
           

City of Ramsey
Agenda [REVISED]

Regular Planning Commission
Thursday, January 3, 2019

7:00 pm
Council Chambers, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW

             

1. Call to Order
 

2. Citizen Input
 

3. Approve Agenda
 

4. Approve Minutes
 

1.   Approve the December 6, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes.
 

5. Public Hearing
 

1.   PUBLIC HEARING: Consider a Variance Request to Allow a Detached Accessory Garage Nearer the
Front Lot Line than the Home at 5725 180th Ln NW (Project No. 18-162); Case of Lisa and Scott
Monserud

 

6. Commission Business
 

1.   Review Concept for Commercial Horse Farm Located at 17209 Saint Francis Blvd NW; Case of Dale
Wills

 

7. Commission/Staff Input
 

1.   Zoning Bulletins
 

8. Adjournment
 

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

  



   
Regular Planning Commission   4. 1.           
Meeting Date: 01/03/2019  
By: JoAnn Shaw, Community Development

Information
Title:
Approve the December 6, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes.

Purpose/Background:
n/a

Notification:

Observations/Alternatives:

Funding Source:

Recommendation:

Action:

Attachments
12 06 18 Meeting Minutes

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 12/28/2018 01:54 PM
Form Started By: JoAnn Shaw Started On: 12/18/2018 04:25 PM
Final Approval Date: 12/28/2018 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
 CITY OF RAMSEY 
 ANOKA COUNTY 
 STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 
The Ramsey Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting on Thursday, December 6, 2018, 
at the Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota. 
 
Members Present:  Chairperson Randy Bauer 
    Commissioner Bruce Anderson 
    Commissioner Cheri Gengler 
    Commissioner Daniel Onyambu (arrived at 7:30 p.m.) 
    Commissioner Patrick Surma 
    Commissioner Gary VanScoy 
    Commissioner Matt Woestehoff 
 
Members Absent:  None 
 
Also Present:   Community Development Director Timothy Gladhill 
    City Planner Chris Anderson  
    City Planner Chloe McGuire Brigl 
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairperson Bauer called the regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
2. CITIZEN INPUT 
 
None. 
 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Gengler, to approve the agenda 
as presented. 
 
Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Gengler, Anderson, 
Surma, and Woestehoff.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Commissioner Onyambu. 
 
4. APPROVE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
 
4.01: Approve the Following Planning Commission Minutes: 
 
 4.01.1: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Dated November 1, 2018 
 
Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to approve the following 
minutes as presented:  Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated November 1, 2018. 
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Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners Anderson, Surma, Gengler, 
VanScoy, and Woestehoff.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Commissioner Onyambu. 
 
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS/COMMISSION BUSINESS 
 
5.01: Public Hearing: Consider Actions to Allow Outside Storage at 6316 Highway 10 NW 

(Project No. 18-155); Case of Rocky Mtn Investment, LLC  
 

1. Zoning Amendment to Rezone from R-1 Residential (MUSA) to E-1 Employment. 
2. Conditional Use Permit to Allow Outdoor Storage as a Principal Use of the 

Property. 
3. Variance to Allow a Reduced Setback for Outdoor Storage to Residentially Zoned 

Parcels. 
 
Public Hearing 
 
Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 7:02 p.m. 
 
Presentation 
 
City Planner Anderson presented the staff report stating the Planning Commission reviewed a 
request for a Zoning Amendment related to the parcel generally known as 6316 Riverdale Drive 
NW (the "Subject Property") at their November 1, 2018 meeting and recommended that the zoning 
remain R-1 Residential (MUSA).  The request was subsequently reviewed by the City Council on 
November 13, 2018 and the City Council directed Staff to prepare an Ordinance to proceed with 
amending the zoning from R-1 Residential (MUSA) to E-1 Employment.  The City Council 
acknowledged the concerns initially identified by Staff and the Planning Commission but also 
considered the realistic viability of a single-family home being constructed on the Subject 
Property.   
 
City Planner Anderson reported in addition to the Zoning Amendment, the City Council also 
directed Staff to proceed with preparing a case for consideration by the Planning Commission for 
a Conditional Use Permit to allow outside storage as a principal use on the Subject Property and a 
Variance to reduce the required setback of outside storage from adjacent residential 
properties.  Ultimately, a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to re-guide the Subject Property from 
Low Density Residential to Business Park will also be necessary. 
 
Citizen Input 
 
Commissioner VanScoy requested the applicant come forward to address the Commission. 
 
Greg Dahlheimer, 17224 172nd Ave SE in Big Lake, Minnesota, stated he owned a small lot and 
did not have any use for it.  He reported Jeremy Anderson was his neighbor and was interested in 
purchasing the lot from him.  
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Jeremy Anderson, 6228 Highway 10, discussed how he has grown his business over the years and 
reported he was looking to purchase a small property from his neighbor.  He explained he was one 
of the largest snow plow dealers in Minnesota. He noted he has grown from four employees to ten.  
He requested the Commission allow him to park trailers and equipment outdoors.   
 
Chairperson Bauer asked if Mr. Anderson would out grow this space in the future. 
 
Mr. Anderson stated he was unsure at this point and explained this would depend on the economy 
over time.   
 
Commissioner VanScoy questioned if the applicant would be building on the new land.  
 
Mr. Anderson explained at some point in the future he would like to construct a building to house 
his two dump trucks.  
 
