document because of limited staff resources available.  This does not, however, 
constitute waiver by the Agency of any pending permits it would later require.   A copy 
of the final AUAR is required. 
 
Response. No change in the document required. 
 
 
Comment #6.  The Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) submitted t
following set of comments:   

he 
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nd institutional 
rea.  The Town Center development appears highly likely to significantly increase 

d the TH 

s 
r 

 
omplete solution for the existing, 

nd likely future traffic congestion at this intersection.  Since there is no imminent plan 
, 

 to 

ll 
 level 

Response:  The AUAR acknowledges these traffic problems on page 21-7 by noting that 
orate 

 

elative to the need for cooperation in the pursuit of funding, the City of Ramsey is 

e 

ts for the 
hat 

rious elements of 
egional roadway improvements that would ultimately be programmed via the regional 

transportation planning process. 
 

omment 6.2: On page 17-10, the AUAR shows an increase in the run-off rate to 
d, 

etuated.  The development will probably need a 
rainage permit.  When the final AUAR is submitted, it should be accompanied by 

drainage area maps, and storm drainage maps, and computations for 10-year and 100-

 
Comment 6.1: The proposed Ramsey Town Center development proposes a mix of 
housing and commercial development, on a massive scale, with 2,400 “attached” 
residential units, and 1,651,000 square feet of commercial, industrial a
a
demand on already-congested roadways at TH 10-Ramsey Blvd. intersection, an
10- Sunfish Lake Blvd. intersection - both of which will provide access to the 
development.  TH 10 is an Interregional Corridor (IRC).  Mn/DOT plans in 2004 to 
rebuild Ramsey Blvd. traffic signals, and extend turn lanes.  We do not believe that thi
modest improvement will solve the deterioration in level of service that is likely to occu
at this intersection once the Town Center development is complete.  Further, in 2005, 
Mn/DOT plans to upgrade traffic signals, and extend TH 10 turn lanes serving the 
Sunfish Lake Blvd. NW intersection.  Again, we do not believe that these improvements,
even though they are clearly needed, will provide a c
a
for major improvements to these intersections, such as the construction of interchanges
we need to work together with the City and County to find ways of providing additional 
roadway transportation infrastructure that will add capacity to these intersections in 
advance of further development.  We would like to work with the City of Ramsey
explore additional funding for local and regional roadway improvements as well as 
initiatives that restrict the size and intensity of developments to ensure that a certain 
minimum level of service is maintained.  Such initiatives might include binding 
agreements with developers where additional or increased intensity of development wi
only be allowed with necessary roadway improvements that maintain an acceptable
of service.  Mn/DOT contacts are given. 
 

the project traffic would cause intersections in the project vicinity on TH 10 to deteri
to Level of Service F conditions and further notes on page 21-8 that improvements 
beyond those described by Mn/DOT will be necessary to achieve acceptable operations at
these locations. 
 
R
pursuing federal demonstration funding and is working to secure official mapping of the 
lands between the railroad and TH 10.  This is in anticipation of accelerating the TH 10 
Interregional Corridor (IRC) improvements that would provide for interchanges at thre
locations along TH 10 in Ramsey. The City and the project sponsor have initiated 
discussions with Anoka County and Mn/DOT to: evaluate phasing requiremen
suggested transportation mitigation; and explore funding strategies for the mitigation t
include reimbursement mechanisms to allow the project to accelerate va
r

C
Mn/DOT Right of Way.  The run-off to Mn/DOT Right of Way must not be increase
and drainage patterns must be perp
d
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nt 

of 

n the 
onnection to TH 10 -Ramsey Blvd. for the Rivenwick development in the southeastern 

 

 
 must be mitigated at 1 to 1, 

nd Public Value Credits at 2 to 1.  In drainage area 10, there seems to be a discrepancy 

urrently, as described in Item 17, a very small amount of runoff from the site discharges 
into the Right of Way and eventually infiltrates.  Under the preferred drainage route, 

creased runoff from the site will pass through the Mn/DOT ROW and proceed 

 

reparation of the wetland replacement plan, the property owner(s) abutting 
drainage area 10 will be contacted to determine their willingness to convey easements to 

 

d 
s of 

the 

not be determined until a final 
determination is made as to wetland replacement requirements for the entire Ramsey 

year storms for both existing and proposed conditions.  Agencies which will need to gra
approval are listed on pages 8-1 and 8-2 of the AUAR.  This list should be amended to 
include the neighboring property owner in drainage area 10 for the wetland mitigation 
the bordering wetland (Wetland D - DNR Protected Water 2-670W).  
 
Figure 12-6 shows Anoka County extending Ramsey Blvd. southward into the 
(Mississippi Regional) park.  The City of Ramsey suspended construction o
c
quadrant to TH 10 - Ramsey Blvd. until Mn/DOT finalizes plans for the intersection. 
Anoka County, or the Rivenwick developer, must provide an area for a storm drainage 
pond to handle the increased run-off from this intersection due to added lanes.  Page 12-7
of the AUAR summarizes the wetland mitigation.  Wetlands
a
in the mitigation rate.  A Mn/DOT contact is given. 
 
Response: The final route for runoff from the RTC site has not yet been determined.  
C

in
southerly along a route currently owned by the County.  The new Appendix J describes 
the impact of this discharge and the assumptions used in evaluating it, which include use
for drainage from the future upgrade of TH 10.  A Mn/DOT permit will be sought once 
the final route is established.  The Rivenwick development currently provides its own 
drainage.  Its relationship to the ultimate drainage plan developed for the RTC site 
remains to be determined.  However, the City, County and Mn/DOT will all be involved 
in this final determination once the drainage route is finalized. 
 
During p

the City for the wetland restoration and buffer establishment.  It is also assumed that any
work within this wetland will also be reviewed for DNR Protected Waters Permit 
requirements as well.   
 
The PVC credits estimated for drainage area 10 is 3.79 acres for wetland restoration an
1.80 acres for wetland buffer establishment.  This would provide a total of 5.59 acre
PVC for drainage area 10.   This assumes an approximately 50-foot buffer around 
entire wetland.  The exact PVC credits for restoring the existing wetland and for buffer 
establishment within drainage area 10, will be 

Station project.  Table 12.3 was changed to reflect the proper numbers. 
 
Comment 6.3:  Any work on, or affecting Mn/DOT Right of Way will require a permit, 
including access, drainage, or other impacts.  A Mn/DOT permit contact is given. 
 
Response:  Table 8.1 changed to reflect the need for a permit for any work within a 
Mn/DOT Right of Way. 
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 meet State 
 

d 

nt as well.  Information 
ources on State Aids rules and policies, and a Mn/DOT contact are given. 

 

.  The City and project sponsor are currently working with 
the County to address the County and State requirements for roadway construction.  All 

ies of 

owledged. 
 
Comment 6.6:  In Appendix B, please re-check the traffic assignments in Figures 7 and 
8.  For example, in Figure 8 (PM), the difference in the through volumes (for with, and 
without project) on westbound TH 10 at Sunfish Lake Blvd. NW is 1,065 (3,165 - 2,100).  
This number also represents the traffic entering the development in the afternoon (PM) 
rom the east on TH 10 (43 percent of 2,480).  If the differences in the Left Turns, and 

Right Turns at Ramsey Blvd. and Armstrong Blvd. NW are added, the result is 779.  It 
appears that there is no accounting for 286 vehicles.  These figures must be double-
checked for accuracy, and any revised traffic information submitted to Mn/DOT (contact 

iven). 
 

esponse:  The turning movement assignments in Figures 7 and 8 of Appendix B have 
ak has 

 

Comment 6.4:  As a reminder, Ramsey Blvd. is County State Aid (CSAH) Route 56.  
Sunfish Lake Blvd. NW is CSAH Route 57.  Any work on a CSAH route must
Aid rules and policies.  Also, the County must review any changes to its County State
Aid system so that they stay within its system limits.  Please note that both CSAH 56, an
CSAH 57 are within Anoka County’s jurisdiction and the County must have the 
opportunity to review and comment on the proposed developme
s

Response: The AUAR notes in Section 21 that several roadways affected by project 
traffic are State Aid roadways

pertinent rules, policies and reviews will be followed. 
 
Comment 6.5:  Mn/DOT document submittal guidelines require three complete cop
plats and two copies of other review documents including site plans.  Failure to submit 
these when a project is initiated will lead to delay.  This is offered as advisory comment. 
 
Response:  Advisory comment ackn

f

g

R
been rechecked. The westbound through movement at Sunfish Lake in the PM pe
been adjusted from 3,165 vehicles to 2,865 as shown in Revised Figure 8 (Attachment 1
at the end of this response document) to account for 300 inbound (to the project) vehicle
that are assigned to use Sunfish Lake Boulevard to reach Industry Avenue. Of the 300 
vehicles in this revision, 100 were assumed to use Sunfish Lake Boulevard and are 
included in the 418 vehicles assigned to the westbound right turn at Sunfish Lake 
Boulevard.  The other 200 vehicles are assigned to the westbound through movement on 
Industry Avenue at Sunfish Lake Boulevard.  

s 

 

rning right onto Ramsey and Armstrong Boulevards is 772. The difference 
etween the two numbers is the result of rounding up during calculations made by the 

e 

 
The turning movements in original Figure 8 on Sunfish Lake Boulevard and Industry 
Avenue included these vehicles and are not revised.  Revised Figure 8, when compared to
original Figure 5 (the future base traffic assignment), shows that 765 vehicles would enter 
the project from TH 10 east of Sunfish Lake Boulevard. The incremental difference in 
traffic tu
b
Traffix (computer modeling) program as it makes the incremental assignments from th
multiple zones within the project site. Four additional pages of Appendix B are revised to 
account for this adjustment in traffic volumes:  future with project (no mitigation) 
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Synchro assignment diagram (Attachment 2 at the end of this response document); the 
PM peak hour intersection calculation for TH 10 and Sunfish Lake Boulevard 
(Attachment 3 at the end of this response document); future with project (mitigated) 
Synchro assignment diagram (Attachment 4 at the end of this response document); and 
the PM peak hour intersection calculation for TH 10 and Sunfish Lake Boulevard for this 
condition (Attachment 5 at the end of this response document). 
 
 
Comment #7.    The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) submitted the 
following set of comments:   
 
Comment 7.1:  Since all options assume discharge to the (Mississippi) River in one 
Corridor location or another (ex. page 17-17), and since there are recommendations, as 
well as text and figure references, for potential stormwater and wetland mitigation 
projects within the Mississippi River Critical Area Corridor/WSR/MNRRA, the City of 
Ramsey should also include a permit for “Environmental Permit Review and Approval as 

efore work 
n the outfall structure is initiated. 

s, 

n of proposals 
entioned to mitigate impacts associated with the stormwater outfall to the Mississippi 

nal boring, erosion 
ontrol and native re-vegetation.  The proposed stormwater outfall to the Mississippi 

e to 
ter 

he DNR appreciates that proposed outlets for public waters wetland 2-670W (on-site) 
-

 can 
begin to work in earnest with the regulatory agencies to define the protection needed. 

applicable for projects within the Mississippi River Critical Area Corridor/Wild and 
Scenic River District” in Table 8.1. 
 
Response: The applicable City of Ramsey permit, as required by the City of Ramsey 
Comprehensive Plan (as amended February 26th, 2002) for placement of a stormwater 
outfall within the Mississippi River Critical Area Corridor, will be obtained b
o
 
Comment 7.2:  On page 9-2, paragraph 4, in the list of nearby environmental resource
we suggest that the Mississippi River citation should also note that it is “designated a 
state Critical Area and Wild, Scenic and Recreational River”. 
 
Response: The document has been changed to reflect the comment. 
 
Comment 7.3:  The DNR strongly encourages the implementatio
m
River, including high use at multiple scales of on-site retention and infiltration into the 
project; minimization of scour, erosion and velocities; and directio
c
River will likely require a Public Waters work permit.  This discussion of respons
impact mitigation for the outfall should also reference the mitigation to improve the wa
quality of runoff prior to discharge to the River. 
 
T
and Lake Itasca (off-site) will be above the ordinary high water levels and above the 100
year flood elevation for Lake Itasca.  This will allow the natural storage of these basins to 
be utilized and permits for working in public waters will not be necessary for these two 
outlets. 
 
Response:  The City is currently working with the County to determine the route and 
character of the ultimate River discharge.  Once these items are determined, the City
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 site 
ssissippi River.  Revisions within Item 17 in the AUAR document and the added 

ppendix J discuss the means that are proposed to handle runoff from the RTC site under 

n of 
MPs that will be introduced 

into tead at the overall 
nee o
floodin quired by the LRRWMO.  Follow-up 

plementation of BMPs to enhance infiltration, filtration and detention will be a design 
r the 

 
ations is acknowledged. 

 

to determine more accurately whether there is an 
ffect on the water table by withdrawals from the Franconia-Ironton-Galesville aquifer.  

rocess. 

tographic history…shows wetland in the 
icinity of the RTC site disappearing during the mid to late 1980s, which is prior to the 

gain in the mid to 
late 1990s and prior to the installation of wells 4 and 5” contradicts the statement on page 

 the 

e on the aerial photography declined sharply.” 

on and Wetland 
pacts” in Item 12 has been modified to address the comments. 

e” landscaping would be 
sed to minimize irrigation, as well as whether flow restrictors, watering bans, or other 

Response:  To reduce peak water usage in areas served by the municipal water system, 
the City of Ramsey has implemented an odd/even day sprinkling ban, pursuant to City 
Code 4.40.06 subd. 10.   Residents may water on odd numbered days if your address ends 
in an odd number, and on even numbered days if your address ends in an even number. 
The sprinkling restriction includes no watering between 10:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.

Currently, as pointed out in Item 17 of the AUAR, there is no discharge from the RTC
to the Mi
A
some new drainage area and outlet assumptions.  Negotiations on outlet 
alignment/character and further consideration of outlet options continue.  The discussio
the drainage system does not include details on the specific B

 each block as they are constructed.  The AUAR document looked ins
d t  address drainage under high flow conditions, and route that water such that 

g problems do not occur.  This approach is re
im
detail that will likely lead to additional reduced runoff.  Appendix J was developed afte
release of the draft AUAR document in response to discussions with the County about the 
nature of the drainage outlet from TH 10 to the River.  Details on runoff minimization 
BMPs will be an element of design as the project develops.    Please refer also to responses
for Comments #3, 7.13 and 12.10.  The comment on outflow elev

Comment 7.4:  The document accurately indicates that DNR Water Appropriation permit 
No. 85-6005 will need to be amended as additional wells are added to increase the 
municipal water supply due to the added development.  It also mentions that monitoring 
of the surficial aquifer is recommended 
e
Some form of monitoring will likely be a requirement of the permit p
 
The statement of page 13-8 that the “wetlands in question experience natural drying 
during periods of low precipitation.  The pho
v
development of the municipal wells. This same phenomenon occurs a

12-4 that “…photographic analysis showed that for the period 1981 through 1996,
acreage of wetlands remained fairly constant.  Beginning in 1997, however, the acreage 
of wetlands visibl
 
Response:  The discussion in “Groundwater-Surface Water Interacti
Im
 
Comment 7.5:  The document lacks discussion of water conservation in the new 
development.  The DNR would like to know if “low water us
u
water conservation measures will be promoted. 
 

 since a 
significant amount of water is lost due to evaporation during the hot portions of the day. 
Homeowners with automated systems are strongly encouraged to program them to 
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operate after 10:00 p.m. This minimizes evaporation and lessens peak demand on the 
system. 

 of implementing an 
rigation policy that is specific to townhouse, multifamily residential and commercial 

ting during rain events.  

The City will shortly be updating its water supply plan.  At this time, the current DNR 
guidelines for plan content will be incorporated.  The plan will address new well, storage 

 

est 

 
In addition to the residential sprinkling ban, the City is in the process
ir
connections to the municipal water supply that requires that: 

• All irrigation systems must install an approved backflow device  
• All irrigation systems must include a Rain Sensor device to prevent irrigation 

systems from opera
 

and treatment plant requirements, as well as the role of conservation in the provision of 
water.  The revised water supply plan should be completed during the beginning phase of
RTC construction, and will be applied to the new development. 
 
Comment 7.6:  On page 14-1, paragraph 2, sentences 1 and 3, for accuracy, we sugg
the following changes:  “…contains the City’s DNR-conditionally approved Mis
River Critical Area Corridor/MNRRA plan.”  “…required elements, which the City h
met and exceeded in some respects

sissippi 
as 

…” 
 
Response: The document has been changed to reflect the comment. 
 
Comment 7.7:  On page 14-2, paragraph 1, next to the last sentence, the citation sho
be corrected to “…within Chapter 6105…” 
 

uld 

esponse: The document has been changed to reflect the comment. 

omment 7.8:  We suggest the following change on page 14-2, paragraph 3, last 
sentence:  “…Critical Area Plan has been conditionally 

R
 
C

approved b y the DNR as part of 
the City’s LCP.” 
 

esponse: The document has been changed to reflect the comment. 

e asterisked paragraph on page 14-4, Executive Order 
C.1.a(8) requires preparation of criteria for control of noise, and does not specifically 
state that it is required for plans.  This is a standard that we would look for consistency 
through city-wide or Corridor ordinances, not plans.  Because local units of government 
shall permit development only in accordance with adopted plan and regulations and the 
DNR approval, the list of Executive Order standards submitted by DNR include those 
that must be assured by implementation of the Plan and regulations.  Please omit the 

R
 
Comment 7.9:  The summary of the environmental impacts on page 14-2 should 
acknowledge that there will be a stormwater outfall to the Mississippi River within the 
Corridor in one location or another because of the RTC site. 
 
Response:  The document has been changed to reflect the comment. 
 
Comment 7.10:  Regarding th
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dments, as it 
is not needed. 

Critical Area” on page 14-4, last paragraph, if there will be a discharge to the Mississippi 

nd public facility programs affecting lands under County jurisdiction 
ithin the …Corridor shall be consistent and permitted only in accordance with the 

County’s Plan, the standards and guidelines of Executive Order 79-19, and other 
applicable local, state, and federal laws, whichever is more restrictive.”  For clarification, 
the last paragraph, the last sentence on page 14-4 should include the following:  “The 
City will also work with Anoka County Parks to implement these standards and the 

asterisk on page 14-3 and the paragraph explanation on expected Plan amen

 
Response: The document has been changed to reflect the comment. 
 
Comment 7.11:  On the stated assertion that the “…project does not directly affect the 

River because of this project, the project does directly affect the Critical Area, which 
should be acknowledged. 
 
Response: The document has been changed to reflect the comment. 
 
Comment 7.12:  For any lands within the Critical Area/WSR/MNRRA Corridor under 
the County’s jurisdiction that may be affected by discharge, stormwater management or 
wetland mitigation of the RTC project, the County is subject to the same state Critical 
Area laws for local units of government.  The County’s Critical Area Plan was 
conditionally approved March 14, 2002, including a condition that “all future uses, 
development, management, transportation, utility, parks, recreation, and capital 
improvement a
w

County’s DNR-conditionally approved MNRRA/Critical Area Plan within MRP land 
controlled by the County.” 
 
Response:  The document has been changed to reflect the comment. 
 

omment 7.13:  While we appreciate that much has been done to minimize runoff from 
the developed site, we encourage additional effort to achieve pre-development volumes 
of runoff entering the Mississippi River. 
 
Response: Item 17 and the added Appendix J discuss the means that will be used to 
handle runoff from the RTC site.  However, the discussion of the drainage system does 
ot include details on the specific BMPs that will be introduced into each block as it is 

constructed.  The AUAR document looked instead at the overall need to address drainage 
under high flow conditions, and route that water such that flooding problems do not 
occur.  This approach is required by the LRRWMO.  Follow-up implementation of BMPs 
to enhance infiltration, filtration and detention will be a design detail that will likely lead 

 additional reduced runoff. 

C

n

to
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Comment #8.    Anoka County submitted the following set of comments:   
 
Comment 8.1:  There are concerns about several issues related to infrastructure capacity, 
timing, s. 
We suggest that it would be to the benefit of the City and the developer that the County 
ontinues to be involved early in design discussions for this important project in Ramsey.   

omment 8.2:  One of the major concerns involves the future function of CSAH 116.  The 

6 
as 

ates to 
ay 

d 
 number of access points may need to be 

considered. 
 
Response: The AUAR notes on page 21-3 that the river crossing is under study and that 
Industry Avenue and Armstrong Boulevard would be affected by the potential river 
crossing, both as to regional function and the amount of traffic in the future. As noted on 
page 21-4, the timeframe for build-out of the RTC site will occur before the potential 

ver crossing is implemented. The AUAR requirement is for analysis of the project 

mitigation (also see the response to Mn/DOT Comment #6.1). 
 

d 

for 

ollector streets within the project 
te to accommodate and disperse project traffic over a series of full and partial access 

terials.  At some points in the document, the roads are designated 
as Principal Arterials.  This should be corrected.  (See also comment #12.1) 

esponse: The last sentence in the third paragraph on page 21-3 (and the corresponding 

 connections to existing portions of infrastructure, and financing of improvement

c
 
Response: The City of Ramsey is committed to working with the County to address the 
identified issues.  Discussions on transportation and drainage issues have already begun. 
 
C
County, along with Mn/DOT and Hennepin County, has been working on a project for 
another crossing of the Mississippi River.  Current plans show the extension of CSAH 11
as the connection for the crossing within the City of Ramsey. Additionally, CSAH 116 h
been upgraded to an A Minor Arterial-Reliever.  The Reliever status of the road rel
its function as a reliever for TH 10 in this vicinity.  Since CSAH 116 is the main roadw
through the Ramsey Town Center, traffic patterns and access locations should be reviewe
with these system functions in mind.  The current
re

ri
timeframe and any concurrent activities that will affect that timeframe. The potential 
requirements of the river crossing on the ultimate size of Industry Avenue will be 
considered as part of the joint City/County/Mn/DOT review of phasing requirements for 
the project 

Comment 8.3:  Traffic generation from the Ramsey Town Center is anticipated to be 
51,200 trips per day, greater than anticipated by previous land uses. As traffic is analyze
for the development and for the overall area, it will be important to consider a system of 
local collector streets to preclude an over-dependence on the County Highway System 
local trips. 
 
Response: The project is adding a system of local and c
si
points along the county highways adjacent to the site and the project traffic assignment 
has incorporated parallel routes (Sunwood Drive) to the extent feasible. 
 
Comment 8.4:  A minor, but important issue, all County roads bordering the site are 
designated as A Minor Ar

 
R
text in Appendix B) incorrectly states that Anoka County is seeking to change the 
functional class on Armstrong Boulevard and Industry Avenue to Principal Arterial. 
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ge 

rterial is in 
anticipation of this increased regional role.” 

he 
y 

and 
on with Metro Transit, for future services and facilities.   

 

o be 
mately for the commuter rail 

rvice.  The project sponsor has authorized preparation of a Transportation Demand 
des elements to encourage transit 

se by project residents, employees and visitors. 

ll as coordination with Metro Commuter Services 
programs. 
 
Comm ns 
within o 
discuss ents will be funded or the timing of the improvements.  

e recommend the City and developer work these issues out in coordination with the 

ements to 
e County road system. 

uding 
t extensions, but there is no reference to the impact on the County Road system.  

Additionally, per comment #12.1 from the Metropolitan Council, the request for chan
has been approved.  The text has been revised to the following: 

 
“The change in the functional class on these roadways to A Minor A

 
Comment 8.5:  Transit facility improvements are welcome at this location, both for t
Northstar Corridor and for bus transit connections.  We encourage participation by the Cit
and developer in continued coordination with the County’s systems (Anoka Traveler 
Northstar), as well as coordinati

Response: The City of Ramsey has requested a station stop at the Ramsey Town Center 
from the Northstar Corridor Development Authority (see also the Metropolitan Council 
Comment #12.3).  Provision is made within the project for a park and ride facility t
used initially for the Northstar Coach service and ulti
se
Management (TDM) plan for the project site that inclu
u
 
Comment 8.6:  We recommend implementation of travel demand management (TDM) 
program as part of the overall development.  Discussions should be held and plans made 
with the County and others relating to TDM activities before development plans are 
finalized.  The discussion should include how the activities will be prioritized, funded, 
maintained, etc.   
 
Response: See previous response.  The TDM plan for the site will consider mechanisms 
for coordinating with the proposed Transportation Management Organization (TMO) in 
development by Anoka County, as we

ent 8.7:  There is a listing of recommended improvements to roads and intersectio
the County roadway system listed in item 21 of the AUAR; however there is n
ion of how these improvem

W
County at early stages of the plan development prior to final approvals. 
 
Response: See response to Mn/DOT Comment #6.13. 
 
Comment 8.8:  The AUAR discusses compatibility with the City’s Comprehensive Plan; 
however, there are compatibility concerns with the County’s Transportation Plan, 
specifically with respect to the CIP and financing of needed improvements.  It will be 
important to collaborate with County staff on the timing and financing of improv
th
 
Response: See response to Mn/DOT Comment #6.1. 
 