Commissioner VanScoy indicated he was having a difficult time supporting this request given the 
City’s setbacks.   
 
Chairperson Bauer asked if the triangular parcel was a separate parcel.   
 
City Planner Anderson reported this was the case.  
 
Commissioner VanScoy requested further information regarding the landscaping for this property.  
 
City Planner Anderson explained staff would be working with the applicant on a landscaping plan 
that would be drafted prior to this item being considered by the City Council. 
 
Commissioner VanScoy commented on the buffer that was supposed to be in place between E 
zoned properties and R-1 properties.   
 
City Planner Anderson discussed the buffer yard and fencing that would be in place to assist with 
screening this property. 
 
Community Development Director Gladhill reported the Council supported flexibility with the 
setbacks while requiring plantings and landscaping to create a proper separation.  
 
Commissioner Anderson stated he would prefer to have slats within the fence instead of cloth.  
 
Commissioner Woestehoff questioned how traffic would flow in and out of this property. 
 
Mr. Anderson discussed how traffic would flow in and out of the site.  He noted this would not be 
a high traffic area. 
 
Commissioner Gengler asked what the hours of operation would be for this business.  
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Mr. Anderson stated he worked Monday through Thursday 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. and on Fridays 
from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.  He commented he was open 24 hours after one inch of snowfall.  He 
commented further on how his business varied between the summer and winter.  
 
Commissioner Surma noted in the past other parking lots were required to be paved.   
 
Chairperson Bauer stated this was a general requirement from the City but explained Class V has 
also been allowed in some cases.  
 
City Planner Anderson reported the applicant would be installing a paved entrance to the site, 
pavement and curb and gutter, and was requesting a small parking area to be recycled asphalt 
where large equipment would be loaded and unloaded.  
 
Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to close the public 
hearing. 
 
Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Surma, Anderson, 
Gengler, and Woestehoff.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Commissioner Onyambu. 
 
Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 7:28 p.m. 
 
Commission Business 
 
Commissioner Woestehoff asked if the City would be doing a disservice to this lot if it were 
rezoned to the E-1 zoning district. 
 
City Planner Anderson commented on the proposed setbacks and noted how the adjacent 
residential property would be impacted.  
 
Community Development Director Gladhill explained the applicant had spoken to the adjacent 
landowner and expressed interest in purchasing the triangular lot.    
 
Commissioner VanScoy stated he had difficulty supporting the proposed rezoning.  He explained 
he spoke to neighboring residents and noted they had no complaints.  
 
City Planner Anderson indicated this is the second public hearing on this matter within a month 
and explained he has not received any comments or complaints from adjacent residents.  
 
Commissioner Woestehoff asked if the north side of Riverdale was already zoned E-1.   
 
City Planner Anderson reported this was the case.  
 
Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to recommend that City 
Council adopt Ordinance #19-01 to Rezone the Subject Property to E-1 Employment. 
 
Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Surma, Anderson, 
Gengler, Onyambu, and Woestehoff.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 
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Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to recommend that 
City Council adopt Resolution #19-002 to grant a Conditional Use Permit for outdoor storage as 
the principal use on the Subject Property, contingent upon the City Council approving Ordinance 
#19-01. 
 
Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Anderson, Gengler, 
Onyambu, Surma, and Woestehoff.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 
 
Commissioner VanScoy stated he had concerns with allowing a business to build 10 feet from the 
property line given the fact the Conditional Use Permit would run with the property.  
 
City Planner Anderson explained the variance would be specific to the outside storage for this 
specific use.  
 
Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to adopt Resolution #18-
251 granting a variance to the setback requirement for outdoor storage adjacent to residential 
properties contingent upon the City Council approving Ordinance #19-01. 
 
Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners Anderson, Surma, Gengler, 
Onyambu, VanScoy, and Woestehoff.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 
 
6. COMMISSION BUSINESS 
 
6.01: Review Sketch Plan for Harvest Estates 2nd Addition; Case of Meadowbrook 

Development (Project 18-161) 
 
Presentation 
 
City Planner McGuire Brigl presented the Staff Report stating the purpose of this file is to review 
the Sketch Plan prepared by Landform in collaboration with Meadowbrook Development for the 
purpose of creating fifteen (15) new lots next to the Harvest Estates development at 15153 
Nowthen Boulevard NW (the "Subject Property"). The site is home to the old municipal center 
and was platted with the previous Harvest Estates project as Lot 25, Block 1 of Harvest Estates.  
The Sketch Plan Review process affords the Planning Commission the opportunity to provide early 
direction on the layout of the proposed plat, before a developer prepares detailed Preliminary Plat 
plans. A key decision will occur at Preliminary Plat, in which the layout will be approved, subject 
to approving final construction plans and Final Plat documents. At that time, the City will review 
items including, but not limited to, Grading and Drainage Plans, Utility Plan, Landscape Plan, and 
Street Light Plan. Tonight's discussion should focus on high-level feedback for the developer. 
 
Commission Business 
 
Commissioner VanScoy asked what other lots in the area were 65 feet wide. 
 
City Planner McGuire Brigl stated there were no 65-foot-wide lots, but noted there were 70-foot-
wide lots.  
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Community Development Director Gladhill explained the City has seen a number of requests for 
developments with 65-foot-wide lots.  He noted this lot size was becoming more common place 
and noted the City may consider a new zoning district. 
 