Comment 8.9:  There is discussion of the impact on municipal infrastructure, incl
public-stree
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e would suggest that there is, indeed, impact including capacity, financial costs of 
constru
improv c., 
should
 
Respon  
made in the context of regional traffic patterns and while associated with the project 

affic are not solely required to serve project traffic. Rather, by bringing the future level 

 

, 

enter 

rsection of TH 10 and Ramsey Boulevard to accommodate pedestrian 
ovement between the park and Town Center. 

 

sey Boulevard—add an eastbound and a westbound through lane 
on the intersection approaches; add an eastbound and a southbound left turn lane 

he project sponsor is committed to providing a pedestrian bridge of some kind in the 

 10 intersection must also 
ccommodate the future vehicular connection between the park and Ramsey Boulevard 

d 

bdivision south of TH10. However, additional 
emand from the Park may require longer storage lengths in the westbound left turn and 

W
ction and maintenance, etc.  Because of these design and budgetary concerns, 
ements such as signals, turn lanes, channelization, additional lanes for capacity, et
 be considered the responsibility of the developers and/or the City.  

se:  Comment noted.  The suggested mitigation measures for transportation are

tr
of service to an acceptable level, the project mitigation provides accommodation for 
future regional traffic demand. 
 
Comment 8.10:  The County regularly coordinates its systemic transportation issues with
Mn/DOT.  Due to its size and impact, the transportation issues posed by the Ramsey Town 
Center should also be coordinated with Mn/DOT plans for TH 10, commuter rail
commuter transit, and transit facilities for the area.   
 
Response: See response to Mn/DOT Comment #6.1. 
 
Comment 8.11: We would like to see provisions made in the Town Center design to 
accommodate a future potential pedestrian bridge, over TH 10 connecting the Town C
development to Mississippi West Regional Park.  We concur that this should be aligned 
with the proposed treatment pond south of TH 10.  In the interim, provisions should be 
made at the inte
m
 
Response: The intersection improvements at TH 10 and Ramsey Boulevard described in
Section 21 would include accommodation for pedestrians. The text on pages 21-8, B-17, 
and D-19 is revised to the following: 

 
“TH 10 at Ram

and a westbound right turn lane. Provision for pedestrian crossings of TH 10 
needs to be included. …” 

 
T
future.  The location and design of the bridge will depend upon several of the 
negotiations currently under way as part of the project design. 
 
Comment 8.12:  The design of the Ramsey Boulevard and TH
a
south of TH 10.  Ingress/egress to the park will need to be considered, with turn-lanes an
stacking from TH 10 to the park entrance, and from the park entrance to TH 10. 
 
Response:  The requested intersection improvements would also be required to serve 
development in the Rivenwick 3rd Su
d
eastbound right turn lanes. The text on page 21-8 and page D-19 is revised to the 
following: 
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gh lane and a northbound 
left turn lane and northbound through/right lane would need to be added to serve 

ent of the project traffic. Traffic demands from these 
other land uses should be considered when the intersection improvements are 

ould 
 to 

ite 

Mississippi River which minimizes visual and physical intrusion in the park. 

 
ut the nature of the drainage outlet from TH 10 

ll 

considered.  To the extent possible, plant materials should be used to screen the view of 
buildin eration of evening uses of the park should 
also be accommodated in lighting of the Town Center development.  Light cast into the 
park or visible from th  
for evening act
 
Response:  Ite
Mitigation Ele
minimize l
 
Comment 8.15
and the Mi
developme
alignment and 
 

esponse: The details of the drainage connections that would allow wildlife movement 
will be developed during the design stage.  The current configuration allows for a 
continuous path from Lake Itasca to TH 10.  The nature of the TH 10 crossing, currently a 
pipe, could prevent the easy movement of wildlife.  The City will consider this need in 
designing the final drainage system. 

 
“TH 10 at Ramsey Boulevard—…A southbound throu

the Rivenwick 3rd Subdivision traffic and traffic destined for the Mississippi 
West Regional Park independ

designed.” 
 
Comment 8.13:  The proposed settling pond, treatment pond, and infiltration ponds, sh
be designed in such a manner as to meet the following objectives:  bench in a tread way
accommodate a future trail with a minimum width of ten feet, plus two-foot wide 
shoulders, incorporate native plant materials that are suitable to the conditions of the s
and provide an aesthetic park-like appeal, provide holding capacity to accommodate a 100-
year flood event without over-topping the trail, and use an outlet structure at the 

 
Response:  Appendix J was developed after the release of the draft AUAR document in
esponse to discussions with the County abor

to the River.  Most of the items mentioned above are addressed in the new Appendix.  
Details associated with items such as vegetation will be addressed during the detailed 
design process if this option goes forward.  If negotiations with the County do not lead to 
the use of this outlet, other options that eventually lead to a River discharge elsewhere wi
be developed. 
 
Comment 8.14:  The viewshed from the park to the Town Center development should be 

gs or other man-made structures.  Consid

e park will have a long-term detrimental impact on use of the park
ivities. 

m 26 addresses the visual impact of the RTC on the Regional Park.  The 
ment addresses the City Ordinance on lighting that will be followed to 

ight emission from the site. 

:  We support the preservation of a wildlife corridor between Lake Itasca 
ssissippi River.  To that end, provisions should be made in the design 
nt of the Town Center and the future park to ensure continuity in both the 

natural characteristics of the wildlife corridor. 

R

 
Comment 8.16:  Discussions should take place prior to detailed design to explore 
possibilities for achieving harmony in the architectural vernacular between the Town 
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cts 

n 

mment 8.17:  With the discussion of the City’s water supply system and potential 

 has 

y assessment has not 
en completed for Well 5.  We believe that Ramsey well 5 will also be classified as 

vulnera r time of travel capture zone is determined 
for well 5 we believe 
 

esponse: The Wellhead Protection section of Item 13 and page 19-2 of the document 

omment 8.18:  It is our opinion that the AUAR has not provided adequate emphasis on 

pply. inant 
sources o be vulnerable to surface spills and leaks. 

 

Recom

eempt the 
wellhead protection planning or program activities of the City by 

ity’s 

 site the 

e 
sey well 5 and its potential impact on development 

within this site.   
 
Response:  Changes h   
Reference is m o addressed.  The 
City’s planned w 
facilities assoc
 

n on the geologic 
hazards and soil conditions in Item 19.  The shallow water table, non-continuous clay 

Center development and the future park development, particularly where the two proje
will interface e.g. lighting, site furnishings, landscaping, etc. 
 
Response:  The comment is acknowledged, and discussions on this have begun betwee
the City and the RTC design team.   
 
Co
contaminant sources, this section should include discussion of the vulnerability of the 
City’s wells and wellhead protection areas.  The Minnesota Department of Health
determined that Ramsey wells 1 and 2 are not vulnerable to contamination and wells 3 
and 4 are vulnerable to contamination.  A formal well vulnerabilit
be

ble to contamination.  When the 10-yea
that the wellhead protection area will be extended to the south. 

R
has been changed to reflect the comment.  
 
C
the fact that this site is located within a City wellhead protection area.  That the City is in 
the process of preparing and implementing a plan to protect the immediate groundwater 
esources (10 year time of travel capture zone) used for the municipal drinking water r

su   And, that the wellhead protection plan must address potential contam
 because the FIG wells are determined t

mendations (of the commenter): 

1. Discussion of the well vulnerability and wellhead protection area  
vulnerability should be included in this section and its impact on 

development of the site.  However, this section should not pr

addressing potential contaminant sources as a means to protect the C
water supply wells.   

2. The AUAR should determine whether additional municipal wells are 
planned for the site.  If additional wells are planned on, or near, the
AUAR should address this.   

3. The AUAR should discuss the timeline and necessity of determining th
vulnerability of Ram

ave been made in Items 13, 19 and 20 to reflect these comments.
ade to Appendix F, where future appropriations are als
 update of its water supply plan will address the location and timing of ne
iated with the RTC site. 

Comment 8.19:  The AUAR does not accurately summarize informatio
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layer, s
wells in
the MD
ground
require on 
plan (A
   
This do  
from th
uniform  3 and 4 
require
   

hould 
   

Recommendation (of the commenter): 
d 
. 

ions of 
ellhead protection relevant to Items 19 and 20 remain within those Items. 

 
Comment 8.21:  The 
protection plan  
wellhead prote the 
City’s develop
delineation pro e 
performed for 
constructed in the next two years. 

6.  The statement regarding the City’s wellhead protection plan 
should be modified to reflect the above information.   

esponse:  The paragraph on page 13-2 has been modified as follows: 
 

hallow bedrock valleys, and (especially) the elevated tritium levels in the City 
dicate that shallow groundwater contamination will reach the City wells.  In fact, 
H has determined that Ramsey wells 3 and 4 are vulnerable to shallow 

water contamination (Steve Robertson, MDH Hydrologist, 651-215-1322) and 
s the City to address all potential contaminant sources in its wellhead protecti
rt Persons, MDH Planner, 507-292-5138). 

es not mean that a leaking underground storage tank would likely cause the water
e City well to rapidly become unfit to drink.  It means that in a system to 
ly evaluate the vulnerability of public water supply wells – Ramsey wells

 more attention to contaminant sources than other wells.   

Recommendation (of the commenter): 
4.  The statement in the Summary of Environmental Impact (page 

19-3) should be modified to reflect the above comments.   
 
Response:  The Summary of Environmental Impact in Item 19 has been changed to 
reflect the comment. 
 
Comment 8.20:  Discussion of this important drinking water protection program s
be focused in this document instead of distributed throughout the sections of the AUAR.
 

5.The discussion regarding wellhead fundamentals should be consolidate
with discussions in other sections and placed in the water use section/item

 
Response:  Discussion of wellhead protection program fundamentals was expanded and 
consolidated into the Wellhead Protection section of Item 13.  However, discuss
w

statement on page 13-2 regarding MDH approved wellhead 
s is not accurate.  Currently, the City is completing the second half of its
ction plan that addresses wells 1, 2, 3 and 4.  Well 5 is not part of 
ing plan because it was constructed and activated after a wellhead 
ject commenced.  A separate wellhead delineation project will have to b
Well 5 and likely addressed as a plan addendum with other City wells 

 
Recommendations (of the commenter): 

7.  Information regarding the location of the anticipated additional well 
should be included in the AUAR.   

 
R
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“Water Supply.  The City currently operates five municipal wells in two well 
Figure 13.2) and anticipates drilling an additional well in the near future
st half of the wellhead protection plan for both well fields has be
ted and approved by the Minnesota Department of Health (MD

fields ( .  
The fir en 
comple H).  This 
half of the wellhead protection plan addresses WHPAs, DWSMAs and well 
vulnerability classifications for all municipal wells with the exception of well 
number 5.  Well 5 is not part of the developing plan because it was constructed 
nd activated after the wellhead delineation project began.  A separate wellhead 

delineation project will be necessary for well 5 which could be performed in 
coordination as a plan addendum with other municipal wells that will be 
constructed within several years.  The second part of the City’s wellhead 

urces and 

e 

The loc rrently under study by the City as part of 
its wate ed 
to support grow
Wellhead prot
Department of
8.1. 

ation regarding 
ed 

emand from 
this development impacts groundwater availability.  Selection of 
monitoring well positions should provide for determining groundwater 
flow direction.  The materials and construction of the monitoring wells 
should be sufficient to utilize, if necessary, as water quality monitoring 
wells.   

 
Response: The “Permitting” paragraph in Item 13 was modified to reflect the County’s 
comment. 
 
Comment 8.23:  The statement on page 13-8 that underground storage tanks (USTs) are 
restricted within a wellhead protection area may not be accurate.  We are not aware of 
any additional restrictions or requirements for USTs within wellhead protection areas.   
 

Recommendations (of the commenter): 

a

protection plan is currently in progress and will address contaminant so
education initiatives within the site and the City WHPA/DWSMA.  Items 19 and 
20 further detail the geologic setting and the potential Town Center impacts to th
water supply.  Appendix F provides a discussion for the potential locations of 
additional municipal wells.” 

 
ation of new wells within the City is cu
r supply plan update.  As stated in the AUAR, three new wells are likely need

th associated with the RTC site and the western portion of Ramsey.  
ection and appropriation issues will be addressed by the Minnesota 
 Health and DNR as part of the permitting process, as identified in Table 

 
Comment 8.22: We concur with the statements on pages 13-7 and -8 that groundwater 

vel monitoring of the surficial aquifer would provide valuable informle
trends in the availability of shallow groundwater that recharges the deeper aquifer utiliz
by the City’s wells.  If it becomes necessary, such wells could be used to test and monitor 
the quality of the surficial aquifer in the event of a spill other pollution event.   
 

Recommendation (of the commenter): 
8. Insert discussion considering the installation of surficial 

monitoring wells to aid in determining if increased water d
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9.  This statement should provide a reference to State statute, rule, 
 

 
potential 

contaminant source in their wellhead protection plan (under development). 

Respon
reflect the 
 
Comment
developme nd 
well vulne
the City’s eloped and will address contaminant 
sources and education initiative within the site and the City WHPA/DWSMA. 
  

Rec
ther references to 

o 

ble leak in 

or local ordinance that places this addition restriction on USTs located
within a wellhead protection area.  If no supporting regulatory 
documentation is provided this statement should be deleted.   
10.  That the AUAR acknowledge that USTs may be located in the City’s
wellhead protection areas and encourage the City to address this 

 
se: The Mitigation Element of Item 13 of the document has been changed to 

comment. 

 8.24:  Re: Page 20-3 - The Ramsey Wellhead Protection Plan is in 
nt.  Part 1 on the wellhead protection plan, addressing WHPAs, DWSMAs a
rability classifications has been completed and approved by MDH.  Part 2 of 
wellhead protection plan is being dev

ommendation (of the commenter): 
11.  That this statement be combined with o

wellhead protection planning and inserted into the Water Use section/item.  
References to a developed wellhead protection plan should be modified t
completion of Part 1 and continuing development of Part 2.   

 
Response: See response to comment 8.1.  References to the wellhead protection plan as 
having two parts have been corrected in the document as suggested. 
 
Comment 8.25: (page 20-3)  “The most controlled land use in the WHPA is the use of 
underground storage tanks to store petroleum and any other potentially harmful 
substance.  Underground tanks are allowed in the WHPA if the tanks are double-walled 
and groundwater around the tank is monitored for contamination from a possi
the tank. However, the use of underground tanks in these areas is strongly discouraged.  
In the case that a leak occurred, alternative water sources, such as the emergency 
connection with the City of Anoka, would potentially have to be used”.   
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ection 

 

 

13.  The statements regarding wellhead protection in this section should be 

ll 

 

tial to 
pact the County infrastructure.  Because of this, we ask that the City and the developer 

 that end, we invite the City 
nd developer to meet with the County at your earliest convenience to begin discussions 

y 

omment #9.

 
This statement overemphasizes the impact of a leaking underground storage tank on 
public water supply wells.  Also, the “most controlled land use” in a wellhead prot
area is a site-specific and debatable issue that may be taken up in the development of 
each wellhead protection plan.  Each City in consultation with the MDH establishes its 
priority for address potential contaminant sources within its WHPA/DWSMA. 
 

Recommendations (of the commenter): 
12.  Reference to underground storage tanks should be removed from

the discussion of WHPA.  Discussion of wellhead protection should 
emphasize that the process is specific, and tailored, to land use conditions 
within each WHPA/DWSMA.  The development of the City’s wellhead 
protection plan and priority of contaminant sources should be left up to the
City in consultation with the MDH. 

   

combined with other wellhead protection statements, found throughout the 
document, and placed in the Water Use section/item.   

 
Response:  The issue of underground storage tanks is relevant to the RTC site and was 
not removed completely from the text.  The document has been changed to reflect a
other aspects of this comment.  See response to comment 8.1.   

Comment 8.26:  The three departments that reviewed this document have attempted to 
provide a thorough review of the AUAR for the Ramsey Town Center.  Realistically, 
there will be changes to the plans to consider and many more levels of detail to review as 
the development progresses.  Many of these changes and details will have the poten
im
continue to work closely with the County on the issues raised in this review.   
 
Our mutual goals will be best met if we continue working with each other in these early 
stages of the development plans, and if we plan to continue coordinating our efforts 
through the build-out of the Ramsey Town Center.  Toward
a
of our comments and the issues raised in this letter. 
 
Response:  As stated in the response to Comment #8.1, the City intends to work closel
with the County on all of the issues of joint concern. 
 
 
C     The U.S. Department of the Interior - National Park Service (NPS) 

 
i River 

 could have a direct impact on the 
MNRRA corridor”: 
 

submitted the following comments, based on its statement that the “…proximity and the
potential for RTC connections through the MNRRA corridor and to the Mississipp
itself, certain components of the RTC planning process
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Comm
a storm ge 8-6) states that a 
discharge path has not yet been identified and that permitting by the DNR will be 
require
closely er 
manage  
stormw
events,
minimi
River C
 

esponse: As stated in previous responses to Comments #3, 7.3 and 7.13, the details on 

 

on on 
 

ter 
rge the 

any future crossing on the River 
orridor and on existing and proposed parks and open space on both sides of the river. 

 
en prepared. Page 21-3 further notes that an EIS for the river 

crossing would be the next step in the planning process. Such a document would address 
g. 

Comment 9.3:  The NPS also encourages the creation of continuous greenway corridors 

sual 

r to connect 
the new RTC to the River trail via a connection along the drainage corridor.  This 

to 
 

 

Comment 9.4:  The MNRRA Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) provides NPS 
icies of 

articular relevance too RTC planning are as follows: 

ent 9.1:  Regarding stormwater runoff, the AUAR states that the RTC will require 
water outlet to the Mississippi River.  Item 8, question 5 (pa

d for future discharge to the River.  We encourage the City of Ramsey to work 
 with the DNR and other relevant agencies in the design of the RTC stormwat
ment system.  Tables 17.1, 17.2 and 17.3 suggest significant increases in
ater runoff from existing conditions during the 100-year rainfall and snowmelt 
 for both the minimum and maximum projected runoff condition.  We encourage 
zation of runoff to the greatest extent possible and adherence to the Mississippi 
ritical Area standards, as well as those of the MNRRA CMP. 

R
runoff minimization BMPs will be an element of design as the project develops.  The 
City is currently working with the County to determine the route and character of the 
ultimate River discharge.  Once these items are determined, the City can begin to work in
earnest with the regulatory agencies to define the protection needed. 
 
Comment 9.2:  The issue of a potential river crossing is also raised in the discussi
traffic in Item 21 of the AUAR.  While decisions regarding a future bridge crossing will
be made through the transportation planning process, the development of a town cen
could influence decisions for a new River bridge.  In its plans for the RTC, we u
City to carefully consider the potential impacts of 
c
 
Response: As noted on page 21-3, a potential river crossing is being studied and a draft
scoping document has be

both the transportation and parks and open space impacts of the potential crossin
 

to, and along, the Mississippi River where possible, and promotes connections to the 
regional trail system, including access to the River.  We also urge consideration of vi
impacts on the river corridor of any tall structures planned within the RTC boundary, 
such as new elevated reservoir or communications towers. 
 
Response: The AUAR identified the desire of the City and the RTC develope

connection would provide an opportunity for new residents and visitors to the RTC 
walk to the River trail.  The issue of visual impacts is addressed in Item 26 and in the
response to Comment #8.15.  The City acknowledges the comment on tall structures and
will work with the developer to address this concern during site and building design. 
 

land use and protection guidelines for the Mississippi River corridor.  Pol
p
 

Policy 2, page 13: Reduce runoff through coordinated efforts of state and local 
agencies to update development and enforcement standards for major new 
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construction and redevelopment projects and by promoting increased stormwater 
retention in new construction and redevelopment projects. 
 
Policy 11, page 20: If it becomes necessary to increase river crossing capacity, th
order of preference will be first to expand the capacity of an existing bridge
second to add a parallel structure, and third to establish a new corridor.  
Development of a new crossing corridor will occur only when no feasible and
prudent alternative (including consideration for a greater reliance on intermodal 
transportation) exists and only if the crossing is included in approved regional 
transportation plans.  This includes the Major River Crossing Study prepared by
the Metropolitan Council. 

 

e 
, 

 

 

Response:  The relationship of the RTC site development to the MNRRA documents, 

MNRRA 
 

UAR and in 
the newly added Appendix J.  There will be strict adherence to all of the protective 

guidelines and policies is addressed several places in the AUAR document, including 
Items 9, 12, 14, 17, 25, and 27.  Item 14 discusses the relationship between the 
corridor and the Critical Area and Wild and Scenic River area.  Although the RTC site is
not within the corridor that defines each of these protected areas, it is adjacent to it and 
will discharge stormwater into and through the corridor.  Because of this, special 
provisions will be made to minimize impact as described throughout the A

guidelines and regulations in effect.  Reference is also made to the stormwater 
minimization and mitigation plans of the AUAR. 
 
The River crossing is not a part of the RTC development.  The traffic impacts of the RTC 
relative to any river crossing are discussed in Item 21.  See also the response to Anoka 
County Comment #8.2. 
 
Comment #10.    The Lower Rum River Watershed Management Organization 
(LRRWMO) submitted the following statement: 
 
We have received a copy of the AUAR for the Ramsey Town Center as submitted by the 
City of Ramsey.  The permit applicant/developer must comply with the storm water 

, 

 Conservation Act, will also be reviewing the Wetland Fill/Mitigation Permit 
Application to ensure that the requirements of the Conservation Act are met. 

nd 

management criteria, water quantity and quality, of the LRRWMO.  The LRRWMO
being the Local Governmental Unit (LGU) administering the requirements of the 1991 
Wetland

 
Response: Table 8.1 acknowledges the permit coordination that is needed with the 
LRRWMO before any construction begins.  All of the stormwater management and 
wetland mitigation elements in Items 10, 12 and 17 were prepared with LRRWMO a
City input to properly reflect LRRWMO criteria.  The City will work closely with the 
LRRWMO during all phases of design to assure that the WMO criteria are met. 
 
Comment #11.    Erika Sitz (citizen) submitted the following comments: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the AUAR document.  My comments 
confined to the sections concerning effects of this project on water resources, primarily 
on groundwater.  This should trigger a more compre

are 

hensive review of water issues. 
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I realize that this document is for the Town Center development project and focuses on  
cope) that 

.  But 
e nature of this kind of document is that it isn’t the vehicle for a comprehensive 

 

ative effects of the development that is happening in the northern metro area, for 
hich I’m using the extended Metropolitan Statistical Area definition rather than the 

alesville (FIG) aquifer that is the drinking water source 
r this area, since the prolific Prairie du Chien-Jordan Aquifer is absent.  

 
I am no  of 
review by done by those who are so qualified, and who are removed from any 

volvement in this project, and that this review occur before the momentum for such a 

 red 

l 
 

ys 
 “is this 

 wise thing to do, or more precisely to do on such a scope and scale, and how can we 
’s a wise way 

 look at a specific proposal, but I’m even more certain that the piecemeal approach is 
not  the
by an e
from th Department 
of Natu
 

m not technically competent to address the specific issues raised, e.g. relationship 
e 

te 

The 
 analyses in Item 13 and Appendix F were done to specifically address the 

pact of this site on the Franconia-Ironton-Galesville (FIG) aquifer.  Extending this 
beyond 

the scope of this AUAR.  However, the City is willing to undertake whatever studies will 
be requ ddition, 
the join  
comme
resourc ate 
agency staff having no involvement in this project. 

 

that geographical area.  It’s my understanding (though I am not certain of the s
it also takes into account other development, and thus effects on water, in Ramsey
th
approach that examines a broad enough scope to answer questions about its effect beyond
this city.  My greatest concern is that there has not been enough attention paid to the 
cumul
w
seven-county Metropolitan Council definition.  This also more realistically covers the 
range of the Franconia-Ironton-G
fo

t a technical professional.  I’m expressing a concern as a citizen that this kind

in
massive undertaking makes it impossible to do a thorough and competent professional 
job.  I’m not picking on the Town Center project per se, but because of its scope it’s a
flag to me to say we must look at a broader picture now rather than later. 
 
I’m familiar with the tension that results from the current two-step process, first a genera
examination of environmental effects in the review document and then the “we’ll address
the details in the permitting process later” second step.  My experience is that this alwa
results in a question of “how can we ameliorate the effects of _____?” rather than
a
modify _____ to prevent or minimize negative effects?”   I don’t think that
to

 best way to look at the broad picture.  A comprehensive review should be done 
ntity that is not involved in any project anywhere and thus can examine the issue 
e broadest context and without any bias.   This to me is the Minnesota 
ral Resources, Division of Waters.   

I’
between the FIG and the surficial aquifer, but I’m eager to see agency responses to thes
issues. 
 