Commissioner Gengler questioned if the City had any other developments with 65-foot lots.  
 
Community Development Director Gladhill reported Riverstone by Capstone had 65-foot-wide 
lots.  He reported another development was coming forward with a mix of 65 to 80-foot-wide lots.  
 
Commissioner Surma inquired if the proposed homes were compatible with the adjacent homes. 
 
City Planner McGuire Brigl reported the homes were compatible and noted she could investigate 
this further. 
 
Commissioner Anderson requested to hear from the applicant.  
 
Tim Bumbo, 10122 Ewing Avenue in Brooklyn Park, thanked the Commission for their time.  He 
noted the proposed homes were maintenance free and were growing in popularity.   
 
Commissioner Anderson questioned what the street widths would be.  
 
Mr. Bumbo reported the street widths would be normal City street widths.  
 
Commissioner VanScoy asked what the alternative tool would be to support this development if 
not presented as a PUD.   
 
Community Development Director Gladhill stated a change would need to be made to the bulk 
standards for this area.  He explained another option to the Commission would be to consider a 
variance for the development.  
 
Commissioner VanScoy asked how long it would take to change the bulk standards. 
 
Community Development Director Gladhill reported a Zoning Amendment would be required 
which would take 60 to 90 days to complete.  
 
Commissioner Anderson noted the square footage of the lots still complied with the City’s R-1 
zoning requirements.   
 
Commissioner VanScoy stated his concern was if the bulk standards were changed, he feared that 
all developments that come before the City would propose 65-foot-wide lots.  
 
Chairperson Bauer discussed the importance of having proper access to the proposed development 
and stated he would have a hard time supporting this development without it.  
 
 



Planning Commission/December 6, 2018 
Page 7 of 12 

6.02: Review Request from AKM Farms (Paxmar) for Revision to the 2040 Comprehensive 
Plan Update  

 
Presentation 
 
Community Development Director Gladhill presented the Staff Report stating the purpose of this 
case is to discuss a request from AKM Farms (Paxmar) to revise the current draft of the 
Comprehensive Plan Update to change the future/planned land use of two parcels. Staff reviewed 
the proposed developments (Northfork Meadows and the Villas at Northfork) from Paxmar in 
further detail with the Commission.  This case is for discussion only. The City has requested an 
extension into June to complete the Comprehensive Plan Update. It was noted the update is 90% 
complete. The extension will allow the City to flesh out this and one other request.   
 
Commission Business 
 
Commissioner Anderson asked what the difference was between this plan and the previous plan.  
 
Community Development Director Gladhill stated the main difference was with the 35-foot buffer 
area which now included a berm and more extensive landscaping.  He discussed how this berm 
would provide better separation between the proposed development and the adjacent homes.  In 
addition, he noted the number of lots continues to drop. 
 
Commissioner Anderson questioned what the adjacent neighbors would like to see on this 
property.  
 
Community Development Director Gladhill explained the adjacent neighbors would like to see 
this parcel remain low density residential which would net 70 lots versus 89 lots.  
 
Commissioner Anderson asked if the Northfork Meadows as a PUD. 
 
Community Development Director Gladhill reported this development was not a PUD.  
 
Commissioner VanScoy inquired if the units would be detached townhomes.   
 
Community Development Director Gladhill stated this was the case.  
 
Commissioner VanScoy questioned if the streets within the development would be public for 
private.  
 
Community Development Director Gladhill anticipated the roadways would be public as there was 
adequate right-of-way in place.  
 
Al Riceler, 2850 Cutters Grove in Anoka, thanked the Commission for their time.  He discussed 
the retooled plan after receiving feedback from the City Council.  He explained he was proposing 
to construct two story homes without an HOA and public streets.  He indicated there was a market 
for smaller lots with high quality homes.  He stated he understood the neighbors concerns but noted 
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they would not see anymore units from their windows given the landscaping that would be planted 
on the berm.  
 
Commissioner Anderson asked if the homes would be within the MUSA. 
 
Mr. Riceler reported the parcel was zoned for MUSA. 
 
Commissioner Anderson anticipated that the neighbors would still object to the proposed plan as 
they wanted this parcel to remain R-1. 
 
Chairperson Bauer reported the adjacent parcels were meeting the R-1 standard.   
 
Commissioner Woestehoff stated he appreciated the fact that some of the units would be more 
affordable.  
 
Chairperson Bauer indicated this request goes along with the City’s final Comprehensive Update.  
 
Commissioner Surma encouraged the Commission to keep in mind the safety and capacity of 
Alpine Drive and Armstrong Boulevard. 
 
Chairperson Bauer reported the County was considering a change at the intersection of Alpine 
Drive and Armstrong Boulevard, as well as the intersection of Alpine Drive and Highway 10.   
 
Community Development Director Gladhill reported this was the case and noted a traffic study 
would have to be completed for this project.   
 
Mr. Riceler stated an approved Preliminary Plat would force the County to address the traffic 
situation.  
 
Commissioner Onyambu asked if the proposed plans would be changing going forward. 
 
Mr. Riceler anticipated that if there were any changes, it would be a decrease in density.  
 
The Commission offered their support to the proposed plans for Northfork Meadows.  
 
Community Development Director Gladhill requested comment from the Commission on the 
Villas at Northfork development.  
 
The Commission offered their support to the proposed plans for the Villas at Northfork.  
 
6.03: Review Concept Plan for Hotel/Multifamily Development in The COR; Case of Allied 

Development 
 
Presentation 
 
Community Development Director Gladhill presented the Staff Report stating the purpose of this 
case is to review a high-level concept of a potential hotel/multifamily development in The COR 
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across from the Ramsey Municipal Center. The Developer, Allied Development, is considering a 
project for 2019. Before they commit to a Purchase Agreement with the Property Owner, PSD, 
LLC, they seek general feedback from the City. Currently, there is no request for financial 
assistance, but such a request is a possibility as the project pro-forma is developed. This case is for 
conceptual review only at the request of the Developer. Nothing in this case should be interpreted 
as an actual Application or consideration by the City. The City has not made any recommendations 
on this proposal, and is only responding to information and request. The purpose of this case to 
ass if the proposed use was appropriate for the parcel, if the design was appropriate and what 
questions does the City want answered prior to bringing forward a formal request.  

Commission Business 
 
Commissioner VanScoy stated he was pleased that retail would be included in the proposed 
development.  He indicated this would be an excellent development to The COR and the City of 
Ramsey. 
 
Commissioner Surma noted precedent had been set along this corridor and recommended the hotel 
be built to the same standards as City Hall and other surrounding buildings. He commented this 
hotel may be the catalyst the City needs to attract additional retail and restaurants. 
 
Tom Hanson, Allied Development, complimented the City on their building.  He stated it was his 
intent to match the high building quality and hoped to be a proud partner within The COR.  He 
indicated the proposed retail would be comprised of the hotel lobby, an office setting for a business 
incubator and maker space, along with a taproom/restaurant.  
 
Chairperson Bauer questioned if Allied had completed a similar development elsewhere in the 
metro area.  
 
Mr. Hanson stated he was proposing to construct a Grand Stay Hotel and noted he was working 
on two other sites.  He reported he has a history of residential development and some hospitality.  
 
Chairperson Bauer indicated the City has a need for more eating establishments in the area.  He 
anticipated this development would spur and attract further development.  
 
Commissioner Woestehoff asked if the co-working office space would be leased.   
 
Mr. Hanson reported this was the case and noted he already had a tenant in mind for this space. 
 
Chairperson Bauer questioned what the applicant envisioned for the co-working space.  
 
Mr. Hanson stated the tenant has a passion for entrepreneurs and has resources to bring various 
components for small businesses to assist them in making the next step.  
 
 Commissioner Anderson indicated he loved the hotel and parking idea.  He explained he was not 
crazy about Phase II with the apartments.  
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Commissioner Woestehoff reported this was a trend right now in first ring suburbs and was a very 
forward-looking development.  
 
Commissioner Anderson asked how long it would take the developer to begin Phase II. 
 
Mr. Hanson estimated it would take two years to begin Phase II of this project.  
 
Commissioner VanScoy questioned if the applicant would consider putting additional retail in on 
the main level of the apartment complex.  
 
Mr. Hanson stated this could be considered, but noted retail on the decline.  
 
Commissioner VanScoy commented on the vision for The COR to have mixed use throughout the 
development with retail, housing and business establishments.   
 
Mr. Hanson indicated another restaurant could be considered to assist with meeting the City’s 
vision.  
 
Commissioner Woestehoff questioned an event center was being considered at the hotel.   
 
Mr. Hanson stated the hotel would take advantage of the existing event center and would not be 
creating similar space. He explained his goal would be to have this project moving forward in the 
spring or summer of 2019. 
 
The Commission supported this project moving forward.  
 
6.04: Review Concept for 32 Unit Assisted Living and Memory Care Facility in The COR; 

Case of Suite Living (Hampton Companies) 
 
Presentation 
 
Community Development Director Gladhill presented the Staff Report stating this case is for 
conceptual review only at the request of the Developer, Suite Living Assisted Living and Memory 
Care. Nothing in this case should be interpreted as an actual Application or consideration by the 
City. The City has not made any recommendations on this proposal, and is only responding to 
information and request. The Developer is considering making an offer on this City-Owned parcel. 
Before doing so, the Developer wants to better understand the level of support of the City.  The 
purpose of this case was to consider if this was an appropriate use on the parcel, if this was an 
appropriate design and what questions does the City want answered prior to bringing forward a 
formal request.  

Commission Business 
 
Chairperson Bauer stated residents are seeing a great deal of housing has been added to The COR.  
He noted the proposed area was not slated to have housing.  He asked if there was another area 
within The COR that was designated for housing.   
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Community Development Director Gladhill commented the site selection could be further 
investigated by staff.   
 
Commissioner VanScoy asked if the City had another developer that proposed assisted living by 
the VA.   
 
Community Development Director Gladhill estimated four or five years ago a developer was 
looking at a site near the VA and elected not to move forward.  He commented further on the 
vision for the core for the properties surrounding the VA. 
 
Commissioner VanScoy explained he liked the concept being proposed by the applicant but stated 
the property was guided for retail.  For this reason, he would like to see this property remain retail.  
 
Commissioner Anderson agreed with Commissioner VanScoy.  He suggested the proposed 
development be moved closer to the VA. 
 
Joel Larson, Hampton Companies, thanked the Commission for their input.  He understood the 
Commission may not approve of the proposed location and stated he could speak with staff to find 
another location.   
 