Response: The City appreciates the input from Ms. Sitz as a concerned citizen.  The Sta
AUAR process was developed by the State Environmental Quality Board (EQB) to 
address the need for a more thorough cumulative assessment on large-scale projects.  
extensive
im
analysis beyond the immediate Ramsey vicinity to the Metropolitan Area is well 

ired by the DNR for amending the City’s water appropriation permit.  In a
t study of the FIG aquifer referred to in the Minnesota Department of Health
nts (Comment #13) will also assist in assuring the long-term viability of this 
e in Anoka County.  Both of these efforts will be done in cooperation with st
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Comment #12.    After expressing its finding that the AUAR is complete, the 
Metropolitan Council submitted the following advisory and technical comments: 
 
Comment 12.1:  In Section 21- Classification Summary, the reclassification changes to
A-minor arterials for Industry Avenue and Armstrong Boulevard were approved in Apr
2003. 
 
Response:  The last sentence on page 21-1 (and in the corresponding section of Append
B) is changed to the following: 
 

“In April 2003, Anoka County received a functional 

 
il 

ix 

class change for Industry 
Avenue and Armstrong Boulevard to upgrade their designations to A-Minor 

 
Comment 12.2:  In Section 21- Planned Improvements, this section should note that any 
major improvements to the TH 10 corridor have to be in the Metropolitan Council’s 
Transportation Policy Plan before major investments in the corridor can be programmed.  
This document is scheduled to be revised in 2004.  The section acknowledges funding 
shortfalls, which could delay any significant investment on the Ramsey segment of the 
corridor until the year 2020 or later.  Further, there are no planned improvements for the 
TH 10 corridor in the current Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) 10-
year Plan which identifies major highway project construction to the year 2012.  
 
Response: The following is added after the third paragraph on page 21-3: 
 

“For improvements like the Northwest River Crossing and the IRC enhancements 
to TH 10 to be funded, the investments need to be included in the Transportation 
Policy Plan (TPP) prepared by the Metropolitan Council in its role as 
Metropolitan Planning Organization for the region. Updating of the current TPP is 
scheduled to occur in 2004.” 

 
Comment 12.3:  In Section 21- Planned Improvements (page21-3), the AUAR should 
note the City of Ramsey formally requested the Northstar Corridor Development 
Authority (NCDA) in 2002 to add a Ramsey commuter rail station to the project.  The 
request was forwarded to Mn/DOT by the NCDA and the department agreed to further 
evaluate the feasibility of a station at the Ramsey Town Center site.  The feasibility study 
should proceed when the state portion of the funding for the commuter rail project is 
secured. 
 

esponse:  The following sentence is added to the last paragraph on page 21-3: 

“Additionally, a request by the City of Ramsey to the Northstar Corridor 

EIS) 

Arterial.” 

R
 

Development Authority to further evaluate the feasibility of a station at the 
Ramsey Town Center was approved by Mn/DOT (the lead agency for the 
and should proceed when the state portion of funding for the commuter rail 
project is secured.” 
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 21- Traffic Analysis Report Summary, this section should 
cknowledge the development and potential benefits of a pedestrian circulation system 

pactness and network of 

rther reductions for alternate mode 
t 

d county funding (acknowledged by the AUAR 
document) to complete the projects listed, and assuming the need to have the projects 

lopment.  The local funding is one 
eans to insure that needed highway improvement projects are constructed in a timely 

unicipality is refunded the project cost at a future time when funds for the project 

e 
ming 

ents 
 

 
Comment 12.4:  In Section
a
for the site as conceptually illustrated in the “RTC LLC” plan shown in Section 6.  With a 
variety of mixed land uses, higher density and a pedestrian-friendly environment, a 
pedestrian system was part of the themes and desired outcomes for the Ramsey Town 
Center design which emerged from the Calthorpe lead planning effort for the Ramsey 

own Center site.  The mix of land uses, comT
greenways/drainage ways should induce bike and pedestrian trips for work, shopping, 
school, entertainment, and recreational purposes.  If not year-round, at least seasonal.  
These internal trips would replace some auto trips.  The AUAR should address the 
potential for alternative mode splits and indicate if some form of a pedestrian walk way 
system is still part of the project’s development program.    
 
Response:  On page 21-5, the traffic analysis for the AUAR incorporates trip generation 
adjustments for the density and diversity of the project’s mixed use pedestrian oriented 
design that account for approximately 16 percent of the project PM peak hour trip-
making that would otherwise occur in automobiles. Fu
use related to the project’s design were considered uncertain given that dedicated transi
to the site is not yet a reality and that the suburban location of the project and short 
timeframe to build-out indicate a continued (at least initial) use of automobiles to access 
the project in advance of a transit infrastructure being built. 
 
Comment 12.5:  In Section 21- Mitigation Element, given the bleak long-term outlook 
for the timely availability of state an

completed by the time the Ramsey Town Center project is scheduled to be completed in 
2007, it may be useful to prioritize the projects that are critical to providing a reasonable 
level of access to the project.  An emerging trend is for more local funding of critical 
highway projects needed to support ongoing local deve
m
manner.  Local funding strategies can range from fully paying for the project such as the 
new Tamarack Interchange in Woodbury, city/private partial funding provided to 
construct the I-494 Penn Avenue Interchange, or reimbursements.  Reimbursements are 
typically financial agreements between Mn/DOT and a municipality whereby the 
municipality funds a Mn/DOT project to accelerate the timing of its construction.  The 
m
become available to the department.  The AUAR should acknowledge the need for 
creative funding mechanisms and partnerships if the mitigation projects listed are to b
constructed within the desired time frame as determined in part by the phasing and ti
of the Ramsey Town Center project.  
 
Response: See response to Mn/DOT Comment #6.1. 
 
Comment 12.6:  In Section 17 - Water Quality - Stormwater Runoff, in the AUAR, 
alternative land consumption strategies were considered to reduce the amount of 
impervious materials on the site.  A suggestion is the design of a project that implem
a shared parking design to reduce the tendencies in commercial development to over
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he 

ties.  
ieves the actual flow from the existing 

ty of 7.3 MGD as 
hown in the AUAR is not consistent with the Metropolitan Council Wastewater System 

Plan and thus represents a substantial impact to the Metropolitan Disposal System.  This 
need for future sewer services will require changes to the Council’s Systems Plan.  A 
meeting should be established between the City and the Metropolitan Council to discuss 
this need. 
 
Response: We concur with the observation that flows within the 2020 MUSA may not be 
as high as those presented in the AUAR.  At this level of planning, it is difficult to project 
future flows to a high degree of accuracy.  Therefore, it should be assumed that a 20% 
deviation in projections in either direction is possible. 
 

e also concur that the Comprehensive Sewer Plan must be upgraded to incorporate the 
ent, as well as other changes in development projections.  The Mitigation 

Element for the revised Item 18 addresses the intent of the City to address this need with 
MCES.  Finally, we concur with the recommendation to schedule a meeting with MCES 
to discuss the potential major impacts of the projected 7.3 MGD  flows at full build-out. 
 
Comment 12.8:  In Section 10 - Cover Types, if there are any significant native trees in 
the shelterbelts or the homestead site, the project would benefit from preserving and 
incorporating the trees into the new development to the extent possible.  A city tree 

rdinance may provide the appropriate mitigation process for any trees that are removed. 

rt of 
e 

amsey Tree Book that outlines preferred, acceptable, and unacceptable trees to be 

design (given conventional parking stall/commercial square footage ratios) the number of 
parking stalls constructed. 

 
Response: This is a good suggestion that forms the basis for the traffic section of the
AUAR.  The traffic design is predicated on a shared parking concept for the mixed use 
core of the project area that supports the trip adjustments for mixed use (See Metropolitan 
Council Comment #12.4). 
 
Comment 12.7:  In Section 18, the AUAR indicates the projected build-out flow from
the Town Center, currently located within the 2020 MUSA boundary, will be 4.2 Million
Gallons per Day (MGD) and 7.3 MGD for the City as a whole.  The design flow per acre
based on proposed land use type appears to be conservative, although acceptable.  T
City’s design of the local wastewater systems is higher than those used by the 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES) to design metropolitan facili

ased on the information in the AUAR, MCES belB
MUSA with the Town Center would be 3.5 to 3.8 MGD.  This requirement is consistent 
with Metropolitan Council Wastewater System Plan.  

The comprehensive plan will need to be amended to include the Town Center prior to 
implementing the AUAR.  The long term flow projections for the Ci
s

W
RTC developm

o
 
Response:  The City’s Environmental Policy Task Force (EPTF) is charged with creating 
a tree preservation ordinance that will require certain data to be provided prior to sta
construction of improvements that includes location, size, and type of trees located on th
development site.  In addition, the ordinance prescribes measures to be taken during 
onstruction that will protect the trees to be saved.  The ordinance also creates the c

R
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planted in Ramsey.  The City has scheduled a public hearing on a draft ordinance on June 
5, 2003, with the expectation that the City Council will review the ordinance later in 
June.   

osed 
est 

ferred.  An over pass would seem to provide a safer 
onnection for people due to the length a tunnel would need to be to traverse both the 

railroad tracks and TH 10.  A wildlife corridor connection would likely work better if it 
as an underpass. The Minnesota Department of transportation provides “critter 

crossing” on some of their road projects and could provide examples of successful 
projects.  A wider and greener connection would make the connection between the 
development and the regional park/river stronger. 
 
Response: Please refer to the response to Comment #8.16 for the wildlife element.  The 
details of the trail connection are under discussion among the County Parks Department, 
the City and the developer.  It is anticipated that Mn/DOT will ultimately be part of the 
iscussion as well as the design details for crossing TH 10 develop. 

.  

 
t should 

nd.  Figure 12.4 indicates that some of the wetland 
itigation will take place in the regional park.  If land within the park is utilized for 

wetland mitigation for the Town Center development, this land should be replaced with 
comparable land.  

 
Response: Discussions are under way with the County on the use of its land to develop a 
drainage and trail corridor between the RTC site and the Mississippi River.  The new 
Appendix J shows that the drainage infiltration featured noted as 26b in Figure 12.4 no 
longer extends into the Mississippi Regional Park.  However, a pipe connection from 26b 

 the River remains a part of the drainage concept, provided this route is approved by the 

l 

f open-cut construction.  

 
Comment 12.9:  In Section 11 - Mitigation Element/Wildlife Habitat, the prop
greenway and trail connection between the Town Center project and the Mississippi W
Regional Park, Regional Trail and the Mississippi River may provide a desirable 
connection.  For the trail connection to be safe and convenient for people to use, a grade-
separated connection is pre
c

w

d
 
Comment 12.10:  In Section 12 - Drainage Area 26, a portion of the storm water 
connection to the Mississippi River is proposed to be in Mississippi West Regional Park
Coordination with Anoka County Parks is required for any work proposed in the park.  If 
storm water management for the Town Center development is done in the park, 
appropriate mitigation should be provided.  Public park land that was purchased/donated
for park purposes that is used to manage storm water for an off-site developmen
be replaced with comparable parkla
m

to
County.  The nature of the pipe and the design of the outlet structure at the River are 
discussed in Appendix J and will be the subject of regulatory review by the DNR, County 
and City if and when it occurs. 
 
Comment 12.11:  In Section 12 - Mitigation Impacts Associated with Stormwater Outfal
to the Mississippi River, preservation of the river bluff and its natural vegetation is 
important.  The storm water management infrastructure should strive to minimize 
disturbance to the natural shoreline of the river.  Council staff concurs with the AUAR 
ecommendation for use of directional boring techniques in lieu or
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Response: The City concurs with the need to protect the River bluff.  Please refer to the 
above comment (#12.10) response and Appendix J, and the discussion of Critical 

rea/MNRRA/WSB standards in Item 14. 
 

itigation or stormwater management for the Town 
enter project takes place on the south side of TH 10 and in the regional park, those 

activities are within the Mississippi Critical Area and the appropriate rules apply from the 
City’s Critical Area Plan. 
 
Response: Please refer to the discussion in Item 14. 
 

Comment 12.13:  In Section 11 - Fish, Wildlife and Ecologically Sensitive 
Resources, given the extent of the proposed water feature on the site and extent of nearby 
sandy upland area, the site habitat may be even more amenable to amphibians and 
reptiles in the future than it is now.   Turtles are known to travel up to a mile from 
wetland feeding areas to their upland nesting areas.  Council staff recommends requiring 
the use of surmountable curbs on all roads within the proposed development area so 
turtles do not become trapped within the roadways.    
 
Response: Although the city of Ramsey uses a standard of B618 curb and gutter, it 
realizes the importance of protecting turtles from becoming trapped within the roadways 
nd has modified that standard on new developments in sensitive areas.  This standard 

.  
e 

r 

on 

onitoring of the 
rficial aquifer be conducted.  The Council concurs with this recommendation.  Two 

ears of data is not sufficient to show the long-term effects of pumping.  The fact that the 

dicate 

th 
ludes 

ate 

A

Comment 12.12:  In Section 14 - Resource Protection Zones, Water Related 
Management District, if wetland m
C

a
modification has predominantly been used in residential areas with low traffic volumes
Since the City of Ramsey is committed to protection of any protected species, it would b
willing to change to surmountable curbs in all residential areas and look into the highe
traffic roadways and commercial areas to determine the feasibility of installing 
surmountable curbs there as well. 
 
Comment 12.14:  In Section 13 - Water Use, the AUAR states on page 13-7 that the 
groundwater level in the FIG has been trending upward in the last two years.  It goes 
to state that there appears to be no effect from pumping the municipal wells on the water 
level in the surficial material.  It further recommends that long-term m
su
y
water level in the two wells analyzed level off after a short period of pumping may 
indicate that water is leaking from the surficial aquifer. 
 
In addition, the tritium sampling discussed on pages 19-2 and 19-3 of the EAW in
that water in the City’s municipal wells has recharged within the last 50 years suggesting 
a connection between the surficial and bedrock aquifers.  The Council is currently 
undertaking studies to evaluate the ability of the FIG aquifer to support planned grow
in the northwest metropolitan area.  While the study conducted for the AUAR conc
that the FIG has sufficient capacity to support growth, the Council recommends that the 
city continue monitoring water levels to establish long-term trends and further evalu
aquifer capacity and potential impact on surface water features. 
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onse 

 
Comment #13.

Response: The City acknowledges these points and refers the commenter to the resp
to Comment #13.1. 
 

    The Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) submitted the following 
advisory and technical comments: 
 
Comment 13.1:  The wells used as a source of supply by the City of Ramsey’s water 
supply system are completed in the FIG aquifer.  Local indicators (as discussed in the 
AUAR, especially in Appendix F) are that the capacity of the FIG in the Ramsey area is 
sufficient to handle the existing and anticipated future withdrawals, with limited effects 
on the overlying materials.  I am not sure if the observations made in the report are due to 
a higher inherent transmissivity, greater natural and pumping-induced recharge, or some 
combination of these factors, than is observed for the FIG elsewhere, but I would point 
out that the properties of the FIG are somewhat variable in the Metropolitan Area.  
Therefore, I would encourage the City to make itself aware of ongoing research being 
conducted by the Minnesota Geological Survey and the Metropolitan Council on the FIG 
and its water supply potential in the northwestern part of the Twin Cities Metropolitan 
Area (Chris Elvrum at the Met Council, 651-602-1066).  Understanding the system 
dynamics of the FIG locally and regionally will help the City respond to (and perhaps 
avoid) complaints about its municipal pumping interfering with other local resources 
such as private wells and surface water bodies. 
 
Response: The City acknowledges the differences in the FIG within the region and is 
committed to undertaking the study identified in the AUAR to further its knowledge of 
the FIG behavior locally.  The City will follow the progress of the MGS/Met Council 
study and will cooperate to the extent possible with all of the agencies involved in 
researching and regulating use of the FIG.  The City recognizes the need to provide 
observation wells in the glacial aquifer and the need to perform both a pump test and long 
term trending analysis.  It also concurs with the observation that the local transmissivities 
observed in Municipal Wells No. 3 and 4 are probably not representative of average 
conditions with the FIG.  As a result, a more extensive hydrogeologic investigation of the 
local FIG capacity is planned prior to installation of additional wells. 
 
 
Comment 13.2:  I would encourage the recommendation made on pages 13-7 and 13-8 
(as well as Appendix F) that one or more nests of monitoring wells be placed in the area 
around the well filed to monitor water level changes in the glacial materials over time.  I 
might also suggest that, if these wells were to be placed, a pumping test could be 
performed using one of the city’s existing wells.  Such a test would establish the nature of 
the hydraulic connection between the bedrock and the (surficial) drift and could probably 
be accomplished at little cost to the City.  MDH staff and equipment are available to 
assist with such an effort because the results could be used to refine the wellhead 
protection planning efforts of the City.  In the end, the kind of data generated from long 
term monitoring and from pumping tests will be of greater value in establishing the 
effect, if any, of municipal pumping on groundwater elevations in the area than just about 
any other kind of data or analysis. 
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Response: The City acknowledges the comments and will incorporate them into its 
monitoring program as it develops.  The offer of staff and equipment assistance is 
gratefully acknowledged, and will be considered as well. 



Attachment 1 - Revised Appendix B, Figure 8 (page 16) 
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Attachment 2 - Revised Appendix B, page 111 
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Attachment 3 - Revised Appendix B, page 114 
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Attachment 4 - Revised Appendix B, page 81 
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Attachment 5 - Revised Appendix B, page 84 
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1. Introduction and Purpose 
 

The AUAR study area is the 369.5-acre project known as “The COR” (formerly Ramsey Town Center) in the 
City of Ramsey. The area is bounded by Highway 10 on the south, Armstrong Boulevard on the west and 
Ramsey Boulevard (Highway 56) on the east (see Figure 1).    
 
The Ramsey Town Center Alternative Urban Areawide Review and Mitigation Plan dated June 24, 2003, 
(original AUAR), was adopted by the Ramsey City Council in June 24, 2003 by Resolution 2002-104. This 
AUAR update incorporates this document by reference.  
 
The preparation of this AUAR update report has been completed according to guidance prepared by the 
Environmental Quality Board (EQB) and is based on Minnesota Rules 4410.3610, Subp. 4.  
The mitigation items in the AUAR update follow the standard Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) 
form. When an EAW item is not applicable to this AUAR, it is so stated. Responses to the questions are only 
provided when there has been a change since the 2003 AUAR. Whenever “no changes” is indicated, refer 
to the original document as listed above to review the original response.  
 
The 2003 AUAR included an analysis of existing conditions and the preferred development scenario.  The 
AUAR also included the progression of the conceptual designs to reach the preferred development 
concept.  The AUAR as adopted in 2003 was fully compatible with the 2001 Comprehensive Plan (as 
amended in 2002) Land Use plan.  In September 2010, the City of Ramsey prepared the 2030 
Comprehensive Plan Update.  The land use classifications in this update were fully compatible with the 
AUAR. 
 
The 2003 AUAR is available for review on the City’s website at www.cityoframsey.com/planning-division.  
This report is intended to serve as an update of the AUAR and includes a review of the areas that have and 
have not developed, an update to the environmental analysis if needed and a review of the mitigation 
measures. 
 

2. Approved Development/Current Conditions 
 
Figure 2(Development Plan 6.0) shows the location of the approved developments within the AUAR area.  
Of the 369.5 acres in the AUAR, 106.5 acres (738 residential units, 30.5 acres of commercial, 14.1 acres of 
public park and numerous road improvements) were approved for development.  These areas include: 

• The Ramsey Municipal Center  and Parking Ramp -  5.31 acres 
• The Veterans Administration Clinic –2.34 acres 
• Allina Clinic—3 acres 
• Ramsey Town Center 2nd Addition – 103 units 
• Ramsey Town Center 3rd Addition (Northstar Marketplace retail) – 8.92 acres 
• Ramsey Town Center  7th Addition - Symphony at Town Center—152 units 
• Ramsey Town Center 8th Addition – 23 units (under construction) 
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• Ramsey Town Center 9th Addition – 90 units (under construction) 
• Ramsey Town Center  10th Addition – 44 units (under construction) 
• PACT  Charter School – 5.34 acres 
• NAU Country – 1.23 acres 
• COR ONE (Residence at the COR)--326 units (under construction) 
• COR TWO (Sunwood Retail) – 4.09 acres Approved)  
• COR THREE (North Commons) – 17 units (under construction) 
• Fountains of Ramsey Convention Center/Banquet Facility—3.14 acres 
• Midwest Medical Examiner’s Office—1.22 acres 
• Draw Park – 7.79 acres 
• Rhinestone Commons Park – 6.31 acres 
 

The City’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan, as amended by the 2012 Comprehensive Plan Amendment (The COR) 
(approved by the Metropolitan Council on December 12, 2012 for compliance with regional systems), 
reflects the land uses in Development Plan 6.0, which was prepared as an update to the Preferred 
Development Scenario from the 2003 AUAR.  All of the developments that have been approved are within 
the thresholds of the AUAR and the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 

3. Areas Remaining to be Developed 
 
Of the 369.05 acres in the AUAR area, approximately 215 acres remain that have not been approved for 
development.  They are shown in Figure 2 (Development Plan 6.0). 
 
The development of land within The COR is dependent on market forces, but the remaining areas could 
develop in the next 5-15 years. 
 
4. Update to the Environmental Review 
 

The DNR Natural Heritage Database was reviewed to provide an update for any threatened and 
endangered species.  This review and DNR correspondence is attached in Appendix B.  There are no new 
incidents of rare or endangered species within the study area. 

The City  updated the Comprehensive Sewer and Water Plans in 2012.  We have reviewed the sewer and 
water systems in relation to the existing conditions, past development and the AUAR.  The City’s sewer and 
water systems can accommodate the development proposed within the AUAR area.   

A number of street improvements have occurred within the AUAR area.  These improvements were noted 
in the AUAR as part of the mitigation measures and are noted in this AUAR update in Section 5.  

Stormwater Management regulations have changed since the 2003 AUAR.  The Lower Rum River 
Watershed Management Organization (LRRWMO) adopted new rules in the “3rd Generation Watershed 
Management Plan” on January 19, 2012.  A new stormwater management plan is being completed by the 

Alternative Urban Areawide Review Update  2  
The COR (formerly Ramsey Town Center) 
City of Ramsey, MN 
Landform Project No. RAM12015.000 



 

City of Ramsey to address these new requirements and reflect the new COR development plan.  The 
LRRWMO issued a permit for The COR (formerly Ramsey Town Center), which is still active.  The 3rd 
Generation Plan added a requirement for infiltration for new development.  This requirement is being 
implemented by the City of Ramsey. The City is considering implementation of regional infiltration in 
conjunction with existing and planned regional facilities, including proposed Lake Ramsey (see Figure 2). 

The preferred development scenario that was developed with the 2003 AUAR had been modified as 
Development Plan 6.0.  The land use scenario is not substantially changed from the initial mixed use 
concept that was approved with the AUAR.  Based on this analysis for the AUAR update, the area has 
developed in conformance with the 2003 AUAR.  The areas that are anticipated to develop will be in 
conformance with the 2003 AUAR, the mitigation measures and this AUAR update.  Therefore, the analysis 
that was completed for the 2003 AUAR remains valid and will be used in conjunction with the mitigation 
measures in this AUAR update.  

5. Mitigation Summary and Update 
 
The mitigation elements from the 2003 AUAR are noted below and updates are provided in bold italic. 
 
Items 1-8 do not contain a Mitigation Element  
 
Item 9 Mitigation element. Assuring the compatibility of development within Ramsey as growth occurs is 
the primary goal of the comprehensive planning process. Item 27 contains discussion of plan compatibility 
for a number of other planning documents that cover land in and adjacent to the site. Continued planning 
efforts will assure that non-compatible uses do not occur as the site develops.   The City’s 2030 
Comprehensive Plan update was adopted in 2010 after Metropolitan Council review.  The City’s 2012 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment (The COR) was approved by the Metropolitan Council on December 12, 
2012. The City will continue to update plans and ordinances as needed to implement the City’s vision and 
goals in compliance with the AUAR. 
 
Item 10 Mitigation Element. The only issue related to cover type to emerge during this review is the 
alteration of wetlands, which is discussed in the mitigation element under Item 12. A complete discussion 
of loss of cover types with respect to fish, wildlife and ecologically sensitive resources follows in Item 11.  
No change. 
 
Item 11 Mitigation Element.  
 
Natural Communities: Item 12 of this report addresses wetland mitigation fully. Mitigation for loss of 
forest/woodland can be accomplished through additional tree planting within some areas of the site listed 
in Table 10.1 as containing grassland communities. Additional forest/woodland planting can be 
incorporated into planting plans for the infiltration/wetland system extending south from the COR site to 
the Mississippi River. The edges of the wetlands and infiltration areas could be established as an oak 
savanna/woodland natural community.  
 
Wildlife Habitat: Several strategies are proposed to mitigate impacts to wildlife. These include establishing 
a greenway corridor through the site, wetland restoration and creation and to the extent possible, all 
culverts and road crossings will be designed to enable upstream or downstream passage of wildlife as they 
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move though the greenway.  This activity has occurred--the greenway corridor has been developed as The 
Draw park and wetland restoration/creation has taken place.  The City will continue to work to 
implement these measures.  
 