Chairperson Bauer questioned what the typical stay was for residents within the proposed memory 
care facility. 
 
Mr. Larson estimated this to be three years.  
 
Chairperson Bauer asked why this use needed highway visibility. 
 
Mr. Larson stated he had been in the real estate business for the past 25 years.  He discussed how 
activity and passing traffic would positively impact the proposed use and the clients within the 
facility. 
 
Commissioner Anderson noted a park was proposed near the VA and stated this may benefit those 
living within the assisted living facility.   
 
Mr. Larson reported his clients would not be leaving the facility but families visiting may benefit 
from an adjacent park.  
 
Commissioner Anderson stated he liked the idea of Ramsey having an assisted living and memory 
care facility. 
 
Commissioner Woestehoff expressed concern that the passing trains may be a concern to the 
individuals within the facility. 
 
The Commission supported this project moving forward on a different lot.  
 
 
 



Planning Commission/December 6, 2018 
Page 12 of 12 

7. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE ITEMS 
 
Community Development Director Gladhill provided the Commission with an update on the 
Comprehensive Plan and explained the City had requested an extension for the update. 
 
8. COMMISSION / STAFF INPUT 
 
8.01: Receive Staff Update  
 
The Staff Update was noted. 
 
8.02: Zoning Bulletins 
 
Zoning Bulletins were noted. 
 
 
9. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to adjourn the meeting. 
 
Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners Anderson, Surma, Gengler, 
Onyambu, VanScoy, and Woestehoff.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  None. 
 
The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 9:11 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Tim Gladhill 
Community Development Director 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
JoAnn Shaw   
Community Development Assistant 
 
 
 
 
Drafted by Heidi Guenther 
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
 



   
Regular Planning Commission   5. 1.           
Meeting Date: 01/03/2019  
By: Chloe McGuire Brigl, Community

Development

Information
Title:
PUBLIC HEARING: Consider a Variance Request to Allow a Detached Accessory Garage Nearer the Front Lot
Line than the Home at 5725 180th Ln NW (Project No. 18-162); Case of Lisa and Scott Monserud

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to review a request from Lisa & Scott Monserud (the "Applicant"), owners of the home
at 5725 180th Ln NW (the "Subject Property") to build a detached garage closer to the front lot line than the home
on the subject property. The subject property is approximately 1.37 acres and is zoned R-1 Rural Developing. The
City Code restricts the siting of detached accessory buildings on lots less than 2 acres to the side or rear yard. In
order for an accessory building be nearer the front property line than the principal building on the lot, a variance
must be obtained.

Notification:
Staff attempted to notify all property owners within 350 feet of the Subject Property of the requested variance via
standard U.S. mail and published the Notice of Public Hearing in the Anoka County UnionHerald.

Observations/Alternatives:
Garage Specifications
The proposed garage would be 24 x 60 and would be a metal building with colors compatible to the home. The
proposed garage would be used for personal storage, and is a four stall garage. The applicant has signed a document
that states no portion of the detached garage would be used for a home-based business, and that there are no
home-based businesses onsite.

Based on the property size, the property is allowed up to 2,200 square feet of accessory buildings, a maximum of
three total accessory buildings, and must have exerior finish similar to the home, including compatible metal
panels. There is currently a 10 x 10 foot membrane structure onsite that will be removed upon completion of the
detached garage. If the variance is approved, the property will have 1,440 square feet of accessory buildings, which
does allow for future expansion, including the installation of a shed.

The garage will house a classic car, multiple off-road vehicles, a boat, and a 4-wheeler, most of which are currently
stored outside on the Subject Property. Staff does note that these items are currently not in compliance with the City
Code, as the vehicles are stored in the rear yard on the grass. These code violations will need to be cleared with the
new building, and notes that no vehicles may be stored on the grass.

The proposed detached garage does meet the front yard setback of 40 feet.

City Code
The City Code allows accessory buildings in the front yard of lots greater than two acres if three of the following
conditions are met: 

Minimum of three complimentary colors
Minimum of 35% brick on front facade
100% vegetative screening



10% window coverage on front facade and common property lines
Because this lot is less than two acres, a variance must be obtained to place it nearer the front property line than the
home. Staff does feel it is appropriate to apply the above conditions if the Planning Commission supports the
variance request. Staff has discussed the above conditions with the applicant, and they have agreed to put windows
on the south side of the building, stone on the east side of the building to match the home, and there is screening
onsite which will not be removed. The building will also have complimentary colors and design to the home,
though the building is proposed to have metal paneling.

Practical Difficulties
In order to grant a variance, the Planning Commission must consider the practical difficulty test and consider the
following three-factor test: 

Reasonableness: Staff does feel that a detached garage is a reasonable use of the residential property, and is
an allowed accessory use on the property. The proposed garage is a 4-stall garage, which does seem a bit
larger than typically required for residential use, but the owner has stated it would be used for personal
storage.
Uniqueness: In order to grant a variance, the problem at hand cannot be caused by the landowner and
generally the uniqueness relates to the physical characteristics of the property. The property owner has
received a letter from their septic company stating that if put in the rear yard, they could not access the
system. There are also wetlands onsite which limit the placement of the garage, as well as a pool.
Essential character: The Planning Commission must consider if the garage, if built, would be out of scale or
place in the neighborhood. Staff does not feel that it would alter the character of the neighborhood, as other
neighbors have similar buildings in the front yard, and the neighbors have signed a letter of support for the
detached garage.

Alternatives
Alternative 1: Adopt Resolution 19-005 granting a variance to allow a detached garage to be built nearer the front
property line than the home on the Subject Property. Based on the wetlands and septic location onsite, the
surrounding properties and support from neighbors, the proposed addition does seem to meet the three criteria
needed to grant a variance outlined above. The proposed garage would have comparable metal panels, windows,
stone added, and have screening onsite. The proposed garage does meet the required front yard setback. Staff
supports this alternative.

Alternative 2: Deny the variance request. The applicant is proposing a new, detached garage that appears to match
the character of the neighborhood and be a reasonable use of the property. The proposed garage does seem to make
sense in the proposed location and meets the required front yard setback. Staff does not support this alternative.

Funding Source:
The Applicant is responsible for all costs related to this request.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends adopting Resolution #19-005 granting a variance to allow a detached garage to be built nearer the
front property line than the home on the Subject Property.

Action:
Motion to adopt Resolution #19-005 granting a variance to allow a detached garage to be built nearer the front
property line than the home on the Subject Property.

Attachments
Site Plan
Garage Front and Rear Elevations
Property Photos



Septic Letter
Neighbor Support
Application
Application Amendment
Resolution 19-005

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 12/28/2018 02:39 PM
Form Started By: Chloe McGuire Brigl Started On: 12/14/2018 09:01 AM
Final Approval Date: 12/28/2018 
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Commissioner __________ introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption: 
 

RESOLUTION #19-005 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ISSUANCE OF A VARIANCE TO ALLOW A 

DETACHED ACCESSORY BUILDING NEARER THE FRONT PROPERTY LINE 

THAN THE HOME ON THE PROPERTY GENERALLY KNOWN AS 5725 180th LANE 

NW AND DECLARING TERMS OF SAME 

 
RECITALS 

 
1. Scott Monserud and Lisa Monserud, husband and wife, hereinafter referred to as the 

“Permittee”, have properly applied for a Variance to allow a detached accessory 
building nearer the front property line than the home on the property located at 5725 
180th Lane NW and legally described as follows: 

 
Lot 2, Block 1 Ford Brook Estates 
 
(“Subject Property”) 

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

pursuant to Section 117-53 of the Ramsey City Code on January 3, 2019, and that the 
public hearing was properly advertised and that the minutes of said public hearing are 
hereby incorporated by reference. 

 
3. That the Subject Property is zoned R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) and the 

surrounding parcels to the east, west, and south are also zoned R-1 Residential (Rural 
Developing); the property to the north is located within the city of Nowthen and while 
the specific zoning is unknown, it appears to be a residential property. 

 
4. That the Permittee is seeking to construct a detached accessory building (the 

“Accessory Building”) that is twenty-four feet by sixty feet (24’ x 60’), or 1,440 square 
feet, nearer the front property line than the home on the Subject Property. 

 
5. That the Permittee has stated that no part of the Accessory Building would be used for 

a home occupation, nor would anything stored in the Accessory Building be associated 
with a home occupation. 

 
6. That the Permittee has stated that the Accessory Building would be used to store a 

classic car, multiple off-road vehicles, a boat, and a 4-wheeler, most of which of 
currently stored outside on the Subject Property.  

  
7. That the Subject Property is approximately 1.37 acres in size and is eligible for a total 

of 2,200 square feet of accessory building space and a maximum of three (3) detached 
accessory buildings. 
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8. That on parcels less than two (2) acres, detached accessory buildings are permitted in 
the side or rear yard only.   

 
9. That there is currently a ten foot by ten foot (10’ x 10’) shed and a twelve foot by twenty 

foot (12’ x 20’) Quonset hut/membrane structure, as well as a two (2) stall attached 
garage, on the Subject Property. 

 
10. That the Permittee has stated that the Quonset hut/membrane structure, which is not 

permitted per City Code, would be removed from the Subject Property upon completion 
of the Accessory Building. 

 
11. That the minimum front yard setback in the R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) District 

is forty (40) feet. 
 
12. That the Accessory Building would be located forty (40) feet back from the front lot 

line. 
 
13. That the Accessory Building would be a post-frame style (pole building) with an 

exterior finish of metal panels that would match the colors of the home as close as 

possible. 

 
14. That, where permitted, pole buildings may be located nearer the front property than the 

home with certain aesthetic elements, such as three (3) complimentary colors, 

minimum of 35% brick coverage on front (street facing) façade, 10% window coverage 

on front (street facing) façade and common property line(s), and/or 100% vegetative 

screening. 

 
15. That the Accessory Building would include three (3) colors (white, grey, and tan). 

 
16. That the Permittee has stated that they would include stonework on the east elevation 

where the garage doors would be located and thus visible to vehicles traveling west on 

180th Lane and entering the Subject Property. 

 
17. That the Accessory Building includes two (2) windows on the north elevation and the 

Permittee has stated that they would be willing to install windows on the street facing 

elevation as well. 

 
18. That there are several mature evergreen trees along the western lot line of the Subject 

Property that would provide some screening of the Accessory Building from the 

adjacent property. 

 
19. That the height of the Accessory Building would not exceed the height on the home on 

the Subject Property. 

 
20. That the Permittee has stated that other locations on the Subject Property are not 

practical due to steeper grades and ponding on the east side of the Subject Property, the 
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septic system in the rear of the Subject Property, and a swimming pool to the northwest 

of the home. 