Blanding’s Turtles  
Strategies outlined for Wildlife Mitigation generally apply to Blanding’s turtles.  The City will continue to 
work to implement these measures.  
 
Item 12 Mitigation Element.  
 
Wetland Sequencing - Minnesota Rules 8420, also known as the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA), requires 
specific steps (sequencing) be taken when evaluating mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts.   This 
activity has occurred and will continue to occur.  The wetland mitigation plan has been modified from the 
original AUAR concept, but has been permitted in compliance with WCA and this AUAR update reflects 
those changes. 
 
Stormwater outfall to the Mississippi River: 

• Reduce Frequency of Stormwater Discharge, Lower Magnitude of Peak Flow Rates: The project 
incorporates a variety of strategies to lower increases in stormwater rate and volume. While all 
stormwater conveyance features are designed to accommodate the 100-year runoff event without 
taking infiltration into consideration, on-site retention and infiltration can be incorporated at 
multiple scales into the development during the detailed design phase for smaller storm retention. 
Peak flow rates for the 100-year, 24-hour runoff and 100-year, 10-day snowmelt events are 25.1 
cfs and 25.3 cfs respectively.  The City will continue to work to implement this measure. 

 
• Oversize Culvert and Reduced Slope at Outfall: The last section of culvert will be enlarged from 21-

inches to 36-inches and include an apron and rip-rap to lower velocities and dissipate the energy at 
the discharge point. This will minimize the potential for scour and erosion.  This item has been 
completed.  The outlet to the Mississippi River was installed by the city in 2009.    
 

• Directional Boring to Install Culvert: If possible, the culvert will be placed within the river bank by 
directional boring rather than an open cut. This will reduce the need to remove shoreline 
vegetation and will minimize the area of disturbance. Erosion control measures will be 
implemented where soil is disturbed. All disturbed areas will be replanted to native trees, shrubs, 
grasses and forbs and if appropriate, a temporary cover crop will be established.  This item was 
completed by the City in 2009. 

 
Item 13 Mitigation Element. Because the COR site is within a DWSMA, special precautions are needed to 
protect groundwater resources. To make sure this occurs, any discharge of runoff into an area dedicated to 
infiltration will be pre-treated through such practices as particulate settling, vegetative filtration, skimming, 
installation of compact, sub-grade treatment (ex. catch basin inserts, cyclonic separators, filters), and 
various types of pre-treatment soil filtering systems. These practices will be routinely maintained and 
inspected to make sure these pre-treatment practices do not provide a pathway for contamination of 
groundwater. Areas that are potential major sources of contamination (“hot-spots”) will be identified 
during construction and special precautions added. These areas would include any location where 
pollutant spills are more likely to occur (service stations, public works/police/fire fueling operations, 
significant chemical storage).  The City has completed a Wellhead Protection Plan, which was approved by 
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the Minnesota Department of Health in January 2010. The City will continue to work to implement these 
measures.  
 
Within WHPAs, the use of conventional underground storage tanks to store anything other than water is 
restricted. If underground tanks are utilized in these areas they must be double-walled with interstitial 
sensors and a network of monitoring wells must be installed to assess potential groundwater 
contamination. In addition, an emergency response plan should be developed for the immediate 
remediation of any spills or leaky tanks.  The City will continue to work to implement these measures.  
 
When assembling the issues that were to be addressed as part of this AUAR, it was noted by the Anoka 
Conservation District and by the DNR that there is a possible connection between the increased demand 
for municipal groundwater and the observed lowering of wetlands in the vicinity of Municipal Wells 3, 4 
and 5. Appendix F was prepared to assess the general magnitude of the problem and the solutions 
required to address the issue. It is now apparent that the wetlands in question experience natural drying 
during periods of relative low precipitation. The photographic history included as part of the Wetland 
Delineation report shows wetlands in the vicinity of the COR site disappearing during the mid to late 1980’s 
which is prior to the development of the municipal wells. This same phenomenon occurs again in the mid 
to late 1990’s and prior to the installation of Wells 4 and 5. The evaluation also found, as stated earlier, 
that drawdown levels in the FIG (Franconia Ironton-Galesville) unit are minimal and, therefore, could not 
be influencing the wetlands. To verify these finding, however, it is recommended that long term 
monitoring be performed.  The City will continue to work to implement these measures.  
 
There is also some concern that increased pumping in the FIG aquifer could impact private wells that pump 
from this aquifer. Again, the residual drawdown levels in the FIG average 5- to 10-feet during the peak 
summer pumping period (Appendix F) and recover fully during the Fall, Winter and Spring. Therefore, the 
radius of influence of the wells will be very small meaning there could be no impacts to private wells 
developed in the same unit.  Before additional wells are constructed, additional appropriations will be 
applied for through the DNR. This will most likely require both short- and long-term testing and monitoring 
to verify the above findings. Through this process, the City can insure that there continue to be no impacts 
on groundwater and surface resources due to their appropriations from the FIG.  Permits were secured for 
previous projects and will be obtained for future projects. 
 
Item 14 Mitigation Element. The Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan was amended in 2002 and contains 
the measures needed to effectively implement resource protection for all of the resource protection zones 
adjacent to the COR site.  Although Chapter XI of the Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan contains a 
thorough set of policies and related actions to protect the natural character of the Critical Area, the 
Chapter does not contain a specific provision addressing control of noise in this area. The next 
amendments to the City Plan will add a specific provision to address this specific element in Executive 
Order 79-19.  The 2030 Comprehensive Plan addressed this issue in Chapter 11 (THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER 
CRITICAL AREA CORRIDOR/MNRRA).  This AUAR update reflects these policies from the 2030 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Item 15 Mitigation Element. Adverse environmental impacts associated with increased small motor and 
non-motorized boats is not anticipated along the Mississippi River south of the Ramsey Town Center site. 
In fact, the new Mississippi Regional Park hopes to attract visitors to this portion of the upper River. The 
use of the park as a formal recreational facility will focus river-related uses to planned areas, and provide 
resource oversight and supervision of recreational activities.  No Change/No Action required. 
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Item 16 Mitigation Element. Prior to any earth-moving activity on the site, an erosion and sediment 
control plan will be prepared in accord with the requirements of the City of Ramsey and the LRRWMO. 
Technical assistance in the preparation of this plan will also be sought from the Anoka Conservation 
District, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and the DNR. The City will be permitted through the 
Phase II NPDES nonpoint program as a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) operator, and will be 
subject to all of the provisions of that program, including reducing the discharge of pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable (MEP) through construction site runoff control. Any construction on the site 
will also be permitted through MPCA’s NPDES general construction permit process.  Permits were secured 
for past projects and will be obtained for future projects.  Future HPDES permits will conform to the 
LRRWMO 3rd Generation Plan requirements for infiltration for new developments.   
 
Item 17 Mitigation element. The conversion of agricultural land to urban land ultimately increases the 
amount and rate of runoff leaving the land. Minimizing the impact of that increased runoff is the objective 
of this mitigation plan. 
 
Mitigation Approach 
The City will assure that the developer(s) will design and build the final drainage and runoff management 
system within this overall framework, in compliance with the mandates of the LRRWMO.  Peak discharges 
from new developments will be limited to 75% of existing flows. 
 
Implementation of BMPs in Preliminary Design 
As part of the design process for BMPs, replacement of non-native vegetation with native vegetation will 
occur whenever practicable and desirable. 
 
Phase II National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
The City of Ramsey has submitted its draft application for a Phase II National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The unsigned permit was submitted on March 10, 2003 under the 
MPCA requirements for the program of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). MPCA extended 
the timeline for receipt of an officially signed permit so that the City could authorize signature through a 
City Council action. The new deadline for receipt of a signed application is May 9, 2003. After that, the City 
will need to adopt a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP). Since the City owns and operates 
a municipal drainage system, it is subject to the provisions of the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
(MS4) provisions of the law. Construction activities within the City, and specifically on the Ramsey Town 
Center site, are also subject to the Phase II General Storm Water Permit for Construction Activity. This 
activity has occurred and will continue to occur. 
 
The City must identify best management practices (BMPs) and measurable goals associated with each 
minimum control measure noted above. The City will be given five-years to develop an effective program 
after the permit is issued. This period of time coincides with the phased development of the Ramsey Town 
Center site, which must then include the provisions of the City SWPPP. The City will assure that the 
provisions of its Program are properly implemented within the Center as development proceeds.  This 
activity has occurred and will continue to occur. 
 
Construction within the City of Ramsey is also subject to the provisions of the NPDES Phase II General 
Storm Water Permit for Construction Activity. This provision is in addition to the construction control 
measure required under the MS4 permit.   Permits were secured for past projects and will be obtained for 
future projects. 
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Relationship to Mississippi River TMDL 
One water quality element of note in the mitigation plan is the need to reduce the negative impact of a 
discharge to an impaired water under the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) program. The Mississippi 
River through the City of Ramsey has been listed on the MPCA recommended “303d” list as impaired 
relative to fecal coliform, PCB and mercury. The PCB and mercury programs are regional in scale and are 
the subject of regional MPCA and USEPA remediation programs. The discharge of storm water high in fecal 
coliform, however, is something that the City will need to address. The implementation of nonpoint source 
pollution control BMPs does not necessarily assure the reduction of fecal coliform. The process for setting 
a TMDL includes the initiation of a formal study that results in recommendations for control of the 
pollutant causing the impairment. MPCA has not yet begun this study for the impaired Mississippi River 
reach; however, once this study begins (currently scheduled for 2004-2006), the City will cooperate to the 
best of its ability with the MPCA to reduce the input of fecal coliform to the River.  The MPCA study is 
currently underway and it includes the reach in Ramsey.  Currently Ramsey is not scheduled to receive a 
waste load allocation as the reach is classified as a protection watershed.  This could change based on 
future monitoring.  The City will continue to cooperate to the best of its ability with the MPCA to reduce 
the input of fecal coliform to the River. 

Item 18 Mitigation element. Both the wastewater flows and the projected loadings from the COR 
development can be effectively transported and treated by the MCES system. In addition, future 
development and resulting flows are within the range of those estimated in the City’s 2001 Comprehensive 
Plan, as amended in 2002. Therefore, it does not appear that there is any cause for specific remediation 
actions. A 30-inch sewer main is recommended to serve the COR.  As noted earlier, it will be necessary for 
the City to update its Comprehensive Sewer Plan, following discussion with MCES on increased allocated 
capacity. In addition, it will be important to measure and test the wastewater flows from the new 
development on a periodic basis. This will allow the City and MCES officials to monitor the characteristics 
of the wastewater generated by the development over time and to address any future unforeseen 
changes.  The 2030 Comprehensive Plan update includes an update to the Comprehensive Sewer Plan to 
address these issues.  The City has updated the Comprehensive Sewer Plan.  Results indicate that there is 
sufficient capacity in the City’s system to accept the wastewater flow from The COR. 
 
Item 19 Mitigation Element. The high permeability of the soils at the Town Center are ideal for the 
implementation of infiltration practices that will manage stormwater runoff, provide flood control and 
recharge the water table aquifer. However, the high permeability also increases the risk for potential 
contamination of groundwater resources. In order to mitigate this risk, best management practices (BMPs) 
and community education programs will be implemented.  This activity has occurred and will continue to 
occur. 
 
Item 20 Mitigation Element. To decrease the amount of solid waste generated within the City, Ramsey 
maintains the following policies as stated in its 2001 Comprehensive Plan: 

• Work with the Anoka County Integrated Waste Management Department to develop and 
implement programs that contribute to waste reduction, resource recovery, recycling and limited 
landfilling; 

• Continue to support curbside recycling of reusable waste materials through educational events, 
promotional events, and volunteer efforts; 

• Research grants and funding programs through federal, state, and local organizations that support 
the ―Three R’s‖ (reduce, reuse, and recycle); and 

Alternative Urban Areawide Review Update  7  
The COR (formerly Ramsey Town Center) 
City of Ramsey, MN 
Landform Project No. RAM12015.000 



 

• Continue to pursue and support research efforts in innovative techniques that enhance the 
environment, provide alternative means of energy, and reduce the waste stream. 

 
The implementation of these policies will help to reduce the quantities of solid waste produced at the 
Town Center.  The City updated these policies in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and will continue to work 
to implement these measures.   The City updated the Comprehensive Water Supply and Distribution Plan. 
 
Within the WHPA, underground storage tanks and infiltration are not recommended. Should 
contamination occur due to these or any other practice, alternative water supply sources may be required. 
Currently the city water towers store an extra amount of water equivalent to meet the supply need for one 
day. There is also an emergency connection with the City of Anoka for additional water needs. A 
contingency plan should be developed as part of the next water supply plan update to deal with 
contamination. These could be coordinated with existing city plans, data, and management procedures, 
many of which are detailed in the city’s Water Supply Plan, WHP Plan, 2001 Comprehensive Plan, and this 
document. A contingency plan is also required by the State as part of the city’s water supply plan (M.S., 
Section 103G.291, subd.3.  As part of its next revision, the City of Ramsey will amend its 1999 Water Supply 
Plan to include an emergency response element. The amendment will include all of the above components. 
This will occur prior to applying for a DNR appropriation permit amendment, which would likely trigger the 
DNR request for emergency plan completion, as well.  These items were completed as part of the Water 
Element of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan update. 
 
The installation of monitoring wells throughout the WHPA would be appropriate to protect the water 
quality of the upper aquifer. Should contamination occur, a network of monitoring wells would help to 
quickly identify the contaminant source and aid in the quick remediation and possibly reduce the extent of 
contamination. A monitoring well network would also help to understand the relationship between the 
pumping in the Franconia-Ironton-Galesville aquifer and the upper aquifer. The extent of any further 
monitoring will be determined during wellhead protection plan development and State water 
appropriation permitting.  The City will continue to work on this item. 
 
Item 21 Mitigation Element. Analysis of the intersection operations indicates that lane additions and 
installation of intersection channelization and traffic signals would be adequate to mitigate the project 
impacts at the intersections in the study area. The following roadway widenings are suggested: 

• Ramsey Boulevard—widen to five lane cross section south of Industry Avenue to provide two 
through lanes in each direction and a left turn lane/center median.  This item has been completed. 

• Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry Avenue)—widen to five lane cross section west of 
Ramsey Boulevard to provide two through lanes in each direction and a left turn lane/center 
median.  This item has been partially completed.  Bunker Lake Boulevard has been upgraded 
between Dysprosium Street and Sunfish Lake Boulevard. In addition, the intersections at Ramsey 
Boulevard (CSAH 56) and Armstrong Boulevard (CSAH 83) have been upgraded. There are two (2) 
remaining sections to be upgraded, and said Improvement Project is included in the City’s five (5) 
year Capital Improvement Program. This Section of Industry Avenue is now called Bunker Lake 
Boulevard and is being funded through the existing TIF 14 funds. 
 

Turn lanes and lane adjustments would be needed at the following intersections: 
• TH 10 at Armstrong Boulevard—add an eastbound and a westbound through lane on the 

intersection approaches; add an eastbound and a southbound left turn lane and a southbound 
right turn lane.  The City will continue to work with MnDOT and Anoka County on this item, 
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including improvement discussed for the Armstrong Interchange.  It is the City’s understanding 
that the Metropolitan Council does not support a third lane on Highway 10. 

• TH 10 at Ramsey Boulevard—add an eastbound and a westbound through lane on the intersection 
approaches; add an eastbound and a southbound left turn lane and a westbound right turn lane. A 
southbound through lane and a northbound left turn lane and northbound through/right lane 
would need to be added to serve the Rivenwick 3rd Subdivision traffic independent of the project 
traffic.  The City will continue to work with MnDOT and Anoka County on this item. It is the City’s 
understanding that the Metropolitan Council does not support a third lane on Highway 10. 

• TH 10 at Sunfish Lake Boulevard—add an eastbound and a westbound through lane on the 
intersection approaches; convert the southbound approach from a through/left turn lane and a 
right turn lane to through/right turn lane and two left turn lanes (this adds one lane to the 
approach).  The City will continue to work with MnDOT and Anoka County on this item. It is the 
City’s understanding that the Metropolitan Council does not support a third lane on Highway 10. 

• Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry Avenue) at Ramsey Boulevard—add a southbound right 
turn lane; eastbound and northbound approaches would be widened by the above 
recommendations.  This item has been completed. 

• Sunwood Drive at Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry Avenue)—modify the shared lanes on 
the northbound, eastbound and westbound approaches to provide left turn lanes and shared 
through/right turn lanes  The City will continue to work on this item. 

 
The following stop-controlled intersections would need to be signalized: 

• Ramsey Boulevard at Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry Avenue).  This item has been 
completed (Ramsey Boulevard at Bunker Lake Boulevard). 

• Armstrong Boulevard at Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry Avenue).  This item has been 
completed (Armstrong at Bunker Lake Boulevard). 

• Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry Avenue) at Sunfish Lake Boulevard This item has been 
completed. 

• Ramsey Boulevard at Sunwood Drive  This item has been completed. 
• Sunwood Drive at Bunker Lake Boulevard (Industry Avenue).  The City will continue to work on this 

item.  It has been included in the City’s capital improvement program (CIP). 
• Sunwood Drive at Armstrong Boulevard.  This item has been completed, subject to final signal 

installation. 
• NS3 Street at Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry Avenue).  NS3 Street is proposed to be 

changed to Center Street and this portion of Industry Avenue has been renamed Bunker Lake 
Boulevard.  The City will continue to work on this item. 
 

The left turn volumes from the EW1 parkway (proposed to be renamed Ramsey Parkway) onto both 
Armstrong and Ramsey Boulevard cannot be accommodated at an acceptable LOS under stop control and 
require signalization to achieve acceptable operations. However, the close spacing between the 
intersections of the EW1 parkway and the intersections of Armstrong and Ramsey Boulevard with Industry 
Avenue limits the potential for the two parkway intersections to be signalized. Accordingly the parkway 
intersections should be channelized to provide right-in/right-out and left-in access (¾ access). Left out from 
the parkway would be prohibited and would redistribute to the north-south streets and to Industry Avenue 
(these volumes have been included in the mitigated calculations for the other intersections).  The City 
completed the Preliminary Engineering Report for Sunwood Drive (December 6, 2011) for realignment of 
the western portion of Sunwood Drive.  The revisioning of The COR and the creation of Development Plan 
5.03 (adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan 2011 Major Update) resulted in some of the residential 
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land in the western portion of the project area being converted to commercial/retail in order to provide a 
better balance of land uses and respond to the current marketplace.  Other changes were made in the 
undeveloped areas, including the creation of Lake Ramsey in the greenway Corridor.  This study showed 
that traffic would increase under this revised scenario by 12.8%.  The increased traffic can be 
accommodated by the improvements previously completed and the improvements planned in the 2011 
feasibility study.  This work was coordinated with the Armstrong Boulevard and Relocated Sunwood 
Drive Intersection Improvements Feasibility Report (December 2, 2011).  These improvements have been 
completed.  The project combined the Sunwood and EW1 Parkway intersections with Armstrong 
Boulevard into one fully signalized intersection.   
 
Item 22 Mitigation Element. There are no specific air quality mitigation measures proposed for the Ramsey 
Town Center Development, because implementation of the project does not result in violation of State or 
National Air Quality Standards. Carbon monoxide concentrations were modeled along the Highway 10 
corridor assuming no road improvements in the project vicinity. The road improvements discussed in 
Section 21 would help to reduce carbon monoxide emissions, although they are not required as a result of 
the air quality analysis.  No change. 
 
Item 23 not required in AUAR.  No change. 
 
Item 24 Mitigation Element. Noise wall mitigation would not be practical along Industry Avenue. 
Driveways and street intersections would create gaps in the wall, defeating its purpose. It is suggested that 
the proposed residential units in Blocks 28, 36, 37, and 38 be designed to minimize noise impacts. The 
noise around the homes and surrounding areas can be reduced by providing climate-controlled units, 
increasing wall insulation, and providing common areas on the side of the buildings furthest from Industry 
Avenue.  The City will continue to work to implement this measure along Bunker Lake Boulevard 
(formerly Industry Avenue). 
 
Item 25 Mitigation Element. Unidentified Resources. Various circumstances may lead to the discovery of 
unidentified historic or archeological resources within the project boundaries. When any such new 
discovery is brought to the attention of the developer or the City, an evaluation of the significance will be 
conducted and appropriate management measures will be devised in consultation with SHPO.  This 
measure will continue to apply. 
 
Although the COR site is not within the geographic area covered by MNRRA, every effort will be made by 
COR LLC to work with Anoka County Parks, Ramsey Parks and the National Park Service to comply with the 
policies of these agencies and to minimize or avoid any adverse impacts from development of the COR site.  
This measure will continue to apply. 
 
Item 26 Mitigation Element. Light emissions from commercial and residential areas cannot be avoided 
because of safety issues and the need for residences and businesses to see clearly at night. City Ordinance 
9.11.07 describes any lighting used to illuminate an off-street parking area, sign, or other structure, must 
be arranged so that the light is deflected away from residential districts and public streets. Bulbs emitting 
in excess of 3,000 lumens (150 watts) must be arranged so that the light is not visible outside of the 
property where the light is located. There are several methodologies of acceptable screening methods for 
these nuisances that can also be used for transitioning from high- to low-density residential or from 
residential to commercial areas. Screening methods typically include a vegetative barrier no less than five 
feet high or other natural materials. Applying shields to street and parking lot lamps directs the light to the 
ground surface where it’s wanted, not into the adjacent neighborhood. All of these practices should 
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minimize the impact of the light at the River, but will not eliminate it.  The City will continue to enforce the 
adopted lighting ordinance. 
 
The visual impacts of construction on a scale that will occur at COR over several years will be difficult to 
mitigate, but several measures to minimize the impact will be followed. The most offensive visual 
characteristics of construction, and possible mitigating actions are: 

• Soil erosion leading to sediment movement off-site -  Item 16 spelled-out a mitigation element to 
control on-site erosion and off-site sedimentation. 

• Access streets and roads covered with dirt and gravel/rocks - The erosion and sediment control 
program will include egress gravel wash pads and will contain a daily sweeping plan for roads 
affected by construction traffic. 

• Swirling dust caused by earth-moving activity on dry soil - A water truck will be available on site to 
spray areas experiencing dust movement. This will be especially critical on the sandy soils 
prevalent on site. 

• Construction equipment and temporary trailers - Every effort will be made to screen immobile 
equipment and to park mobile equipment in a visually sheltered location at the end of the working 
day. 

Exposed soil - One of the essential elements in the erosion and sediment control plan will be rapid 
stabilization, covering and re-vegetation of exposed soils. Although some exposed soil will be impossible to 
avoid, every attempt will be made to minimize exposure.  This measure has been followed and will 
continue to apply. 
 
Item 27 Mitigation Element. At this time, the Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan, as amended in 2002, fully 
addresses the development of the COR site and adequately relates this development to the various other 
agency plans with which it must comply. However, any change in the project that would lead to deviation 
in one or more of the plans must be corrected by a plan amendment.  This measure has been followed and 
will continue to apply.  The City adopted the 2030 Comprehensive Plan update in 2010.  The City has 
approved a Comprehensive Plan Amendment in 2012, which and approved by the Metropolitan Council.   
The City has also adopted a Zoning Ordinance Amendment and COR Design Framework (February 28, 
2012, amended November 27, 2012) to implement the 2030 Comprehensive Plan Amendment (including 
the 2012 amendment) and the revised development plan for the AUAR area (“The COR”). 
 
Item 28 Mitigation Element. The major physical infrastructure elements of roads and streets, sanitary 
sewer, municipal water and storm sewer have all previously been addressed within this AUAR. 
An evaluation of the social services needed for the COR development indicates that the planning done for 
the City has accounted for the growth related to the COR. Police, fire, public works, schools, and related 
City and postal services will all be impacted by the development. Additional equipment to perform City 
public works services will be needed. No additional mitigation is needed to meet the expected growth.  No 
Change. 
 
Item 29 not required in AUAR 
 
Item 30 Mitigation Element. No need for mitigation anticipated from the two items identified, but if the 
need arises during the AUAR review, necessary mitigation will be included here.  No Change. 
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6. AUAR Update Review 
 
Pursuant to Minnesota Rules 4410.3610, Subp. 7, this AUAR update was submitted for public comment.  
Following the 10-day comment period, the City Council will consider adoption of this document.  The COR 
(formerly Ramsey Town Center) AUAR will remain valid for an additional five years beyond the adoption 
date. 
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June 29, 2012       Correspondence # ERDB 20120400  
 
Ms. Kendra Lindahl 
Landform 
105 S 5th Ave  
Minneapolis, MN  55401 
 
RE: Natural Heritage Review of the proposed The COR AUAR Update;  
T32N R25W Section 18; Anoka County 
  
Dear Ms. Lindahl, 
 

As requested, the Minnesota Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS) has been queried to determine if 
any rare species or other significant natural features are known to occur within an approximate one-mile radius of the 
proposed project.  Based on this query, the following rare species may be adversely affected by the proposed 
project: 

 
 Blanding’s turtles (Emydoidea blandingii), a state-listed threatened species, have been reported from the 

vicinity of the proposed project and may be encountered on site.  If Blanding’s turtles are found on the 
site, please remember that state law and rules prohibit the destruction of threatened or endangered 
species, except under certain prescribed conditions.  If turtles are in imminent danger they should be 
moved by hand out of harm’s way, otherwise they should be left undisturbed.   
 