 
21. That the Permittee has provided a statement from a Certified Septic Designer stating 

that should the Accessory Building be located directly west of the home (in the side 

yard), it would result in difficulties in accessing the backyard for maintenance and/or 

replacement of the existing septic system due to existing trees along the western 

boundary of the Subject Property and elevation changes in the eastern portion of the 

Subject Property. 

 
22. That the Permittee has obtained signatures of six (6) of the seven other property owners 

on the cul-de-sac supporting the request. 

 
23. That the Permittee has stated that they would not be able to accomplish their goal of 

providing indoor storage space for items presently stored outdoors on the Subject 

Property if the length of the Accessory Building were reduced, creating a greater 

setback from the front property line. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
1. That the location of the Accessory Building will not impair an adequate supply of light 

and air to adjacent property. 

 

2. That the location of the Accessory Building use will not unreasonably increase the 

congestion on the public street. 

 
3. That the location of the Accessory Building will not have the effect of allowing any 

use prohibited in the R-1 Residential (Rural Developing) District. 

 
4. That the location of the Accessory Building will not permit a lesser degree of public 

health, safety, and general welfare protection than established by Chapter 117 of the 

Ramsey City Code or permit standards which are lower than those required by state 

law. 

 
5. That the location of the Accessory Building will not increase the danger of fire or 

endanger the public safety. 

 

6. That the location of the Accessory Building will not unreasonably diminish or impair 

established property values within the neighborhood, or in any way be contrary to the 

intent of Chapter 117 of the Ramsey City Code. 

 
7. That the location of the Accessory Building will be harmonious and appropriate in 

appearance with the existing or intended character of the general vicinity and such use 

will not change the essential character of the area. 
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8. That the location of the Accessory Building will not violate the intent and purpose of 

the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

9. That the location of the Accessory Building will be in accordance with the objectives 

of the intent of Section 117-53 (Variances) of the Ramsey City Code. 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THIS PLANNING COMMISSION OF 

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

 
That the Ramsey Planning Commission hereby grants approval of a variance (the “Variance”) to 
construct a twenty-four foot by sixty foot (24’ x 60’) Accessory Building (the “Accessory 
Building”) nearer the front property line than the home on the Subject Property contingent upon 
the following conditions: 
 
CONDITIONS 

 

1. That there shall be no other accessory buildings constructed on the Subject Property, 
unless in accordance with City Code. 

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

provisions of City Code Sections 117-111 (R-1 Residential District) and 117-349 
(Accessory Uses and Buildings). 

 
3. That the Permittee agrees to construct the Accessory Building as shown in Exhibit 1. 

 
4. That the Permittee agrees that no part of the Accessory Building shall be used for a home 

occupation unless in compliance with City Code Section 117-351 (Home Occupations). 
 

5. That this Variance shall be perpetual in duration as long as the terms are herein complied 
with. 

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

enforcing this Variance. 
 

7. That the Permittee shall obtain all necessary permits prior to commencing any 
construction of the Accessory Building, including a Building Permit. 

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

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

 
9. That this Variance shall automatically expire if the use is not initiated by January 3, 2020, 

and issuance of the Building Permit shall constitute initiation. 
 

10. That the Permittee agrees to remove a membrane structure currently onsite that does not 
comply with current City Code requirements. 
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11. That the Permittee agrees to move all items off the rear property line that do not comply 

with current City Code requirements, including one motor vehicle, which must be stored 
in a garage or on a proper parking surface. 

 
 
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Commissioner 
_________________, and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 
 
and the following voted against the same: 
 
and the following abstained: 
 
and the following were absent: 
 
whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted by the Ramsey Planning 
Commission this the 3rd day of January, 2019. 
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PERMITTEE 

 
Scott Monserud and Lisa Monserud, husband and wife, hereby acknowledge receipt of this 
Variance and that they have reviewed the conditions of this Variance and have agreed that they 
will comply with the terms of this Variance. 
 
 
By:       By:       
 Scott Monserud      Lisa Monserud 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF   ) 

 

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

appeared Scott Monserud and Lisa Monserud, husband and wife, to me known to be the persons 
described in and who executed the foregoing instrument and acknowledged that they executed the 
same as their free act and deed. 
 
              
        Notary Public 
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CITY OF RAMSEY 

 
 
By:       By:       
 Planning Commission Chair     City Clerk 
 
STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 
    ) ss. 
COUNTY OF ANOKA ) 
 
On this    day of    , _____, before me a Notary Public 
personally appeared Randy Bauer and Jo Ann M. Thieling, to me personally known, who, being 
each by me duly sworn, did say that they are respectively the Planning Commission Chairperson 
and City Clerk of the City of Ramsey, the Municipal Corporation named in the foregoing 
instrument, and seal affixed to said instrument is the corporate seal of said Municipal corporation, 
and the said instrument was signed and sealed on behalf of said Municipal Corporation by authority 
of its City Council, and said Randy Bauer and Jo Ann M. Thieling acknowledge said instrument 
to be the free act and deed of said Municipal Corporation. 
 