For your information, I have attached a Blanding’s turtle fact sheet that describes the habitat use and life 
history of this species.  The fact sheet also provides two lists of recommendations for avoiding and 
minimizing impacts to this rare turtle.  Please refer to the first list of recommendations for your 
project.  If greater protection for turtles is desired, the second list of additional recommendations can 
also be implemented.  In addition, if erosion control blankets will be used, we recommend that they be 
limited to ‘bio-netting’ or ‘natural-netting’ types as the plastic mesh netting can be dangerous to reptiles 
(please see enclosed fact sheet).  The attached flyer should be given to all contractors working in the 
area.   

 
The Natural Heritage Information System, a collection of databases that contains information about 

Minnesota’s rare natural features, is maintained by the Division of Ecological and Water Resources, Department of 
Natural Resources.  The NHIS is continually updated as new information becomes available, and is the most 
complete source of data on Minnesota's rare or otherwise significant species, native plant communities, and other 
natural features.  However, the NHIS is not an exhaustive inventory and thus does not represent all of the 
occurrences of rare features within the state.  Therefore, ecologically significant features for which we have no 
records may exist within the project area.   

For environmental review purposes, the results of this Natural Heritage Review are valid for one year; the 
results are only valid for the project location (noted above) and project description provided on the NHIS Data 
Request Form.  Please contact me if project details change or if an updated review is needed.   

Please note that locations of the gray wolf (Canis lupus), federally-listed as threatened and state-listed as 
special concern, and the Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), federally-listed as threatened, are not currently tracked in 
the NHIS.  As such, the Natural Heritage Review does not address these species.  

Furthermore, the Natural Heritage Review does not constitute review or approval by the Department of 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Ecological and Water Resources, Box 25 

500 Lafayette Road 

St. Paul, Minnesota  55155-4025 

Phone: (651) 259-5109      E-mail: lisa.joyal@state.mn.us 



Natural Resources as a whole.  Instead, it identifies issues regarding known occurrences of rare features and 
potential effects to these rare features. Additional rare features for which we have no data may be present in the 
project area, or there may be other natural resource concerns associated with the proposed project.  For these 
concerns, please contact your DNR Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist (contact information available at 
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/ereview/erp_regioncontacts.html).  Please be aware that additional site assessments 
or review may be required.  

Thank you for consulting us on this matter, and for your interest in preserving Minnesota's rare natural 
resources.  An invoice will be mailed to you under separate cover.   
 
      Sincerely, 
 

 
          Lisa Joyal 

      Natural Heritage Review Coordinator 
 
 
enc. Blanding’s Turtle Fact Sheet and Flyer 
 Erosion Control and Mesh Netting 
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Environmental Review Fact Sheet Series 
  

Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species of Minnesota 
 

 Blanding’s Turtle 
 (Emydoidea blandingii) 
 

Minnesota Status: Threatened    State Rank1:  S2 
Federal Status:  none    Global Rank1:  G4 

 
  
 HABITAT USE 
Blanding’s turtles need both wetland and upland habitats to complete their life cycle.  The types of wetlands used 
include ponds, marshes, shrub swamps, bogs, and ditches and streams with slow-moving water.  In Minnesota, 
Blanding’s turtles are primarily marsh and pond inhabitants.  Calm, shallow water bodies (Type 1-3 wetlands) with 
mud bottoms and abundant aquatic vegetation (e.g., cattails, water lilies) are preferred, and extensive marshes 
bordering rivers provide excellent habitat.  Small temporary wetlands (those that dry up in the late summer or fall) 
are frequently used in spring and summer -- these fishless pools are amphibian and invertebrate breeding habitat, 
which provides an important food source for Blanding’s turtles.  Also, the warmer water of these shallower areas 
probably aids in the development of eggs within the female turtle.  Nesting occurs in open (grassy or brushy) sandy 
uplands, often some distance from water bodies.  Frequently, nesting occurs in traditional nesting grounds on 
undeveloped land.  Blanding’s turtles have also been known to nest successfully on residential property (especially 
in low density housing situations), and to utilize disturbed areas such as farm fields, gardens, under power lines, and 
road shoulders (especially of dirt roads). Although Blanding’s turtles may travel through woodlots during their 
seasonal movements, shady areas (including forests and lawns with shade trees) are not used for nesting.  Wetlands 
with deeper water are needed in times of drought, and during the winter.  Blanding’s turtles overwinter in the muddy 
bottoms of deeper marshes and ponds, or other water bodies where they are protected from freezing. 
 
 LIFE HISTORY 
Individuals emerge from overwintering and begin basking in late March or early April on warm, sunny days.  The 
increase in body temperature which occurs during basking is necessary for egg development within the female turtle. 
 Nesting in Minnesota typically occurs during June, and females are most active in late afternoon and at dusk.  
Nesting can occur as much as a mile from wetlands.  The nest is dug by the female in an open sandy area and 6-15 
eggs are laid.  The female turtle returns to the marsh within 24 hours of laying eggs.  After a development period of 
approximately two months, hatchlings leave the nest from mid-August through early-October.  Nesting females and 
hatchlings are often at risk of being killed while crossing roads between wetlands and nesting areas.  In addition to 
movements associated with nesting, all ages and both sexes move between wetlands from April through November.  
These movements peak in June and July and again in September and October as turtles move to and from 
overwintering sites.  In late autumn (typically November), Blanding’s turtles bury themselves in the substrate (the 
mud at the bottom) of deeper wetlands to overwinter. 
 
 IMPACTS / THREATS / CAUSES OF DECLINE 

 loss of wetland habitat through drainage or flooding (converting wetlands into ponds or lakes) 
 loss of upland habitat through development or conversion to agriculture 
 human disturbance, including collection for the pet trade* and road kills during seasonal movements 
 increase in predator populations (skunks, raccoons, etc.) which prey on nests and young 

 
*It is illegal to possess this threatened species. 



 

  
 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AVOIDING AND MINIMIZING IMPACTS 
These recommendations apply to typical construction projects and general land use within Blanding’s turtle habitat, 
and are provided to help local governments, developers, contractors, and homeowners minimize or avoid detrimental 
impacts to Blanding’s turtle populations.  List 1 describes minimum measures which we recommend to prevent harm 
to Blanding’s turtles during construction or other work within Blanding’s turtle habitat.  List 2 contains 
recommendations which offer even greater protection for Blanding’s turtles populations; this list should be used in 
addition to the first list in areas which are known to be of state-wide importance to Blanding’s turtles (contact the 
DNR’s Natural Heritage and Nongame Research Program if you wish to determine if your project or home is in one 
of these areas), or in any other area where greater protection for Blanding’s turtles is desired. 
 

 
List 1.  Recommendations for all areas inhabited by 
Blanding’s turtles. 

List 2.  Additional recommendations for areas known to 
be of state-wide importance to Blanding’s turtles. 

 
GENERAL 

 
A flyer with an illustration of a Blanding’s turtle should be 
given to all contractors working in the area.  Homeowners 
should also be informed of the presence of Blanding’s 
turtles in the area. 

Turtle crossing signs can be installed adjacent to road-
crossing areas used by Blanding’s turtles to increase public 
awareness and reduce road kills. 

 
Turtles which are in imminent danger should be moved, by 
hand, out of harms way.  Turtles which are not in 
imminent danger should be left undisturbed. 

Workers in the area should be aware that Blanding’s 
turtles nest in June, generally after 4pm, and should be 
advised to minimize disturbance if turtles are seen. 

 
If a Blanding’s turtle nests in your yard, do not disturb the 
nest. 

If you would like to provide more protection for a 
Blanding’s turtle nest on your property, see “Protecting 
Blanding’s Turtle Nests” on page 3 of this fact sheet. 

 
Silt fencing should be set up to keep turtles out of 
construction areas.  It is critical that silt fencing be 
removed after the area has been revegetated. 

Construction in potential nesting areas should be limited to 
the period between September 15 and June 1 (this is the 
time when activity of adults and hatchlings in upland areas 
is at a minimum). 

 
WETLANDS 

 
Small, vegetated temporary wetlands (Types 2 & 3) should 
not be dredged, deepened, filled, or converted to storm 
water retention basins (these wetlands provide important 
habitat during spring and summer).  

Shallow portions of wetlands should not be disturbed 
during prime basking time (mid morning to mid- afternoon 
in May and June).  A wide buffer should be left along the 
shore to minimize human activity near wetlands (basking 
Blanding’s turtles are more easily disturbed than other 
turtle species).  

 
Wetlands should be protected from pollution; use of 
fertilizers and pesticides should be avoided, and run-off 
from lawns and streets should be controlled.  Erosion 
should be prevented to keep sediment from reaching 
wetlands and lakes. 

Wetlands should be protected from road, lawn, and other 
chemical run-off by a vegetated buffer strip at least 50' 
wide.  This area should be left unmowed and in a natural 
condition. 

 
ROADS 

 
Roads should be kept to minimum standards on widths and 
lanes (this reduces road kills by slowing traffic and 
reducing the distance turtles need to cross). 

Tunnels should be considered in areas with concentrations 
of turtle crossings (more than 10 turtles per year per 100 
meters of road), and in areas of lower density if the level 
of road use would make a safe crossing impossible for 
turtles.  Contact your DNR Regional Nongame Specialist 
for further information on wildlife tunnels. 

 
Roads should be ditched, not curbed or below grade.  If 
curbs must be used, 4 inch high curbs at a 3:1 slope are 
preferred (Blanding’s turtles have great difficulty climbing 
traditional curbs; curbs and below grade roads trap turtles 
on the road and can cause road kills). 

Roads should be ditched, not curbed or below grade. 



 

 
 
 

 
ROADS cont. 

 
Culverts between wetland areas, or between wetland areas 
and nesting areas, should be 36 inches or greater in 
diameter, and elliptical or flat-bottomed. 

Road placement should avoid separating wetlands from 
adjacent upland nesting sites, or these roads should be 
fenced to prevent turtles from attempting to cross them 
(contact your DNR Nongame Specialist for details). 

 
Wetland crossings should be bridged, or include raised 
roadways with culverts which are 36 in or greater in 
diameter and flat-bottomed or elliptical (raised roadways 
discourage turtles from leaving the wetland to bask on 
roads).  

Road placement should avoid bisecting wetlands, or these 
roads should be fenced to prevent turtles from attempting 
to cross them (contact your DNR Nongame Specialist for 
details).  This is especially important for roads with more 
than 2 lanes. 

 
Culverts under roads crossing streams should be oversized 
(at least twice as wide as the normal width of open water) 
and flat-bottomed or elliptical. 

Roads crossing streams should be bridged. 

 
UTILITIES 

 
Utility access and maintenance roads should be kept to a 
minimum (this reduces road-kill potential). 

 

 
Because trenches can trap turtles, trenches should be 
checked for turtles prior to being backfilled and the sites 
should be returned to original grade. 

 

 
LANDSCAPING AND VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 

 
Terrain should be left with as much natural contour as 
possible. 

As much natural landscape as possible should be preserved 
(installation of sod or wood chips, paving, and planting of 
trees within nesting habitat can make that habitat unusable 
to nesting Blanding’s turtles). 

 
Graded areas should be revegetated with native grasses 
and forbs (some non-natives form dense patches through 
which it is difficult for turtles to travel).  

Open space should include some areas at higher elevations 
for nesting.  These areas should be retained in native 
vegetation, and should be connected to wetlands by a wide 
corridor of native vegetation. 

 
Vegetation management in infrequently mowed areas -- 
such as in ditches, along utility access roads, and under 
power lines -- should be done mechanically (chemicals 
should not be used).  Work should occur fall through 
spring (after October 1st and before June 1st ). 

Ditches and utility access roads should not be mowed or 
managed through use of chemicals.  If vegetation 
management is required, it should be done mechanically,  
as infrequently as possible, and fall through spring 
(mowing can kill turtles present during mowing, and 
makes it easier for predators to locate turtles crossing 
roads).    

 
Protecting Blanding’s Turtle Nests:  Most predation on turtle nests occurs within 48 hours after the eggs are laid.  
After this time, the scent is gone from the nest and it is more difficult for predators to locate the nest.  Nests more 
than a week old probably do not need additional protection, unless they are in a particularly vulnerable spot, such as 
a yard where pets may disturb the nest.  Turtle nests can be protected from predators and other disturbance by 
covering them with a piece of wire fencing (such as chicken wire), secured to the ground with stakes or rocks.  The 
piece of fencing should measure at least 2 ft. x 2 ft., and should be of medium sized mesh (openings should be about 
2 in. x 2 in.).  It is very important that the fencing be removed before August 1st so the young turtles can escape 
from the nest when they hatch! 
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CAUTION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BLANDING’S TURTLES 
MAY BE ENCOUNTERED 

IN THIS AREA 
 
The unique and rare Blanding’s turtle has been found in this area.  Blanding’s turtles are state-listed as 
Threatened and are protected under Minnesota Statute 84.095, Protection of Threatened and 
Endangered Species.  Please be careful of turtles on roads and in construction sites.  For additional 
information on turtles, or to report a Blanding’s turtle sighting, contact the DNR Nongame Specialist 
nearest you:  Bemidji (218-308-2641); Grand Rapids (218-327-4518); New Ulm (507-359-6033); 
Rochester (507-280-5070); or St. Paul (651-259-5764).  
 
DESCRIPTION:  The Blanding’s turtle is a medium to large turtle (5 to 10 inches) with a black or dark 
blue, dome-shaped shell with muted yellow spots and bars.  The bottom of the shell is hinged across the 
front third, enabling the turtle to pull the front edge of the lower shell firmly against the top shell to provide 
additional protection when threatened.  The head, legs, and tail are dark brown or blue-gray with small 
dots of light brown or yellow.  A distinctive field mark is the bright yellow chin and neck.  

 
BLANDING’S TURTLES DO NOT MAKE GOOD PETS 

IT IS ILLEGAL TO KEEP THIS THREATENED SPECIES IN CAPTIVITY 

 



 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR AVOIDING AND MINIMIZING IMPACTS 
TO BLANDING’S TURTLE POPULATIONS 
(see Blanding’s Turtle Fact Sheet for full recommendations) 

 
 

 This flyer should be given to all contractors working in the area.  Homeowners 
should also be informed of the presence of Blanding’s turtles in the area. 

 Turtles that are in imminent danger should be moved, by hand, out of harms 
way.  Turtles that are not in imminent danger should be left undisturbed to 
continue their travel among wetlands and/or nest sites. 

 If a Blanding’s turtle nests in your yard, do not disturb the nest and do not allow 
pets near the nest. 

 Silt fencing should be set up to keep turtles out of construction areas.  It is 
critical that silt fencing be removed after the area has been revegetated. 

 Small, vegetated temporary wetlands should not be dredged, deepened, or filled.  
 All wetlands should be protected from pollution; use of fertilizers and pesticides 

should be avoided, and run-off from lawns and streets should be controlled.  
Erosion should be prevented to keep sediment from reaching wetlands and lakes. 

 Roads should be kept to minimum standards on widths and lanes. 
 Roads should be ditched, not curbed or below grade.  If curbs must be used, 4" 

high curbs at a 3:1 slope are preferred. 
 Culverts under roads crossing wetland areas, between wetland areas, or between 

wetland and nesting areas should be at least 36 in. diameter and flat-bottomed or 
elliptical. 

 Culverts under roads crossing streams should be oversized (at least twice as wide 
as the normal width of open water) and flat-bottomed or elliptical. 

 Utility access and maintenance roads should be kept to a minimum. 
 Because trenches can trap turtles, trenches should be checked for turtles prior to 

being backfilled and the sites should be returned to original grade. 
 Terrain should be left with as much natural contour as possible. 
 Graded areas should be revegetated with native grasses and forbs. 
 Vegetation management in infrequently mowed areas -- such as in ditches, along 

utility access roads, and under power lines -- should be done mechanically 
(chemicals should not be used).  Work should occur fall through spring (after 
October 1st and before June 1st). 
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From: Tim Gladhill
To: Kendra Lindahl
Subject: FW: Re: The COR AUAR Update - DNR Comments
Date: Friday, May 24, 2013 8:31:19 AM
Attachments: Wildlife Friendly Erosion Control(acc).pdf

________________________________
From: Doperalski, Melissa (DNR) [melissa.doperalski@state.mn.us]
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2013 3:15 PM
To: Tim Gladhill
Subject: FW: Re: The COR AUAR Update - DNR Comments

Tim,

The DNR has reviewed the AUAR Update for The COR. Please note regarding Blanding’s turtles, the DNR
requests that specific mitigation measures be included in the AUAR that are planned to be implemented and in
cases where construction/development has already occurred, a discussion of what mitigation measures were
implemented. The flyer and fact sheet provides a list of possibly applicable options for project proposers. As these
may vary in their applicability, we appreciate the opportunity to review which are planned or were included in
project design.

The DNR continues to encourage project proposers to incorporate wildlife-friendly erosion control mesh. This
mesh should be used in place of traditional mesh. The wildlife-friendly erosion control mesh helps to reduce injury
or death to wildlife – including state-listed species.

The DNR appreciates the inclusion of Appendix F which discusses wetland elevations. Please note that we have not
fully reviewed this information provided; however, it would appear that the City plans to conduct long-term
monitoring. Please include the DNR Area Hydrologist in these discussions. The DNR Area Hydrologist for this
area would be Molly Shodeen. She can be reached at
molly.shodeen@state.mn.us<mailto:molly.shodeen@state.mn.us> or by phone at 651-259-5802.

Thank you,
Melissa

Melissa Doperalski
Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist
Department of Natural Resources, Central Region
1200 Warner Road
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55106
651.259.5738
melissa.doperalski@state.mn.us<mailto:melissa.doperalski@state.mn.us>

mailto:tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us
mailto:klindahl@landform.net
mailto:molly.shodeen@state.mn.us
mailto:melissa.doperalski@state.mn.us
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Wildlife Friendly Erosion Control 
 


Wildlife entanglement in, and death from, plastic netting and other man-made plastic materials 


has been documented in birds (Johnson, 1990; Fuller-Perrine and Tobin, 1993), fish (Johnson, 


1990), mammals (Derraik, 2002), and reptiles (Barton and Kinkead, 2005; Kapfer and Paloski, 


2011). Yet the use of these materials continues in many cases, without consideration for wildlife 


impacts. Plastic netting is frequently used for erosion control during construction and landscape 


projects and can negatively impact terrestrial and aquatic wildlife populations as well as snag in 


maintenance machinery resulting in costly repairs and delays. However, wildlife friendly erosion 


control materials do exist, and are sold by several large erosion control material companies. 


Below are a few key considerations before starting a project. 


Know Your Options 
 Remember to consult with local natural resource 


authorities (DNR, USFWS, etc.) before starting a 


project. They can help you identify sensitive areas 


and rare species. 


 When erosion control is necessary, select products 


with biodegradable netting (natural fiber, 


biodegradable polyesters, etc.). 


 DO NOT use products that require UV-light to 


biodegrade (also called, “photodegradable”). These 


do not biodegrade properly when shaded by 


vegetation.  


 Use netting with rectangular shaped mesh (not 


square mesh). 


 Use netting with flexible (non-welded) mesh.  


Know the Landscape 
 It is especially important to use wildlife friendly 


erosion control around: 


o Areas with threatened or endangered species. 


o Wetlands, rivers, lakes, and other watercourses.  


o Habitat transition zones (prairie – woodland 


edges, rocky outcrop – woodland edges, steep 


rocky slopes, etc.).  


o Areas with threatened or endangered species. 


 Use erosion mesh wisely, not all areas with 


disturbed ground necessitate its use. Do not use 


plastic mesh unless it is specifically required. Other erosion control options exist (open weave 


textile (OWT), rolled erosion control products (RECPs) with woven natural fiber netting).  
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Protect Wildlife 
 Avoid photodegradable erosion control 


materials where possible.  


 Use only biodegradable materials 


(typically made from natural fibers), 


preferably those that will biodegrade under 


a variety of conditions. 


 Wildlife friendly erosion control material 


costs are often similar to conventional 


plastic netting. 


 


 


                                                                Literature Referenced 
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Wildlife Friendly Erosion Control 
 

Wildlife entanglement in, and death from, plastic netting and other man-made plastic materials 
has been documented in birds (Johnson, 1990; Fuller-Perrine and Tobin, 1993), fish (Johnson, 
1990), mammals (Derraik, 2002), and reptiles (Barton and Kinkead, 2005; Kapfer and Paloski, 
2011). Yet the use of these materials continues in many cases, without consideration for wildlife 
impacts. Plastic netting is frequently used for erosion control during construction and landscape 
projects and can negatively impact terrestrial and aquatic wildlife populations as well as snag in 
maintenance machinery resulting in costly repairs and delays. However, wildlife friendly erosion 
control materials do exist, and are sold by several large erosion control material companies. 
Below are a few key considerations before starting a project. 

Know Your Options 
 Remember to consult with local natural resource 

authorities (DNR, USFWS, etc.) before starting a 
project. They can help you identify sensitive areas 
and rare species. 

 When erosion control is necessary, select products 
with biodegradable netting (natural fiber, 
biodegradable polyesters, etc.). 

 DO NOT use products that require UV-light to 
biodegrade (also called, “photodegradable”). These 
do not biodegrade properly when shaded by 
vegetation.  

 Use netting with rectangular shaped mesh (not 
square mesh). 

 Use netting with flexible (non-welded) mesh.  

Know the Landscape 
 It is especially important to use wildlife friendly 

erosion control around: 
o Areas with threatened or endangered species. 
o Wetlands, rivers, lakes, and other watercourses.  
o Habitat transition zones (prairie – woodland 

edges, rocky outcrop – woodland edges, steep 
rocky slopes, etc.).  

o Areas with threatened or endangered species. 
 Use erosion mesh wisely, not all areas with 

disturbed ground necessitate its use. Do not use 
plastic mesh unless it is specifically required. Other erosion control options exist (open weave 
textile (OWT), rolled erosion control products (RECPs) with woven natural fiber netting).  
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Protect Wildlife 
 Avoid photodegradable erosion control 

materials where possible.  
 Use only biodegradable materials 

(typically made from natural fibers), 
preferably those that will biodegrade under 
a variety of conditions. 

 Wildlife friendly erosion control material 
costs are often similar to conventional 
plastic netting. 
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Metropolitan District 

1500 West County Road B-2 
Roseville, MN 55113 

 

An equal opportunity employer 

 

November 30, 2018 
 
Chris Anderson 
City of Ramsey 
7550 Sunwood Drive NW 
Ramsey, MN 55303 
 
SUBJECT: The COR (formerly Ramsey Town Center) AUAR Update 2, November 2018 

MnDOT Review #AUAR18-006 
North side of MN10 between  Armstrong Blvd (CSAH 83) and Ramsey Blvd (CSAH 56) 
Town of Ramsey, Anoka County 

  Control Section 2750 
 
Dear Mr. Anderson: 
 
The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) has reviewed the above referenced Alternative 
Urban Areawide Review (AUAR) update. Before further development, please address the following: 
 
Permits 
Any work within or affecting MnDOT right-of-way will require a permit. Permit forms are available at: 
https://dotapp7.dot.state.mn.us/OLPA. For questions regarding permit requirements, contact Buck Craig 
of MnDOT’s Metro District Permits Section at 651-234-7911 or Buck.Craig@state.mn.us. 
 
Review Submittal Options 
MnDOT’s goal is to review proposed development plans and documents within 30 days of receipt. 
Electronic file submittals are typically processed more rapidly. There are four submittal options:  
 

1. Email documents and plans in PDF format to metrodevreviews.dot@state.mn.us. Attachments may 
not exceed 20 megabytes per email. If multiple emails are necessary, number each message. 

2. Upload PDF file(s) to MnDOT’s external shared internet workspace site at: 
https://mft.dot.state.mn.us. Contact MnDOT Planning development review staff at 
metrodevreviews.dot@state.mn.us for access instructions and send an email listing the file name(s) 
after the document(s) has/have been uploaded. 

3. Mail, courier, or hand deliver documents and plans in PDF format on a CD-ROM compact disc to: 
MnDOT – Metro District Planning Section 
Development Reviews Coordinator 
1500 West County Road B-2 
Roseville, MN 55113 

4. Submit printed documents via U.S. Mail, courier, or hand delivery to the address above. 
Include one set of full-size plans. 

 
 
 
 

https://dotapp7.dot.state.mn.us/OLPA
mailto:Buck.Craig@state.mn.us
mailto:metrodevreviews.dot@state.mn.us


 
 
 

You are welcome to contact me at (651) 234-7795 with questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
David Elvin, Senior Planner 
MnDOT Metro District 
 
Copy via E-Mail: 
Melissa Barnes, Area Engineer 
Buck Craig, Permits 
Jeff Rones, Design 
Brian Kelly, Water Resources 
Ashley Roup, Traffic 
Russell Owen, Met Council 
Alison Harwood, WSB 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 

 
The COR (formerly Ramsey Town Center) study area is a 369.50-acre project in the City of 
Ramsey. The area is bounded by the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad on the south, 
Armstrong Boulevard on the west and Ramsey Boulevard (Highway 56) on the east (see Figure 

1, Appendix A).      
  
The City of Ramsey adopted the Ramsey Town Center Alternative Urban Areawide Review and 
Mitigation Plan on June 24, 2003, (original AUAR, Resolution 2002-104) and completed an 
update to the AUAR in 2013. This AUAR update incorporates this document by reference. 
Pursuant to Minnesota Rules 4410.3610 Subp. 7, for the AUAR to remain valid as the 
environmental review document for the area, the document needs to be updated every five years 
until all development in the study area has received final approval.  Since undeveloped areas still 
remain in the study area and the AUAR will expire in 2018, the purpose of this document is to 
update the AUAR pursuant to Minnesota Rules.   
  
The preparation of this AUAR update report has been completed according to guidance prepared 
by the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) and is based on Minnesota Rules 4410.3610, Subp. 
4.  The mitigation items in the AUAR update follow the standard Environmental Assessment 
Worksheet (EAW) environmental review topics. When an environmental review topic item is not 
applicable to this AUAR, it is so stated. Responses to the environmental review topics are only 
provided when there has been a change since the 2003 AUAR or 2013 AUAR Update. Whenever 
“no changes” is indicated, refer to the original document as listed above to review the original 
response.   
  
The 2003 AUAR, 2013 Update, and 2018 Update included an analysis of existing conditions and 
the preferred development scenario.  The AUAR also included the progression of the conceptual 
designs to reach the preferred development concept. The 2018 AUAR Update is available for 
review on the City’s website at https://www.ci.ramsey.mn.us/463/The-COR. This report is 
intended to serve as an update of the AUAR and includes a review of the areas that have and 
have not developed, an update to the environmental analysis as needed, and a review of the 
mitigation measures. 
 
The City of Ramsey adopted the 2001 Comprehensive Plan, and subsequently updated the 
Comprehensive Plan in September 2010 (2030 Comprehensive Plan) and is currently in the 
process of updating the Plan again (2040 Comprehensive Plan).  The Future Land Use element of 
the Comprehensive Plan shows the AUAR area as primarily “Mixed Use” with smaller areas of 
“Business Park” and “Commercial”. The preferred development scenario is fully compatible 
with the 2040 Comprehensive Plan.   
 
 

https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/GLDcCL9Y66F4ZYXhB0B5W?domain=ci.ramsey.mn.us
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II. DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE STUDY AREA 
 

Figure 2 (Appendix A) shows the location of the completed and approved developments in the 
study area.  The developments are listed in Table 1. Of the 369.50-acre COR AUAR Area, 
146.55 acres have been developed or are approved for development.  
 

Table 1. Summary of Development within Study Area 

Development Activity Status Area (ac) 

AUAR 

Update 

(Year) 

Affinity at the COR 174-unit senior housing Approved 16.61 2018 
Cottages at the COR 40units Approved 4.30 2018 
Casey's Addition Gas Station Complete 1.62 2018 

COR Parkview Addition 
121-unit apartment 
building Complete 9.01 2018 

COR Stone Brook Academy Child Care Complete 0.84 2018 
COR Three Residential Complete 8.56 2018 

Greenway Terrace 
54-unit apartment 
building 

Under 
Construction 3.38 2018 

Northgate Addition Public/Quasi-Public Complete 1.36 2018 
Station 2nd Addition 77-unit townshomes Under 

Construction 4.86 2018 
Station 

Sunwood Village 
47-unit apartment 
building Complete 1.85 2018 

Vistas at North Commons 
12-lot single family 
residential development Approved 3.00 2018 

The Ramsey Municipal Center 
and Parking Ramp Public/Quasi-Public Complete 5.31 2013 
The Veterans Administration 
Clinic Medical Facility Complete 2.34 2013 
Allina Clinic Medical Facility Complete 3.00 2013 
Ramsey Town Center 2nd 
Addition 103 Units Complete  7.30 2013 
Ramsey Town Center 3rd 
Addition (Northstar Marketplace 
Retail) Retail Complete 8.92 2013 
Ramsey Town Center 7th 
Addition - Symphony at Town 
Center 152 Units 

Under 
Construction  9.39 2013 

Ramsey Town Center 8th 
Addition 23 Units Complete  3.90 2013 
Ramsey Town Center 9th 
Addition 90 Units 

Under 
Construction  7.78 2013 

Ramsey Town Center 10th 44 Units Complete  6.68 2013 
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Addition 
PACT Charter School Public/Quasi-Public Complete 5.34 2013 
NAU Country Commercial Complete 1.23 2013 
COR ONE (Residence at the 
COR) 326 Units Complete  3.03 2013 
COR TWO (Sunwood Retail) Retail Complete 4.09 2013 
COR THREE (North Commons) 17 Units Complete 4.39 2013 
Fountains of Ramsey Convention 
Center/Banquet Facility Commercial Complete 3.14 2013 
Midwest Medical Examiner's 
Office Medical Facility Complete 1.22 2013 
Draw Park Public Recreation/Park Complete 7.79 2013 
Rhinestone Commons Park Public Recreation/Park Complete 6.31 2013 

 

 

III. AREAS REMAINING TO BE DEVELOPED 

 

Approximately 222.95 acres remain for development. These areas are also shown on 

Figure 2 (Appendix A).  
 
Development within the AUAR area is dependent on market forces, but the remaining 
areas could develop within the next 5-15 years. 

 

IV. UPDATE TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

 
A. Traffic and Transportation System 

 
Several street improvements have occurred within the AUAR area.  These improvements 
were noted in the AUAR as part of the mitigation measures and are noted in this AUAR 
update under Item 21.   
 

B. Sewer and Water Systems 

 
The City updated the Comprehensive Sewer and Water Plans in 2017. The sewer update 
did not list any flow projects and referenced the 2012 study. The City reviewed the sewer 
and water systems in relation to the existing conditions, past development and the 
AUAR.  The City’s sewer and water systems can accommodate the development 
proposed within the AUAR area.   
 

C. Potential Environmental Hazards 

 
Item 9 in the original AUAR included a review of past land use in relation to potential 
environmental hazards. Item 20 in the original AUAR included a description of the types, 
amounts, and composition of solid/hazardous wastes and storage tanks.  As part of this 
AUAR Update, the City reviewed current Minnesota (MPCA) Pollution Control Agency 



 

AUAR Five Year Update 
The COR (formerly Ramsey Town Center) 
Alternative Urban Areawide Review 
WSB Project No. 11954-000  Page 4 

and Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) What’s in My Neighborhood databases 
for records of potential contamination. The following table summarizes the listings 
identified within undeveloped parcels of the study area. 

 

Table 2. Summary of MPCA/MDA Listings 

Site 

ID 

Name Address Activity 

5 Senior Housing Parcel County Road 
116 

Brownfields, Voluntary Investigation 
and Cleanup 

 
A map showing the location of the identified site is included as Figure 3 in Appendix A.  

The listings associated with Site 5 indicate the presence, or likely presence, of soil and/or 
groundwater contamination.  Mitigation recommendations are outlined in the Mitigation 
Plan. 
 
In addition to the review of the MPCA database, the city completed Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessments (ESA) on Parcels 28-32-25-41-0002 (Site 50), 28-32-
25-23-0011 and 28-32-25-23-0013 (Site 42). In addition to Phase I ESAs, a Phase II ESA 
was also completed on parcel 28-32-25-23-0010 (Site 47). Investigations at Sites 42 and 
50 did not indicate the presence of environmental hazards. Investigations at Site 47 
revealed the presence of environmental hazards above regulatory thresholds in the soil 
and/or soil gas. This site is shown on Figure 3 in Appendix A. Mitigation 
recommendations for this site are outlined in the Mitigation Plan. 

 
D. Stormwater Management  

 
Development will be required to meet the stormwater management guidelines of the 
Lower Rum River Watershed Management Organization (LRRWMO). The LRRWMO 
adopted new rules in the “3rd Generation Watershed Management Plan” on January 19, 
2012.  A new stormwater management plan was approved by the City of Ramsey in 
2015. The 2015 plan addresses the new LRRWMO requirements and reflects the new 
COR development plan.  The LRRWMO issued a permit for The COR (formerly Ramsey 
Town Center), which is still active. The 3rd Generation Plan added a requirement for 
infiltration for new development.  This requirement is being implemented by the City of 
Ramsey.  LRRWMO updated their Stormwater Standards in March 2018, primarily 
focusing on the new infiltration requirement, allowable design storm events (MSE Atlas 
14) and modified water quality standards.  The City is considering implementation of 
regional infiltration in conjunction with existing and planned regional facilities, including 
proposed Lake Ramsey (see Figure 2, Appendix A).  
 

E. Ecologically Sensitive Areas 

 
The AUAR included review and analysis of the ecologically sensitive areas within the 
study area.  For this update, the DNR Natural Heritage Database information was updated 
and is included in Appendix B.  This update contains additional known occurrences of 
rare species or natural communities within a one-mile radius of the study area as 
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compared to the data from the original AUAR.  The mitigation plan is adequate to 
address these sensitive ecological areas and the remaining AUAR analysis remains valid 
for this update. 

 
IV. MITIGATION SUMMARY AND UPDATE 

 
The mitigation plan from the original AUAR and AUAR Update (2013) has been 
reviewed and updated based on changes since 2013. The mitigation plan is included in 
Appendix C. 

 

V. AUAR UPDATE REVIEW 

 

This AUAR Update has been reviewed pursuant to Minnesota Rules 4410.3610, Subp. 7. 
The COR (formerly Ramsey Town Center) AUAR will remain valid for an additional 
five years beyond the City Council adoption date. 
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APPENDIX B: Agency Correspondence 

 

DNR



1

Alison Harwood

From: Bump, Samantha (DNR) <samantha.bump@state.mn.us>

Sent: Thursday, September 06, 2018 3:54 PM

To: Alison Harwood

Subject: RE: NHIS Review Request for Ramsey COR AUAR Update

Attachments: 2012.06.29 - Std Eb111.pdf; Ebfactsheet2008.pdf; Ebflyer 2012.pdf; DNR Best Practices Erosion 

Control and Mesh Netting.pdf

Hi Alison, 

 

I have reviewed the NHIS regarding the above project.  There are no new records in the vicinity of the project.  As such, 

the Natural Heritage letter dated June 29, 2012 is valid until September 6, 2019.    

 

Thank you for consulting us on this matter.  If you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me. 

 

Have a great day, 

Samantha Bump 

NHIS Review Specialist | Ecological & Water Resources 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

500 Lafayette Road 

St. Paul, MN 55155 

Phone: 651-259-5091 

Email: samantha.bump@state.mn.us 

mndnr.gov 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From: Alison Harwood <aharwood@wsbeng.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 11:38 AM 

To: MN_NHIS, Review (DNR) <Review.NHIS@state.mn.us> 

Subject: NHIS Review Request for Ramsey COR AUAR Update 

 

Good morning,  

 

Attached please find the NHIS review request form for the 2018 AUAR Update for the Ramsey COR. 

 

If you need additional information to complete your review, please contact me. 

 



 
 

                        
  
  

      
                            

June 29, 2012       Correspondence # ERDB 20120400  
 
Ms. Kendra Lindahl 
Landform 
105 S 5th Ave  
Minneapolis, MN  55401 
 
RE: Natural Heritage Review of the proposed The COR AUAR Update;  
T32N R25W Section 18; Anoka County 
  
Dear Ms. Lindahl, 
 

As requested, the Minnesota Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS) has been queried to determine if 
any rare species or other significant natural features are known to occur within an approximate one-mile radius of the 
proposed project.  Based on this query, the following rare species may be adversely affected by the proposed 
project: 

 
 Blanding’s turtles (Emydoidea blandingii), a state-listed threatened species, have been reported from the 

vicinity of the proposed project and may be encountered on site.  If Blanding’s turtles are found on the 
site, please remember that state law and rules prohibit the destruction of threatened or endangered 
species, except under certain prescribed conditions.  If turtles are in imminent danger they should be 
moved by hand out of harm’s way, otherwise they should be left undisturbed.   
 
For your information, I have attached a Blanding’s turtle fact sheet that describes the habitat use and life 
history of this species.  The fact sheet also provides two lists of recommendations for avoiding and 
minimizing impacts to this rare turtle.  Please refer to the first list of recommendations for your 
project.  If greater protection for turtles is desired, the second list of additional recommendations can 
also be implemented.  In addition, if erosion control blankets will be used, we recommend that they be 
limited to ‘bio-netting’ or ‘natural-netting’ types as the plastic mesh netting can be dangerous to reptiles 
(please see enclosed fact sheet).  The attached flyer should be given to all contractors working in the 
area.   

 
The Natural Heritage Information System, a collection of databases that contains information about 

Minnesota’s rare natural features, is maintained by the Division of Ecological and Water Resources, Department of 
Natural Resources.  The NHIS is continually updated as new information becomes available, and is the most 
complete source of data on Minnesota's rare or otherwise significant species, native plant communities, and other 
natural features.  However, the NHIS is not an exhaustive inventory and thus does not represent all of the 
occurrences of rare features within the state.  Therefore, ecologically significant features for which we have no 
records may exist within the project area.   

For environmental review purposes, the results of this Natural Heritage Review are valid for one year; the 
results are only valid for the project location (noted above) and project description provided on the NHIS Data 
Request Form.  Please contact me if project details change or if an updated review is needed.   

Please note that locations of the gray wolf (Canis lupus), federally-listed as threatened and state-listed as 
special concern, and the Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), federally-listed as threatened, are not currently tracked in 
the NHIS.  As such, the Natural Heritage Review does not address these species.  

Furthermore, the Natural Heritage Review does not constitute review or approval by the Department of 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Ecological and Water Resources, Box 25 

500 Lafayette Road 

St. Paul, Minnesota  55155-4025 

Phone: (651) 259-5109      E-mail: lisa.joyal@state.mn.us 



Natural Resources as a whole.  Instead, it identifies issues regarding known occurrences of rare features and 
potential effects to these rare features. Additional rare features for which we have no data may be present in the 
project area, or there may be other natural resource concerns associated with the proposed project.  For these 
concerns, please contact your DNR Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist (contact information available at 
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/ereview/erp_regioncontacts.html).  Please be aware that additional site assessments 
or review may be required.  

Thank you for consulting us on this matter, and for your interest in preserving Minnesota's rare natural 
resources.  An invoice will be mailed to you under separate cover.   
 
      Sincerely, 
 

 
          Lisa Joyal 

      Natural Heritage Review Coordinator 
 
 
enc. Blanding’s Turtle Fact Sheet and Flyer 
 Erosion Control and Mesh Netting 
 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/ereview/erp_regioncontacts.html�


Environmental Review Fact Sheet Series 
  

Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species of Minnesota 
 

 Blanding’s Turtle 
 (Emydoidea blandingii) 
 

Minnesota Status: Threatened    State Rank1:  S2 
Federal Status:  none    Global Rank1:  G4 

 
  
 HABITAT USE 
Blanding’s turtles need both wetland and upland habitats to complete their life cycle.  The types of wetlands used 
include ponds, marshes, shrub swamps, bogs, and ditches and streams with slow-moving water.  In Minnesota, 
Blanding’s turtles are primarily marsh and pond inhabitants.  Calm, shallow water bodies (Type 1-3 wetlands) with 
mud bottoms and abundant aquatic vegetation (e.g., cattails, water lilies) are preferred, and extensive marshes 
bordering rivers provide excellent habitat.  Small temporary wetlands (those that dry up in the late summer or fall) 
are frequently used in spring and summer -- these fishless pools are amphibian and invertebrate breeding habitat, 
which provides an important food source for Blanding’s turtles.  Also, the warmer water of these shallower areas 
probably aids in the development of eggs within the female turtle.  Nesting occurs in open (grassy or brushy) sandy 
uplands, often some distance from water bodies.  Frequently, nesting occurs in traditional nesting grounds on 
undeveloped land.  Blanding’s turtles have also been known to nest successfully on residential property (especially 
in low density housing situations), and to utilize disturbed areas such as farm fields, gardens, under power lines, and 
road shoulders (especially of dirt roads). Although Blanding’s turtles may travel through woodlots during their 
seasonal movements, shady areas (including forests and lawns with shade trees) are not used for nesting.  Wetlands 
with deeper water are needed in times of drought, and during the winter.  Blanding’s turtles overwinter in the muddy 
bottoms of deeper marshes and ponds, or other water bodies where they are protected from freezing. 
 
 LIFE HISTORY 
Individuals emerge from overwintering and begin basking in late March or early April on warm, sunny days.  The 
increase in body temperature which occurs during basking is necessary for egg development within the female turtle. 
 Nesting in Minnesota typically occurs during June, and females are most active in late afternoon and at dusk.  
Nesting can occur as much as a mile from wetlands.  The nest is dug by the female in an open sandy area and 6-15 
eggs are laid.  The female turtle returns to the marsh within 24 hours of laying eggs.  After a development period of 
approximately two months, hatchlings leave the nest from mid-August through early-October.  Nesting females and 
hatchlings are often at risk of being killed while crossing roads between wetlands and nesting areas.  In addition to 
movements associated with nesting, all ages and both sexes move between wetlands from April through November.  
These movements peak in June and July and again in September and October as turtles move to and from 
overwintering sites.  In late autumn (typically November), Blanding’s turtles bury themselves in the substrate (the 
mud at the bottom) of deeper wetlands to overwinter. 
 
 IMPACTS / THREATS / CAUSES OF DECLINE 

 loss of wetland habitat through drainage or flooding (converting wetlands into ponds or lakes) 
 loss of upland habitat through development or conversion to agriculture 
 human disturbance, including collection for the pet trade* and road kills during seasonal movements 
 increase in predator populations (skunks, raccoons, etc.) which prey on nests and young 

 
*It is illegal to possess this threatened species. 



 

  
 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AVOIDING AND MINIMIZING IMPACTS 
These recommendations apply to typical construction projects and general land use within Blanding’s turtle habitat, 
and are provided to help local governments, developers, contractors, and homeowners minimize or avoid detrimental 
impacts to Blanding’s turtle populations.  List 1 describes minimum measures which we recommend to prevent harm 
to Blanding’s turtles during construction or other work within Blanding’s turtle habitat.  List 2 contains 
recommendations which offer even greater protection for Blanding’s turtles populations; this list should be used in 
addition to the first list in areas which are known to be of state-wide importance to Blanding’s turtles (contact the 
DNR’s Natural Heritage and Nongame Research Program if you wish to determine if your project or home is in one 
of these areas), or in any other area where greater protection for Blanding’s turtles is desired. 
 

 
List 1.  Recommendations for all areas inhabited by 
Blanding’s turtles. 

List 2.  Additional recommendations for areas known to 
be of state-wide importance to Blanding’s turtles. 

 
GENERAL 

 
A flyer with an illustration of a Blanding’s turtle should be 
given to all contractors working in the area.  Homeowners 
should also be informed of the presence of Blanding’s 
turtles in the area. 

Turtle crossing signs can be installed adjacent to road-
crossing areas used by Blanding’s turtles to increase public 
awareness and reduce road kills. 

 
Turtles which are in imminent danger should be moved, by 
hand, out of harms way.  Turtles which are not in 
imminent danger should be left undisturbed. 

Workers in the area should be aware that Blanding’s 
turtles nest in June, generally after 4pm, and should be 
advised to minimize disturbance if turtles are seen. 

 
If a Blanding’s turtle nests in your yard, do not disturb the 
nest. 

If you would like to provide more protection for a 
Blanding’s turtle nest on your property, see “Protecting 
Blanding’s Turtle Nests” on page 3 of this fact sheet. 

 
Silt fencing should be set up to keep turtles out of 
construction areas.  It is critical that silt fencing be 
removed after the area has been revegetated. 

Construction in potential nesting areas should be limited to 
the period between September 15 and June 1 (this is the 
time when activity of adults and hatchlings in upland areas 
is at a minimum). 

 
WETLANDS 

 
Small, vegetated temporary wetlands (Types 2 & 3) should 
not be dredged, deepened, filled, or converted to storm 
water retention basins (these wetlands provide important 
habitat during spring and summer).  

Shallow portions of wetlands should not be disturbed 
during prime basking time (mid morning to mid- afternoon 
in May and June).  A wide buffer should be left along the 
shore to minimize human activity near wetlands (basking 
Blanding’s turtles are more easily disturbed than other 
turtle species).  

 
Wetlands should be protected from pollution; use of 
fertilizers and pesticides should be avoided, and run-off 
from lawns and streets should be controlled.  Erosion 
should be prevented to keep sediment from reaching 
wetlands and lakes. 

Wetlands should be protected from road, lawn, and other 
chemical run-off by a vegetated buffer strip at least 50' 
wide.  This area should be left unmowed and in a natural 
condition. 

 
ROADS 

 
Roads should be kept to minimum standards on widths and 
lanes (this reduces road kills by slowing traffic and 
reducing the distance turtles need to cross). 

Tunnels should be considered in areas with concentrations 
of turtle crossings (more than 10 turtles per year per 100 
meters of road), and in areas of lower density if the level 
of road use would make a safe crossing impossible for 
turtles.  Contact your DNR Regional Nongame Specialist 
for further information on wildlife tunnels. 

 
Roads should be ditched, not curbed or below grade.  If 
curbs must be used, 4 inch high curbs at a 3:1 slope are 
preferred (Blanding’s turtles have great difficulty climbing 
traditional curbs; curbs and below grade roads trap turtles 
on the road and can cause road kills). 

Roads should be ditched, not curbed or below grade. 



 

 
 
 

 
ROADS cont. 

 
Culverts between wetland areas, or between wetland areas 
and nesting areas, should be 36 inches or greater in 
diameter, and elliptical or flat-bottomed. 

Road placement should avoid separating wetlands from 
adjacent upland nesting sites, or these roads should be 
fenced to prevent turtles from attempting to cross them 
(contact your DNR Nongame Specialist for details). 

 
Wetland crossings should be bridged, or include raised 
roadways with culverts which are 36 in or greater in 
diameter and flat-bottomed or elliptical (raised roadways 
discourage turtles from leaving the wetland to bask on 
roads).  

Road placement should avoid bisecting wetlands, or these 
roads should be fenced to prevent turtles from attempting 
to cross them (contact your DNR Nongame Specialist for 
details).  This is especially important for roads with more 
than 2 lanes. 

 
Culverts under roads crossing streams should be oversized 
(at least twice as wide as the normal width of open water) 
and flat-bottomed or elliptical. 

Roads crossing streams should be bridged. 

 
UTILITIES 

 
Utility access and maintenance roads should be kept to a 
minimum (this reduces road-kill potential). 

 

 
Because trenches can trap turtles, trenches should be 
checked for turtles prior to being backfilled and the sites 
should be returned to original grade. 

 

 
LANDSCAPING AND VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 

 
Terrain should be left with as much natural contour as 
possible. 

As much natural landscape as possible should be preserved 
(installation of sod or wood chips, paving, and planting of 
trees within nesting habitat can make that habitat unusable 
to nesting Blanding’s turtles). 

 
Graded areas should be revegetated with native grasses 
and forbs (some non-natives form dense patches through 
which it is difficult for turtles to travel).  

Open space should include some areas at higher elevations 
for nesting.  These areas should be retained in native 
vegetation, and should be connected to wetlands by a wide 
corridor of native vegetation. 

 
Vegetation management in infrequently mowed areas -- 
such as in ditches, along utility access roads, and under 
power lines -- should be done mechanically (chemicals 
should not be used).  Work should occur fall through 
spring (after October 1st and before June 1st ). 

Ditches and utility access roads should not be mowed or 
managed through use of chemicals.  If vegetation 
management is required, it should be done mechanically,  
as infrequently as possible, and fall through spring 
(mowing can kill turtles present during mowing, and 
makes it easier for predators to locate turtles crossing 
roads).    