 
              
       Notary Public 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This document drafted by:     
The City of Ramsey      
7550 Sunwood Drive NW     
Ramsey, MN 55303      
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Exhibit 1 

Site Plan 

 



   
Regular Planning Commission   6. 1.           
Meeting Date: 01/03/2019  
By: Tim Gladhill, Community Development

Information
Title:
Review Concept for Commercial Horse Farm Located at 17209 Saint Francis Blvd NW; Case of Dale Wills

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to review a concept for a horse farm proposed at 17209 Saint Francis Blvd NW. This is
not an official application at this time. A potential Buyer of the property desires to review the concept with the City
prior to closing on the property. The request will need to go through a Conditional Use Permit process, including a
Public Hearing. The intent for this case is to provide a high level overview, identify any initial red flags, and outline
any questions to be answered on an official application.

See attached concept plan for overview.

Notification:

Observations/Alternatives:

Funding Source:

Recommendation:

Action:

Attachments
Site Location Map
Site Plan

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill (Originator) Tim Gladhill 01/02/2019 11:35 AM
Form Started By: Tim Gladhill Started On: 01/02/2019 11:29 AM
Final Approval Date: 01/02/2019 
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Regular Planning Commission   7. 1.           
Meeting Date: 01/03/2019  
By: JoAnn Shaw, Community Development

Information
Title:
Zoning Bulletins

Purpose/Background:
Enclosed are zoning bulletins for your review.

Notification:

Observations/Alternatives:

Funding Source:

Recommendation:

Action:

Attachments
Zoning Bulletins

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Tim Gladhill Tim Gladhill 12/28/2018 01:54 PM
Form Started By: JoAnn Shaw Started On: 12/18/2018 04:26 PM
Final Approval Date: 12/28/2018 


















































	Agenda
	Item_4_4.1. Approve Meeting Minutes
	PLANNING COMMISSION
	CITY OF RAMSEY
	ANOKA COUNTY
	STATE OF MINNESOTA
	Members Present:  Chairperson Randy Bauer
	Commissioner Bruce Anderson
	Commissioner Cheri Gengler
	Commissioner Daniel Onyambu (arrived at 7:30 p.m.)
	1. CALL TO ORDER
	Chairperson Bauer called the regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
	2. CITIZEN INPUT
	None.
	3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
	Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Gengler, to approve the agenda as presented.
	4. APPROVE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
	5. PUBLIC HEARINGS/COMMISSION BUSINESS
	Public Hearing
	Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 7:02 p.m.
	Presentation
	Citizen Input
	Commissioner VanScoy requested the applicant come forward to address the Commission.
	Greg Dahlheimer, 17224 172nd Ave SE in Big Lake, Minnesota, stated he owned a small lot and did not have any use for it.  He reported Jeremy Anderson was his neighbor and was interested in purchasing the lot from him.
	Jeremy Anderson, 6228 Highway 10, discussed how he has grown his business over the years and reported he was looking to purchase a small property from his neighbor.  He explained he was one of the largest snow plow dealers in Minnesota. He noted he ha...
	Chairperson Bauer asked if Mr. Anderson would out grow this space in the future.
	Mr. Anderson stated he was unsure at this point and explained this would depend on the economy over time.
	Commissioner VanScoy questioned if the applicant would be building on the new land.
	Mr. Anderson explained at some point in the future he would like to construct a building to house his two dump trucks.
	Commissioner VanScoy indicated he was having a difficult time supporting this request given the City’s setbacks.
	Chairperson Bauer asked if the triangular parcel was a separate parcel.
	City Planner Anderson reported this was the case.
	Commissioner VanScoy requested further information regarding the landscaping for this property.
	City Planner Anderson explained staff would be working with the applicant on a landscaping plan that would be drafted prior to this item being considered by the City Council.
	Commissioner VanScoy commented on the buffer that was supposed to be in place between E zoned properties and R-1 properties.
	City Planner Anderson discussed the buffer yard and fencing that would be in place to assist with screening this property.
	Community Development Director Gladhill reported the Council supported flexibility with the setbacks while requiring plantings and landscaping to create a proper separation.
	Commissioner Anderson stated he would prefer to have slats within the fence instead of cloth.
	Commissioner Woestehoff questioned how traffic would flow in and out of this property.
	Mr. Anderson discussed how traffic would flow in and out of the site.  He noted this would not be a high traffic area.
	Commissioner Gengler asked what the hours of operation would be for this business.
	Mr. Anderson stated he worked Monday through Thursday 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. and on Fridays from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.  He commented he was open 24 hours after one inch of snowfall.  He commented further on how his business varied between the summer ...
	Commissioner Surma noted in the past other parking lots were required to be paved.
	Chairperson Bauer stated this was a general requirement from the City but explained Class V has also been allowed in some cases.
	City Planner Anderson reported the applicant would be installing a paved entrance to the site, pavement and curb and gutter, and was requesting a small parking area to be recycled asphalt where large equipment would be loaded and unloaded.
	Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to close the public hearing.
	Motion Carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Bauer, Commissioners VanScoy, Surma, Anderson, Gengler, and Woestehoff.  Voting No:  None.  Absent:  Commissioner Onyambu.
	Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 7:28 p.m.
	Commission Business
	Presentation
	Commission Business
	Presentation
	Commission Business
	Presentation
	Commission Business
	Presentation
	Commission Business
	8. COMMISSION / STAFF INPUT
	8.01: Receive Staff Update
	8.02: Zoning Bulletins
	9. ADJOURNMENT
	Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Surma, to adjourn the meeting.
	The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 9:11 p.m.
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