 
Protecting Blanding’s Turtle Nests:  Most predation on turtle nests occurs within 48 hours after the eggs are laid.  
After this time, the scent is gone from the nest and it is more difficult for predators to locate the nest.  Nests more 
than a week old probably do not need additional protection, unless they are in a particularly vulnerable spot, such as 
a yard where pets may disturb the nest.  Turtle nests can be protected from predators and other disturbance by 
covering them with a piece of wire fencing (such as chicken wire), secured to the ground with stakes or rocks.  The 
piece of fencing should measure at least 2 ft. x 2 ft., and should be of medium sized mesh (openings should be about 
2 in. x 2 in.).  It is very important that the fencing be removed before August 1st so the young turtles can escape 
from the nest when they hatch! 
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CAUTION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BLANDING’S TURTLES 
MAY BE ENCOUNTERED 

IN THIS AREA 
 
The unique and rare Blanding’s turtle has been found in this area.  Blanding’s turtles are state-listed as 
Threatened and are protected under Minnesota Statute 84.095, Protection of Threatened and 
Endangered Species.  Please be careful of turtles on roads and in construction sites.  For additional 
information on turtles, or to report a Blanding’s turtle sighting, contact the DNR Nongame Specialist 
nearest you:  Bemidji (218-308-2641); Grand Rapids (218-327-4518); New Ulm (507-359-6033); 
Rochester (507-280-5070); or St. Paul (651-259-5764).  
 
DESCRIPTION:  The Blanding’s turtle is a medium to large turtle (5 to 10 inches) with a black or dark 
blue, dome-shaped shell with muted yellow spots and bars.  The bottom of the shell is hinged across the 
front third, enabling the turtle to pull the front edge of the lower shell firmly against the top shell to provide 
additional protection when threatened.  The head, legs, and tail are dark brown or blue-gray with small 
dots of light brown or yellow.  A distinctive field mark is the bright yellow chin and neck.  

 
BLANDING’S TURTLES DO NOT MAKE GOOD PETS 

IT IS ILLEGAL TO KEEP THIS THREATENED SPECIES IN CAPTIVITY 

 



 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR AVOIDING AND MINIMIZING IMPACTS 
TO BLANDING’S TURTLE POPULATIONS 
(see Blanding’s Turtle Fact Sheet for full recommendations) 

 
 

 This flyer should be given to all contractors working in the area.  Homeowners 
should also be informed of the presence of Blanding’s turtles in the area. 

 Turtles that are in imminent danger should be moved, by hand, out of harms 
way.  Turtles that are not in imminent danger should be left undisturbed to 
continue their travel among wetlands and/or nest sites. 

 If a Blanding’s turtle nests in your yard, do not disturb the nest and do not allow 
pets near the nest. 

 Silt fencing should be set up to keep turtles out of construction areas.  It is 
critical that silt fencing be removed after the area has been revegetated. 

 Small, vegetated temporary wetlands should not be dredged, deepened, or filled.  
 All wetlands should be protected from pollution; use of fertilizers and pesticides 

should be avoided, and run-off from lawns and streets should be controlled.  
Erosion should be prevented to keep sediment from reaching wetlands and lakes. 

 Roads should be kept to minimum standards on widths and lanes. 
 Roads should be ditched, not curbed or below grade.  If curbs must be used, 4" 

high curbs at a 3:1 slope are preferred. 
 Culverts under roads crossing wetland areas, between wetland areas, or between 

wetland and nesting areas should be at least 36 in. diameter and flat-bottomed or 
elliptical. 

 Culverts under roads crossing streams should be oversized (at least twice as wide 
as the normal width of open water) and flat-bottomed or elliptical. 

 Utility access and maintenance roads should be kept to a minimum. 
 Because trenches can trap turtles, trenches should be checked for turtles prior to 

being backfilled and the sites should be returned to original grade. 
 Terrain should be left with as much natural contour as possible. 
 Graded areas should be revegetated with native grasses and forbs. 
 Vegetation management in infrequently mowed areas -- such as in ditches, along 

utility access roads, and under power lines -- should be done mechanically 
(chemicals should not be used).  Work should occur fall through spring (after 
October 1st and before June 1st). 
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Preventing Entanglement  
by Erosion Control Blanket 

 
Plastic mesh netting is a common component in erosion control blanket.   It is utilized to hold loose fibrous materials in 
place (EG straw) until vegetation is established.   Erosion control blanket is being utilized extensively and is effective for 
reducing soil erosion, benefitting both soil health and water quality.  Unfortunately there is a negative aspect of the plastic 
mesh component:  It is increasingly being documented that its interaction with reptiles and amphibians can be fatal 
(Barton and Kinkead, 2005; Kapfer and Paloski, 2011). Mowing machinery is also susceptible to damage due to the long 
lasting plastic mesh. 
 

Potential Problems: 
≠ Plastic netting remains a hazard long after other components have decomposed. 
≠ Plastic mesh netting can result in entanglement and death of a variety of small animals.  The most vulnerable 

group of animals are the reptiles and amphibians (snakes, frogs, toads, salamanders, turtles).   Ducklings, small 
mammals, and fish have also been observed entangled in the netting.   

≠ Road maintenance machinery can snag the plastic mesh and pull up long lengths into machinery, thus binding up 
machinery and causing damage and/or loss of time cleaning it out. 
   

Suggested Alternatives:  
≠ Do not use in known locations of reptiles or amphibians that are listed as Threatened or Endangered species. 
≠ Limit use of blanket containing welded plastic mesh to areas away from where reptiles or amphibians are likely 

(near wetlands, lakes, watercourses, or rock outcrops) or habitat transition zones (prairie – woodland edges, 
rocky outcrop – woodland edges, steep rocky slopes, etc.) 

≠ Select products with biodegradable netting (preferably made from natural fibers, though varieties of biodegradable 
polyesters also exist on the market).   Biodegradable products will degrade under a variety of moisture and light 
conditions.  

≠ DO NOT use products that require UV-light to degrade (also called “photodegradable”) as they do not degrade 
properly when shaded by vegetation.  

 

Solution: Most categories of erosion control blanket and sediment control logs are available in natural net options.   
≠ Specify ‘Natural Netting’ for rolled erosion control products, per MnDOT Spec 3885.  See Table 3885-1.  
≠ Specify ‘Natural Netting’ for sediment control logs, per MnDOT Spec 3897  

 

 
The plastic mesh component of erosion control blanket becomes a net for entrapment. 
 

Literature Referenced 
Barton, C. and K. Kinkead. 2005. Do erosion control and snakes mesh? Soil and Water Conservation Society 60:33A-35A.  
Kapfer, J.M., and R.A. Paloski. 2011. On the threat to snakes of mesh deployed for erosion control and wildlife exclusion. 
Herpetological Conservation and Biology 6:1-9.   
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MITIGATION PLAN   

The AUAR Mitigation Plan is outlined below.  If mitigation items have been revised or updated, they are noted as such below. Red text 
indicates new items that were not included the original AUAR or previous update. 
 
ITEM 8. PERMITS AND APPROVALS REQUIRED 

 

As projects are proposed, the project proposer will be required to obtain permits and approvals.  Projects proposed since the original AUAR 
have obtained proper approvals.  Additional permits that may not be listed here may also be required. 

 

Unit of Government Type of Application Status 

Federal 

Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit 
Determined not to 
be “waters of the 
United States” 

State 

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board Environmental Assessment (AUAR) 
Completed 2003 
Updated 2013 
Updated 2018 

Minnesota Board of Soil and Water Resources Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Approval To be Applied for 

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency Sanitary sewer connection and wastewater 
routing 

To be Applied for 

 NPDES Phase II construction and MS4 (4) 

MS4 Permit 
application 
submitted 3/10/03; 
construction 
permits submitted 
as needed 

State Historic Preservation Office Historic and archeological site preservation No significant site 
found 
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Unit of Government Type of Application Status 

 Section 106 Review for projects with Federal 
nexus 

To be Completed, 
if necessary 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources Water system infrastructure (wells, water 
mains, storage) 

To be Applied for 

Minnesota Department of Transportation 
State Highway Access and consistency with 
standards; applies also to work in the Right 
of Way 

Pre-permit review 
underway 

 Right-of-Way permit To be Applied for, 
if necessary 

Minnesota Department of Health Watermain Extension Approval To be Applied for 
 Sanitary Sewer Extension Permit Approval To be Applied for 
 Well Location and Construction Approval To be Applied for 
Regional 

Lower Rum River WMO Grading and Erosion Control To be Applied for 
 Storm sewer To be Applied for 
 Wetland alteration (WCA) To be Applied for 
Metropolitan Council Sanitary Sewer Service Connection Approval To be Applied for 
County 

Anoka County 
County Roadway Access Permits, 
consistency with County Standards 
     

To be Applied for 
 

   
Local 

City of Ramsey Site Plan Approval To be Applied for 
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Unit of Government Type of Application Status 

 Grading and Erosion Control (1) To be Applied 
for* 

 Preliminary and final plat approval To be Applied for 
 Obstruction Permit (2)  
 Excavation Permit (3)  
 Sewer and water connection To be Applied for 
 Building and occupancy permits (multiple) To be Applied for 
 Tree preservation To be Applied for 
Other 

Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad Access Permit (6)  
 

ITEM 9. LAND USE 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2003 Update 2018 Update 

9.1 Assuring the compatibility of development within Ramsey 
as growth occurs is the primary goal of the comprehensive 
planning process. Item 27 contains discussion of plan 
compatibility for a number of other planning documents 
that cover land in and adjacent to the site. Continued 
planning efforts will assure that non-compatible uses do 
not occur as the site develops.    

The City’s 2030 Comprehensive 
Plan update was adopted in 2010 
after Metropolitan Council review.  
The City’s 2012 Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment (The COR) was 
approved by the Metropolitan 
Council on December 12, 2012. 
The City will continue to update 
plans and ordinances as needed to 
implement the City’s vision and  
goals in compliance with the 
AUAR. 

The City’s 2040 Comprehensive 
Plan has been drafted. The City 
intends to submit the Plan to the 
Metropolitan Council for review 
in March 2019. Adoption is 
anticipated in early 2019. The 
City will continue to update 
plans and ordinances as needed 
to implement the City’s vision 
and goals in compliance with the 
AUAR. 
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ITEM 11. FISH, WILDLIFE, ECOLOGICALLY SENSITIVE RESOURCES 

 
Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

11.1 Natural Communities: Item 12 of this report addresses 
wetland mitigation fully. Mitigation for loss of 
forest/woodland can be accomplished through additional 
tree planting within some areas of the site listed in Table 
10.1 as containing grassland communities. Additional 
forest/woodland planting can be incorporated into planting 
plans for the infiltration/wetland system extending south 
from the COR site to the Mississippi River. The edges of 
the wetlands and infiltration areas could be established as 
an oak savanna/woodland natural community.   

This mitigation measure is ongoing No change. 

11.2 Wildlife Habitat: Several strategies are proposed to 
mitigate impacts to wildlife. These include establishing a 
greenway corridor through the site, wetland restoration and 
creation and to the extent possible, all culverts and road 
crossings will be designed to enable upstream or 
downstream passage of wildlife as they move through the 
greenway. 

This activity has occurred--the 
greenway corridor has been 
developed as The Draw park and 
wetland restoration/creation has 
taken place.  The City will continue 
to work to implement these 
measures.   

No change. 

11.3 Strategies outlined for Wildlife Mitigation generally apply 
to Blanding’s turtles. 

The City will continue to work to 
implement these measures.   

No change. 
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ITEM 12. WATER RESOURCES: WETLANDS 

 
Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

12.1 Wetland Sequencing - Minnesota Rules 8420, also known 
as the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA), requires specific 
steps (sequencing) be taken when evaluating mitigation for 
unavoidable wetland impacts. 

This activity has occurred and 
will continue to occur.  The 
wetland mitigation plan has been 
modified from the original AUAR 
concept but has been permitted in 
compliance with WCA and this 
AUAR update reflects those 
changes. 

No change. 

12.2 Stormwater Outfall to the Mississippi River: 

• Reduce Frequency of Stormwater Discharge, Lower 
Magnitude of Peak Flow Rates: The project 
incorporates a variety of strategies to lower increases 
in stormwater rate and volume. While all stormwater 
conveyance features are designed to accommodate 
the 100-year runoff event without taking infiltration 
into consideration, on-site retention and infiltration 
can be incorporated at multiple scales into the 
development during the detailed design phase for 
smaller storm retention. Peak flow rates for the 100-
year, 24-hour runoff and 100-year, 10-day snowmelt 
events are 25.1 cfs and 25.3 cfs respectively. 

The City will continue to work to 
implement this measure 

The City will continue to work to 
implement this measure 

 • Oversize Culvert and Reduced Slope at Outfall: The 
last section of culvert will be enlarged from 
21inches to 36-inches and include an apron and rip-
rap to lower velocities and dissipate the energy at the 
discharge point. This will minimize the potential for 

This item has been completed. 
The outlet to the Mississippi 
River was installed in 2009. 

N/A 
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scour and erosion. 

 • Directional Boring to Install Culvert: If possible, the 
culvert will be placed within the river bank by 
directional boring rather than an open cut. This will 
reduce the need to remove shoreline vegetation and 
will minimize the area of disturbance. Erosion 
control measures will be implemented where soil is 
disturbed. All disturbed areas will be replanted to 
native trees, shrubs, grasses and forbs and if 
appropriate, a temporary cover crop will be 
established. 

This item was completed by the 
City in 2009. 

N/A 

 



7 Mitigation Plan Update - 2018 November 2018 
 

 
ITEM 13. WATER USE 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

13.1 Because the COR site is within a DWSMA, special 
precautions are needed to protect groundwater resources. To 
make sure this occurs, any discharge of runoff into an area 
dedicated to infiltration will be pre-treated through such 
practices as particulate settling, vegetative filtration, 
skimming, installation of compact, sub-grade treatment (ex. 
catch basin inserts, cyclonic separators, filters), and various 
types of pre-treatment soil filtering systems. These practices 
will be routinely maintained and inspected to make sure 
these pre-treatment practices do not provide a pathway for 
contamination of groundwater. Areas that are potential 
major sources of contamination (“hot-spots”) will be 
identified during construction and special precautions 
added. These areas would include any location where 
pollutant spills are more likely to occur (service stations, 
public works/police/fire fueling operations, significant 
chemical storage).  The City has completed a Wellhead 
Protection Plan, which was approved by the Minnesota 
Department of Health in January 2010. 

The city will continue to work to 
implement these measures. 

The city will continue to work to 
implement these measures. 

13.2 Within WHPAs, the use of conventional underground 
storage tanks to store anything other than water is restricted. 
If underground tanks are utilized in these areas, they must 
be double-walled with interstitial sensors and a network of 
monitoring wells must be installed to assess potential 
groundwater contamination. In addition, an emergency 
response plan should be developed for the immediate  

The city will continue to work to 
implement these measures. 

Little Dukes (located at the 
intersection of Sunwood Dr. NW 
and Zeolite St. NW) is an active 
gas filling station within the study 
area.  This filling station contains 
underground storage tanks that 
are double-walled. Casey’s, 
located southwest of the 



8 Mitigation Plan Update - 2018 November 2018 
 

remediation of any spills or leaky tanks. intersection of Sunwood Dr NW 
and Ramsey Blvd also has 
underground storage tanks that 
are double-walled. 
 
The city will continue to work to 
implement these measures. 

13.3 When assembling the issues that were to be addressed as 
part of this AUAR, it was noted by the Anoka Conservation 
District and by the DNR that there is a possible connection 
between the increased demand for municipal groundwater 
and the observed lowering of wetlands in the vicinity of 
Municipal Wells 3, 4 and 5. Appendix F was prepared to 
assess the general magnitude of the problem and the 
solutions required to address the issue. It is now apparent 
that the wetlands in question experience natural drying 
during periods of relative low precipitation. The 
photographic history included as part of the Wetland 
Delineation report shows wetlands in the vicinity of the 
COR site disappearing during the mid to late 1980’s which 
is prior to the development of the municipal wells. This 
same phenomenon occurs again in the mid to late 1990’s 
and prior to the installation of Wells 4 and 5. The evaluation 
also found, as stated earlier, that drawdown levels in the 
FIG (Franconia Ironton-Galesville) unit are minimal and, 
therefore, could not be influencing the wetlands. To verify 
these finding, however, it is recommended that long term 
monitoring be performed. 

The city will continue to work to 
implement these measures. 

The city installed two monitoring 
wells near the intersection of 
Armstrong Blvd and Bunker Lake 
Blvd. The wells record water 
levels every 15 minutes.  
 
The city will continue to work to 
implement these measures. 
 
The 10-year update to the 
Drinking Water Supply Plan 
contains water level records for 
the monitoring wells and 
production wells and long-term 
trends do not show an influence 
on the groundwater levels near 
Lake Itasca. 

13.4 There is also some concern that increased pumping in the 
FIG aquifer could impact private wells that pump from this 
aquifer. Again, the residual drawdown levels in the FIG 
average 5- to 10-feet during the peak summer pumping 

Permits were secured for previous 
projects and will be obtained for 
future projects. 

Permits were secured for previous 
projects and will be obtained for 
future projects. 
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period (Appendix F) and recover fully during the Fall, 
Winter and Spring. Therefore, the radius of influence of the 
wells will be very small meaning there could be no impacts 
to private wells developed in the same unit.  Before 
additional wells are constructed, additional appropriations 
will be applied for through the DNR. This will most likely 
require both short- and long-term testing and monitoring to 
verify the above findings. Through this process, the City can 
insure that there continue to be no impacts on groundwater 
and surface resources due to their appropriations from the 
FIG. 

 
ITEM 14. WATER- RELATED LAND USE MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

 

ITEM 

NO. 

MITIGATION DESCRIPTION 2013 UPDATE 2018 UPDATE 

14.1 The Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan was amended in 
2002 and contains the measures needed to effectively 
implement resource protection for all of the resource 
protection zones adjacent to the COR site.  Although 
Chapter XI of the Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan 
contains a thorough set of policies and related actions to 
protect the natural character of the Critical Area, the  
Chapter does not contain a specific provision addressing 
control of noise in this area. The next amendments to the 
City Plan will add a specific provision to address this 
specific element in Executive Order 79-19. 

The 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
addressed this issue in Chapter 11 
(THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER  
CRITICAL AREA 
CORRIDOR/MNRRA).  This 
AUAR update reflects these 
policies from the 2030  
Comprehensive Plan. 

The DNR adopted new MRCCA 
rules in 2016. The city of Ramsey 
is updating their current plan with 
the 2040 comprehensive plan 
update. 
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ITEM 15. WATER SURFACE USE 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

15.1 Adverse environmental impacts associated with increased 
small motor and non-motorized boats is not anticipated 
along the Mississippi River south of the Ramsey Town 
Center site. In fact, the new Mississippi Regional Park 
hopes to attract visitors to this portion of the upper River. 
The use of the park as a formal recreational facility will 
focus river-related uses to planned areas, and provide  
resource oversight and supervision of recreational activities. 

No Change/No Action Required. N/A 

 
ITEM 16. EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

16.1 Prior to any earth-moving activity on the site, an erosion and 
sediment control plan will be prepared in accord with the 
requirements of the City of Ramsey and the LRRWMO. 
Technical assistance in the preparation of this plan will also 
be sought from the Anoka Conservation District, the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and the DNR. The 
City will be permitted through the Phase II NPDES 
nonpoint program as a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System (MS4) operator and will be subject to all of the 
provisions of that program, including reducing the discharge 
of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (MEP) 
through construction site runoff control. Any construction 
on the site will also be permitted through MPCA’s NPDES 
general construction permit process. 

Permits were secured for past 
projects and will be obtained for 
future projects. Future NPDES 
permits will conform to the  
LRRWMO 3rd Generation Plan 
requirements for infiltration for 
new developments.    

Permits were secured for past 
projects and will be obtained for 
future projects. Future NPDES 
permits will conform to the  
LRRWMO 3rd Generation Plan 
requirements for infiltration for 
new developments.    
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ITEM 17. WATER QUALITY: SURFACE WATER RUNOFF 

 

Item No. Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

17.1 
 

The City will assure that the developer(s) will design and 
build the final drainage and runoff management system 
within this overall framework, in compliance with the 
mandates of the LRRWMO.  

Not addressed. The City will continue to work 
to implement this measure. 

17.2 
 

As part of the design process for BMPs, replacement of 
non-native vegetation with native vegetation will occur 
whenever practicable and desirable. 

Not addressed. The City will continue to work 
to implement this measure. 

17.3 The City of Ramsey has submitted its draft application for 
a Phase II National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit. The unsigned permit was 
submitted on March 10, 2003 under the MPCA 
requirements for the program of the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). MPCA extended the timeline 
for receipt of an officially signed permit so that the City 
could authorize signature through a City Council action. 
The new deadline for receipt of a signed application is 
May 9, 2003. After that, the City will need to adopt a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP). 
Since the City owns and operates a municipal drainage 
system, it is subject to the provisions of the Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) provisions of the 
law. Construction activities within the City, and 
specifically on the Ramsey Town Center site, are also 
subject to the Phase II General Storm Water Permit for 
Construction Activity. 

This activity has occurred and 
will continue to occur.  
 

The City of Ramsey applied for 
the new NPDES permit that is 
currently under development by 
the MPCA. The City will fully 
implement the conditions of the 
new permit when it is issued. 
 

17.4 
 

The City must identify best management practices (BMPs) 
and measurable goals associated with each minimum 
control measure noted above. The City will be given five-

This activity has occurred and 
will continue to occur.  
 

This activity has occurred and 
will continue to occur.  
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years to develop an effective program after the permit is 
issued. This period of time coincides with the phased 
development of the Ramsey Town Center site, which must 
then include the provisions of the City SWPPP. The City 
will assure that the provisions of its Program are properly 
implemented within the Center as development proceeds. 

17.5   Construction within the City of Ramsey is also subject to 
the provisions of the NPDES Phase II General Storm 
Water Permit for Construction Activity. This provision is 
in addition to the construction control measure required 
under the MS4 permit. 

Permits were secured for past 
projects and will be obtained for  
future projects. 

Permits were secured for past 
projects and will be obtained for  
future projects. 

17.6 
 

Relationship to Mississippi River TMDL One water 
quality element of note in the mitigation plan is the need to 
reduce the negative impact of a discharge to an impaired 
water under the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
program. The Mississippi River through the City of 
Ramsey has been listed on the MPCA recommended 
“303d” list as impaired relative to fecal coliform, PCB and 
mercury. The PCB and mercury programs are regional in 
scale and are the subject of regional MPCA and USEPA 
remediation programs. The discharge of storm water high 
in fecal coliform, however, is something that the City will 
need to address. The implementation of nonpoint source 
pollution control BMPs does not necessarily assure the 
reduction of fecal coliform. The process for setting a 
TMDL includes the initiation of a formal study that results 
in recommendations for control of the pollutant causing 
the impairment. MPCA has not yet begun this study for the 
impaired Mississippi River reach; however, once this study 
begins (currently scheduled for 2004-2006), the City will 
cooperate to the best of its ability with the MPCA to 

The MPCA study is currently 
underway and it includes the 
reach in Ramsey.  Currently 
Ramsey is not scheduled to 
receive a waste load allocation 
as the reach is classified as a 
protection watershed.  This 
could change based on future 
monitoring.  The City will 
continue to cooperate to the best 
of its ability with the MPCA to 
reduce the input of fecal 
coliform to the River. 

The Upper Mississippi River 
Bacteria TMDL Implementation 
Plan was completed in 2016 and 
includes the reach in Ramsey. 
The City of Ramsey did not 
receive a waste load allocation. 
The City will continue to 
cooperate to the best of its 
ability with the MPCA to reduce 
the input of fecal coliform to the 
River. 
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reduce the input of fecal coliform to the River. 

 
ITEM 18. WATER QUALITY: WASTEWATER 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

18.1 Both the wastewater flows and the projected loadings from 
the COR development can be effectively transported and 
treated by the MCES system. In addition, future 
development and resulting flows are within the range of 
those estimated in the City’s 2001 Comprehensive Plan, as 
amended in 2002. Therefore, it does not appear that there is 
any cause for specific remediation actions. A 30-inch sewer 
main is recommended to serve the COR.  As noted earlier, it 
will be necessary for the City to update its Comprehensive 
Sewer Plan, following discussion with MCES on increased 
allocated capacity. In addition, it will be important to 
measure and test the wastewater flows from the new 
development on a periodic basis. This will allow the City 
and MCES officials to monitor the characteristics of the 
wastewater generated by the development over time and to 
address any future unforeseen changes. 

The 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
update includes an update to the 
Comprehensive Sewer Plan to  
address these issues.  The City has 
updated the Comprehensive 
Sewer Plan.  Results indicate that 
there is sufficient capacity in the 
City’s system to accept the 
wastewater flow from The COR. 

The 2040 Comprehensive Plan 
update includes a Comprehensive 
Sanitary Sewer Update. Results 
indicate that there is sufficient 
capacity in the City’s system to 
accept the wastewater flow from 
The COR. 
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ITEM 19. SOIL AND GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

19.1 The high permeability of the soils at the COR are ideal for 
the implementation of infiltration practices that will manage 
stormwater runoff, provide flood control and recharge the 
water table aquifer. However, the high permeability also 
increases the risk for potential contamination of 
groundwater resources. In order to mitigate this risk, best 
management practices (BMPs) and community education 
programs will be implemented. 

This activity has occurred and 
will continue to occur. 

This activity has occurred and 
will continue to occur. 

 

ITEM 20. SOLID WASTES; HAZARDOUS WASTES; STORAGE TANKS  

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

20.0 To decrease the amount of solid waste generated within the 
City, Ramsey maintains the following policies as stated in 
its 2001 Comprehensive Plan:  

• Work with the Anoka County Integrated Waste 
Management Department to develop and implement 
programs that contribute to waste reduction, 
resource recovery, recycling and limited landfilling;  

• Continue to support curbside recycling of reusable 
waste materials through educational events, 
promotional events, and volunteer efforts;  

• Research grants and funding programs through 
federal, state, and local organizations that support 
the ―Three R’s (reduce, reuse, and recycle); and 

The City updated these policies in 
the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and 
will continue to work to 
implement these measures. The 
City updated the Comprehensive 
Water Supply and Distribution 
Plan. 

In 2014, State Statute 115A.551 
was amended to specify a goal 
that every metropolitan county 
recycle 75%, by weight, of the 
total solid waste generated by 
2030. In response, the City has 
created new and/or additional 
opportunities for residents to 
recycle both inorganic and 
organic materials. The 2040 
Comprehensive Plan, Natural 
Resources Plan chapter, was 
updated to include this, as well as 
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• Continue to pursue and support research efforts in 
innovative techniques that enhance the environment, 
provide alternative means of energy, and reduce the 
waste stream. 
 

The implementation of these policies will help to reduce the 
quantities of solid waste produced at the  
Town Center 

the other previous policies. The 
City will continue to work to 
implement these measures. 

20.1 Within the WHPA, underground storage tanks and 
infiltration are not recommended. Should contamination 
occur due to these or any other practice, alternative water 
supply sources may be required. Currently the city water 
towers store an extra amount of water equivalent to meet the 
supply need for one day. There is also an emergency 
connection with the City of Anoka for additional water 
needs. A contingency plan should be developed as part of 
the next water supply plan update to deal with 
contamination. These could be coordinated with existing 
city plans, data, and management procedures, many of 
which are detailed in the city’s Water Supply Plan, WHP 
Plan, 2001 Comprehensive Plan, and this document. A 
contingency plan is also required by the State as part of the 
city’s water supply plan (M.S., Section 103G.291, subd.3.  
As part of its next revision, the City of Ramsey will amend 
its 1999 Water Supply Plan to include an emergency 
response element. The amendment will include all of the 
above components. This will occur prior to applying for a 
DNR appropriation permit amendment, which would likely 
trigger the DNR request for emergency plan completion, as 
well. 

These items were completed as 
part of the Water Element of the 
2030 Comprehensive Plan update. 

The City is drafting the next 
generation of the Wellhead 
Protection Plan and plans to adopt 
it when it is finished. 

20.2 The installation of monitoring wells throughout the WHPA 
would be appropriate to protect the water quality of the 

The City will continue to work on 
this item. 

The City will continue to work on 
this item. 
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upper aquifer. Should contamination occur, a network of 
monitoring wells would help to quickly identify the 
contaminant source and aid in the quick remediation and 
possibly reduce the extent of contamination. A monitoring 
well network would also help to understand the relationship 
between the pumping in the Franconia-Ironton-Galesville 
aquifer and the upper aquifer. The extent of any further  
monitoring will be determined during wellhead protection 
plan development and State water appropriation permitting. 

20.3 The City reviewed current Minnesota MPCA/MDA What’s 
in My Neighborhood databases for records of potential 
contamination within undeveloped parcels. Based on the 
review, one undeveloped site in the study area was 
determined to have the presence, or likely presence, of soil 
and/or groundwater contamination. This site is shown on 
Figure 3.   
 

New Item - Not Addressed Completion of a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment at 
this site is recommended prior to 
redevelopment. 

20.4 Contaminated soils at the BNSF VIC site must be removed 
per the plan for the summer of 2003. Removal could 
potentially occur during construction of the multi-modal 
facility, Hwy 10 improvements, or COR construction. 

New Item - Not Addressed BNSF completed contaminated 
soil removal in this area in 2012.  
 

20.5 Further investigation may be needed to determine the 
extent, if any, of contamination at the abandoned farmstead. 
If there is soil or groundwater contamination due to 
improper handling and storage of chemicals and hazardous 
substances at this site, appropriate removal and remediation 
of the contaminated areas may be required. 

New Item - Not Addressed No Change. 

20.6 Use of underground storage tanks within the WHPA should 
be discouraged. If underground storage tanks are used to 
store anything other than water within the WHPA, the tanks 
must be double-walled and the groundwater around the tank 
must be appropriately monitored for contamination. 

New Item - Not Addressed No Change. 
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20.7 Phase I ESA for Site 47 consisting of Anoka County Parcel 
28-32-25-23-0010 
 
Phase II ESA for Site 47 consisting of Parcel 28-32-25-23-
0010 
 

New Item – Not Addressed The City prepared a Phase I ESA 
report for the site on August 16, 
2016.  The assessment identified 
the following Recognized 
Environmental Concern (REC) 
associated with the site: 

1. Adjacent gas station – 
Little Dukes located west 
of the site 

Based on the location of the gas 
station, further environmental 
investigation was recommended. 
The City completed a Phase II 
ESA at the site and summarized 
the results in a report dated 
October 18, 2016.  The Phase II 
ESA consisted of three soil 
borings advanced to 4-16 feet 
below grade and the collection of 
soil, groundwater, and soil vapor 
samples.  No soil detections were 
identified above regulatory 
thresholds.  Diesel Range 
Organics (DRO) were detected in 
the soil and 1,3-butadiene in the 
soil gas above established 
regulatory thresholds.  
 
The east third of this site is 
developed When development is 
proposed on the remaining 
portion of the site, further 
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investigation into the extent of 
contamination should be 
completed. If necessary, the site 
must be cleaned up to MPCA 
standards. 

 

 

ITEM 21. TRANSPORTATION  

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

21.1 Analysis of the intersection operations indicates that lane 
additions and installation of intersection channelization and 
traffic signals would be adequate to mitigate the project  
impacts at the intersections in the study area. The following 
roadway widenings are suggested:  

• Ramsey Boulevard—widen to five lane cross section 
south of Industry Avenue to provide two through 
lanes in each direction and a left turn lane/center 
median. 

This item has been completed. N/A 

 • Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry 
Avenue)—widen to five lane cross section west of 
Ramsey Boulevard to provide two through lanes in 
each direction and a left turn lane/center median.   

This item has been partially 
completed.  Bunker Lake 
Boulevard has been upgraded  
between Dysprosium Street and 
Sunfish Lake Boulevard. In 
addition, the intersections at 
Ramsey Boulevard (CSAH 56) 
and Armstrong Boulevard (CSAH 
83) have been upgraded. There 
are two (2) remaining sections to 
be upgraded and said 
Improvement Project is included 

Bunker Lake Boulevard east of 
Puma Street is scheduled for 
improvements in 2018. The 
segment of Bunker Lake 
Boulevard between Armstrong 
Boulevard and Ramsey Boulevard 
is included in the City’s five (5) 
year Capital Improvement 
Program for construction in 2022. 
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in the City’s five (5) year Capital 
Improvement Program. This 
Section of Industry Avenue is 
now called Bunker Lake 
Boulevard and is being funded 
through the existing TIF 14 funds.  

21.2 
 

Turn lanes and lane adjustments would be needed at the 
following intersections:  

• TH 10 at Armstrong Boulevard—add an eastbound 
and a westbound through lane on the intersection 
approaches; add an eastbound and a southbound left 
turn lane and a southbound right turn lane. 

The City will continue to work 
with MnDOT and Anoka County 
on this item, including 
improvement discussed for the 
Armstrong Interchange.  It is the 
City’s understanding that the 
Metropolitan Council does not 
support a third lane on Highway 
10. 

In 2014, MnDOT and Anoka 
County, in cooperation with the 
City of Ramsey and City of 
Anoka completed the Hwy 10 
Access Planning Study to re-
examine and indentify the 
ultimate amount of access, types 
of access, and locations of access 
to Hwy 10 between the 
Anoka/Sherburne County Line 
and the Rum River. 
 
The City was also involved in the 
Greater Minnesota Gateway 
Initiative, which developed a plan 
that included replacement of the 
signals at Sunfish Lake Boulevard 
and Ramsey Boulevard with 
hybrid interchanges, and 
construction of frontage and 
backage road connections 
between Sunfish Lake Boulevard 
and Armstrong Boulevard. 

 • TH 10 at Ramsey Boulevard—add an eastbound and 
a westbound through lane on the intersection 
approaches; add an eastbound and a southbound left 

The City will continue to work 
with MnDOT and Anoka County 
on this item, including 

No Change. 
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turn lane and a westbound right turn lane. A 
southbound through lane and a northbound left turn 
lane and northbound through/right lane would need 
to be added to serve the Rivenwick 3rd Subdivision 
traffic independent of the project traffic. 

improvement discussed for the 
Armstrong Interchange.  It is the 
City’s understanding that the 
Metropolitan Council does not 
support a third lane on Highway 
10. 

 • TH 10 at Sunfish Lake Boulevard—add an 
eastbound and a westbound through lane on the 
intersection approaches; convert the southbound 
approach from a through/left turn lane and a right 
turn lane to through/right turn lane and two left turn 
lanes (this adds one lane to the approach). 

The City will continue to work 
with MnDOT and Anoka County 
on this item, including 
improvement discussed for the 
Armstrong Interchange.  It is the 
City’s understanding that the 
Metropolitan Council does not 
support a third lane on Highway 
10. 

No Change. 

 • Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry Avenue) 
at Ramsey Boulevard—add a southbound right turn 
lane; eastbound and northbound approaches would 
be widened by the above recommendations.  

This item has been completed. N/A 

 • Sunwood Drive at Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly 
Industry Avenue)—modify the shared lanes on the 
northbound, eastbound and westbound approaches to 
provide left turn lanes and shared through/right turn 
lanes 

The City will continue to work on 
this item. 

Northbound Bunker Lake 
Boulevard at Sunwood Drive has 
been modified to include left and 
right turn lanes. The City’s five 
(5) year Capital Improvement 
Program includes a placeholder 
for a signalization project for the 
Bunker Lake Boulevard/Sunwood 
Drive intersection in 2021, but the 
project is currently unfunded.  

21.3 The following stop-controlled intersections would need to 
be signalized:  

This item has been completed 
(Ramsey Boulevard at Bunker 
Lake Boulevard). 

N/A 
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• Ramsey Boulevard at Bunker Lake Boulevard 
(formerly Industry Avenue). 

 • Armstrong Boulevard at Bunker Lake Boulevard 
(formerly Industry Avenue). 

This item has been completed 
(Armstrong at Bunker Lake 
Boulevard). 

N/A 

 • Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry Avenue) 
at Sunfish Lake Boulevard. 

This item has been completed. N/A 

 • Ramsey Boulevard at Sunwood Drive. This item has been completed. N/A 

 • Sunwood Drive at Bunker Lake Boulevard (Industry 
Avenue). 

The City will continue to work on 
this item.  It has been included in 
the City’s capital improvement 
program (CIP). 

The City’s five (5) year Capital 
Improvement Program includes a 
placeholder for a signalization 
project for the Bunker Lake 
Boulevard/Sunwood Drive 
intersection in 2021, but the 
project is currently unfunded. 

 • Sunwood Drive at Armstrong Boulevard. This item has been completed, 
subject to final signal installation. 

This item has been completed. 

 • NS3 Street at Bunker Lake Boulevard (formerly 
Industry Avenue). 

NS3 Street is proposed to be 
changed to Center Street and this 
portion of Industry Avenue has 
been renamed Bunker Lake 
Boulevard.  The City will 
continue to work on this item. 

NS3 Street has been changed to 
Center Street. The City will 
continue to work on this item. 

21.4 The left turn volumes from the EW1 parkway (proposed to 
be renamed Ramsey Parkway) onto both Armstrong and 
Ramsey Boulevard cannot be accommodated at an 
acceptable LOS under stop control and require signalization 
to achieve acceptable operations. However, the close 

The City completed the 
Preliminary Engineering Report 
for Sunwood Drive (December 6, 
2011) for realignment of the 
western portion of Sunwood 

These improvements have been 
completed. 
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spacing between the intersections of the EW1 parkway and 
the intersections of Armstrong and Ramsey Boulevard with 
Industry Avenue limits the potential for the two parkway 
intersections to be signalized. Accordingly, the parkway 
intersections should be channelized to provide right-
in/right-out and left-in access (¾ access). Left out from the 
parkway would be prohibited and would redistribute to the 
north-south streets and to Industry Avenue (these volumes 
have been included in the mitigated calculations for the 
other intersections). 

Drive.  The revisioning of The 
COR and the creation of 
Development Plan 5.03 (adopted 
as part of the Comprehensive Plan 
2011 Major Update) resulted in 
some of the residential land in the 
western portion of the project area 
being converted to 
commercial/retail in order to 
provide a better balance of land 
uses and respond to the current 
marketplace.  Other changes were 
made in the undeveloped areas, 
including the creation of Lake 
Ramsey in the greenway Corridor. 
This study showed that traffic 
would increase under this revised 
scenario by 12.8%.  The increased 
traffic can be accommodated by 
the improvements previously 
completed and the improvements 
planned in the 2011 feasibility 
study.  This work was coordinated 
with the Armstrong Boulevard 
and Relocated Sunwood Drive 
Intersection Improvements 
Feasibility Report (December 2, 
2011).  These improvements have 
been completed.  The project 
combined the Sunwood and EW1 
Parkway intersections with 
Armstrong Boulevard into one 
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fully signalized intersection. 

 
ITEM 22. VEHICLE RELATED EMISSIONS 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

22.1 There are no specific air quality mitigation measures 
proposed for the Ramsey Town Center Development, 
because implementation of the project does not result in 
violation of State or National Air Quality Standards. Carbon 
monoxide concentrations were modeled along the Highway 
10 corridor assuming no road improvements in the project 
vicinity. The road improvements discussed in Section 21 
would help to reduce carbon monoxide emissions, although 
they are not required as a result of the air quality analysis. 

No change.  No change. 

 

ITEM 24. DUST, ODORS, NOISE 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

24.1 Noise wall mitigation would not be practical along Bunker 
Lake Boulevard (formerly Industry Avenue). Driveways and 
street intersections would create gaps in the wall, defeating 
its purpose. It is suggested that the proposed residential 
units in Blocks 28, 36, 37, and 38 be designed to minimize 
noise impacts. The noise around the homes and surrounding 
areas can be reduced by providing climate-controlled units, 
increasing wall insulation, and providing common areas on 
the side of the buildings furthest from Bunker Lake 

The City will continue to work to 
implement this measure along 
Bunker Lake Boulevard  
(formerly Industry Avenue). 

The City will continue to work to 
implement this measure along 
Bunker Lake Boulevard  
(formerly Industry Avenue). 
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Boulevard. 

 

ITEM 25. SENSITIVE RESOURCES 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

25.1 Unidentified Resources. Various circumstances may lead to 
the discovery of unidentified historic or archeological 
resources within the project boundaries. When any such 
new discovery is brought to the attention of the developer or 
the City, an evaluation of the significance will be 
conducted, and appropriate management measures will be 
devised in consultation with SHPO. 

This measure will continue to 
apply. 

This measure will continue to 
apply. 

25.2 Although the COR site is not within the geographic area 
covered by MNRRA, every effort will be made by COR 
LLC to work with Anoka County Parks, Ramsey Parks and 
the National Park Service to comply with the policies of 
these agencies and to minimize or avoid any adverse 
impacts from development of the COR site. 

This measure will continue to 
apply. 

This measure will continue to 
apply. 

 
ITEM 26. ADVERSE VISUAL IMPACTS 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

26.1 Light emissions from commercial and residential areas 
cannot be avoided because of safety issues and the need for 
residences and businesses to see clearly at night. City 
Ordinance 9.11.07 describes any lighting used to illuminate 

The City will continue to enforce 
the adopted lighting ordinance. 

The City will continue to enforce 
the adopted lighting ordinance. 
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an off-street parking area, sign, or other structure, must  
be arranged so that the light is deflected away from 
residential districts and public streets. Bulbs emitting  
in excess of 3,000 lumens (150 watts) must be arranged so 
that the light is not visible outside of the property where the 
light is located. There are several methodologies of 
acceptable screening methods for these nuisances that can 
also be used for transitioning from high- to low-density 
residential or from residential to commercial areas. 
Screening methods typically include a vegetative barrier no 
less than five feet high or other natural materials. Applying 
shields to street and parking lot lamps directs the light to the  
ground surface where it’s wanted, not into the adjacent 
neighborhood. All of these practices should minimize the 
impact of the light at the River but will not eliminate it. 

26.2 The visual impacts of construction on a scale that will occur 
at COR over several years will be difficult to mitigate, but 
several measures to minimize the impact will be followed. 
The most offensive visual characteristics of construction, 
and possible mitigating actions are:  

• Soil erosion leading to sediment movement off-site - 
 Item 16 spelled-out a mitigation element to control 
on-site erosion and off-site sedimentation.  

• Access streets and roads covered with dirt and 
gravel/rocks - The erosion and sediment control 
program will include egress gravel wash pads and 
will contain a daily sweeping plan for roads affected 
by construction traffic.  

• Swirling dust caused by earth-moving activity on dry 
soil - A water truck will be available on site to spray 
areas experiencing dust movement. This will be 
especially critical on the sandy soils prevalent on 

This measure has been followed 
and will continue to apply. 

This measure has been followed 
and will continue to apply. 
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site.  
• Construction equipment and temporary trailers - 

Every effort will be made to screen immobile 
equipment and to park mobile equipment in a 
visually sheltered location at the end of the working 
day.  

• Exposed soil - One of the essential elements in the 
erosion and sediment control plan will be rapid 
stabilization, covering and re-vegetation of exposed 
soils. Although some exposed soil will be 
impossible to avoid, every attempt will be made to 
minimize exposure. 
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ITEM 27. COMPATIBILITY WITH PLANS 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

27.1 At this time, the Ramsey 2001 Comprehensive Plan, as 
amended in 2002, fully addresses the development of the 
COR site and adequately relates this development to the 
various other agency plans with which it must comply. 
However, any change in the project that would lead to 
deviation in one or more of the plans must be corrected by a 
plan amendment. 

This measure has been followed 
and will continue to apply.  The 
City adopted the 2030 
Comprehensive Plan update in 
2010.  The City approved a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
in 2012, which and approved by 
the Metropolitan Council. The 
City has also adopted a Zoning 
Ordinance Amendment and COR 
Design Framework (February 28,  
2012, amended November 27, 
2012) to implement the 2030 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
(including the 2012 amendment) 
and the revised development plan 
for the AUAR area (“The COR”). 

This measure has been followed 
and will continue to apply. The 
City plans to update its zoning 
ordinance in 2019 to include the 
Design Framework for the COR.  

 
ITEM 28. IMPACT OF INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

28.1 The major physical infrastructure elements of roads and 
streets, sanitary sewer, municipal water and storm sewer 
have all previously been addressed within this AUAR.  
An evaluation of the social services needed for the COR 
development indicates that the planning done for the City 

No change. No change. 
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has accounted for the growth related to the COR. Police, 
fire, public works, schools, and related City and postal 
services will all be impacted by the development. 
Additional equipment to perform City public works services 
will be needed. No additional mitigation is needed to meet 
the expected growth. 

 
ITEM 30. OTHER POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

 

Item 

No. 

Mitigation Description 2013 Update 2018 Update 

30.1 No need for mitigation anticipated from the two items 
identified in the original AUAR (impact of Anoka-Ramsey 
Landfill to COR and COR land use change from agriculture 
to urban), but if the need arises during the AUAR review, 
necessary mitigation will be included here. 

No change. No change. 

 



 

AUAR Five Year Update  Appendix D 
The COR (formerly Ramsey Town Center) 
Alternative Urban Areawide Review 
WSB Project No. 11954-000   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX D: Response to Comments 
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Memorandum 
 
To: Brian Yagle, US Army Corps of Engineers 
 David Elvin, MN Department of Transportation 
 Sarah Beimers, State Historic Preservation Office 
 LisaBeth Barajas, Metropolitan Council 
 Karen Kromar, MN Pollution Control Agency 
 
Copy: Chris Anderson, City of Ramsey 
  
From: Alison Harwood, WSB 
 
Date: January 15, 2019 
 
Re: Ramsey COR AUAR Update – Responses to Comments 
 WSB Project No.  11954-000 
 

 
 
The City of Ramsey received comments from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Minnesota 
Department of Transportation (MnDOT), State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Metropolitan 
Council, and Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) regarding the Ramsey COR AUAR Update. 
The comment period ended on December 3, 2018. Comments are generally paraphrased below with 
responses provided. 
 
USACE 
 
Comment 1: USACE indicated that Department of the Army permit may be required for proposed  
  activities within the AUAR Update area. 
 
  Response: The City of Ramsey received an Approved Jurisdictional Determination  
  from the USACE (Project No. 03 - 03448 – TJF) that indicated no Waters of the US  
  existed within the AUAR study area. 
 
MnDOT 
 
Comment 1:  MnDOT indicated that any work performed within MnDOT right-of-way would require  
  a permit. 
 
  Response: A MnDOT right-of-way permit was added to the table in Item 8. 
 
SHPO 
 
Comment 1: There are no properties listed in the National or State Registers of Historic Places, 

and no known or suspected archaeological properties in the area covered by the 
AUAR. 

 
 Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 2:  Any project receiving federal assistance or requiring a federal permit will require 

review under Section 106 and should be submitted to SHPO's office. 
 
 Response: Section 106 coordination was added to the table in Item 8. 
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Metropolitan Council 
 
Comment 1: The text indicating that the Council will be reviewing the City’s 2040 Comprehensive 

Plan should be updated to indicate that the City of Ramsey intends to submit its 2040 
Comprehensive Plan in March 2019. 

 
 Response: Text revised in Item 9. 
 
Comment 2: Given preliminary TAZ forecasts for 2040, the City should consider whether a 

different forecast allocation is needed. TAZ forecasts must be submitted with the 
City’s upcoming 2040 Comprehensive Plan. 

   
 Response: The city will incorporate the recommended revisions for population, 

households, and employment to TAZ 63 with the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan 
submittal. 

 
MPCA 
 
Comment 1: Due to the potential for soil vapor migration and the presence of a residential 

development on the eastern third of Site 47, MPCA recommends the City investigate 
the extent and magnitude of the contamination on site in the immediate future, rather 
than waiting until there is a proposed development. 

 
Response:  Site 47 was reported to the MPCA (DO Report No. 179934). The MPCA 
Duty Officer reviewed the data and determined to not assign the site a Leak Site 
Number and not require additional environmental investigation. Therefore, at this time 
the City will not further investigate the extent and magnitude of the contamination 
site. No updates were made to the Mitigation Plan. 

 
Comment 2: This development will be subject to state noise standards. The MPCA recommends 

that the City consider the already suggested, and other ways, to mitigate noise 
impacts in the residential portions of the COR development. 

 
Response: As noted in Item 24 of the mitigation plan, the City intends to continue to 
implement noise mitigation measures along Bunker Lake Boulevard. 

 
This concludes the responses to comments on the AUAR Update.  If you have questions, please 
contact me at 763-231-4847 or aharwood@wsbeng.com.  
 

mailto:aharwood@wsbeng.com


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

RESOLUTION #19-041 

 
RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE COR AUAR UPDATE 

 
 WHEREAS, an Alternative Urban Areawide Review (AUAR) was completed for 
the Ramsey Town Center in 2003; and 
 
 WHEREAS, AUARs are valid for five (5) years; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Ramsey completed an update to the AUAR in 2013 and 
said update will expire in July of 2018; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in April of 2018 the City Council authorized WSB & Associates to 
complete an update to the AUAR; and 
 

WHEREAS, an AUAR Update has now been completed for the project pursuant 
to Minnesota Rules 4410, which identifies and assesses the environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures associated with The COR; and 
 

WHEREAS, the AUAR was updated pursuant to Minnesota Rule 4410.3610; and 
 

WHEREAS, the AUAR Update was distributed for the required 10-day comment 
period; and 
 

WHEREAS, comments received on The COR AUAR Update have generated 
information adequate to determine mitigation measures associated with the potential 
development in this area; and 
 

WHEREAS, the comments received and the City’s responses to these comments 
are included in the public record for the AUAR. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

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

 
1) That the Ramsey City Council hereby adopts The COR AUAR Update dated 

November, 2018 with revision date of January, 2019. 
 
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: 



Resolution #19-041 
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and the following were absent: 
 
Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey City 
Council this the 26th day of February, 2019. 
 
 
             
       Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 

 
 
      
City Clerk 
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