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CITY COUNCIL
CITYOFRAMSEY
ANOKA COUNTY

STATE OFMINNESOTA

TheRamsey CityCouncil conducted aregular meeting onTuesday, November 9, 2021, atthe
Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota.  

Members Present: Mayor Mark Kuzma
Councilmember Ryan Heineman
Councilmember Chelsee Howell
Councilmember Debra Musgrove
Councilmember Chris Riley
Councilmember DanSpecht
Councilmember MattWoestehoff

AlsoPresent:  CityAdministrator KurtisUlrich
Senior Planner Chloe McGuire Brigl
Zoning Code Enforcement Officer BriaRaines
Planning Technician Brian McCann
CityEngineer Bruce Westby
CityAttorney FritzKnaak

1. CALL TOORDER

Mayor Mark Kuzma called theregular meeting oftheRamsey CityCouncil toorderat7:00p.m.,  
followed bythePledge ofAllegiance ledbyMayor Kuzma

2. PRESENTATION

None.  

3. CITIZEN INPUT

None.  

4. APPROVE AGENDA

Motion byCouncilmember Riley, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, toapprove theagenda
aspresented.   

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Kuzma, Councilmembers Riley, Woestehoff, Heineman,  
Howell, Musgrove, andSpecht.  Voting No: None.  
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5. CONSENT AGENDA

Motion byCouncilmember Musgrove, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, toapprove the
following items ontheConsent Agenda:  

5.01: Receive Cash andInvestments forPeriod Ending October 31, 2021
5.02: Consider Hiring Temporary On-CallSnow PlowDrivers
5.03: Approve theFollowing Meeting Minutes:    

1) CityCouncil Work Session dated 10/26/2021
2) CityCouncil Regular Session dated10/26/2021

5.04: Approve Business Licenses
5.05: Approve Rental Licenses
5.06: Adopt Resolution #21-318Approving CashDisbursements Made andAuthorizing

Payment ofAccounts Payable Invoicing Received During thePeriod ofOctober 21, 2021
through November 3, 2021

5.07: Adopt Resolution #21-187Approving Minimum Design Standards forPublic Utilities in
CityRight-of-Ways andEasements

5.08: Adopt Resolution #21-287Granting aConditional UsePermit forAutoSalesat6957
Highway 10NW; CaseofLawsAutoConnection

5.09: Adopt Resolution #21-288Granting aConditional UsePermit forAutoSalesat6740
Highway 10NWandDeclaring Terms ofAgreement

5.10: Adopt Resolution #21-308 Approving aBeekeeping License onaResidential Property at
th7590149 LaneNW; CaseofJared Little

5.11: Adopt Resolution # 21-315Approving Development Agreement forGWill Liquors
5.12: Adopt Resolution #21-316Rescheduling Public Hearing forPetitioned Cartway Access to

Thorn LakeProperty (PID #04-32-25-31-0001); CaseofThomas andPattiann Kurak
5.13: Adopt Resolution #21-317Approving Grading Agreement forLynwood; CaseofUS

Home Corporation dbaLennar (Project 21-122)  

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Kuzma, Councilmembers Howell, Woestehoff, Heineman,  
Musgrove, Riley, andSpecht.  Voting No: None.  

6. PUBLIC HEARING

6.01 Adopt Resolution #21-309andIntroduce Ordinance #21-23Approving Preliminary
Plat forTrottBrook Crossing; CaseofSotarra

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl reviewed thestaff report.  Sheexplained they areonsteptwofor
thesubdivision which addresses engineering documents, gives theland “entitlement” andincludes
aformal public hearing asrequired byState Statute.  Shestated thenextstepwould betheFinal
Platwhich includes construction documents andlegal subdivision oftheland.  Shestated theland
hasbeen legally rezoned andguided.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl explained that thesiteis200acres withaproposal of270lots
containing single family homes. These willnotbeconsidered affordable housing.  Theapplicant
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isproposing todeedallofthehistoric homesteads onthesiteandthebarnbuildings totheCity for
afuture large regional public park.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl highlighted Parcel Dforarezoning andamended comprehensive
planrequest.  This parcel includes 7subject lotsontheSouth West parcel oftheproperty.  Senior
Planner McGuire Brigl reviewed Staff comments ontheproject regarding specifics.  Shealso
reviewed asummary ofthecomments from residents fromthePublic Hearing atthePlanning
Commission meeting, Open House, andwritten communication.  Residents expressed concerns
about thenotification process andtheproject itself.    

Councilmember Woestehoff referenced Resolution #21-239, theadditional traffic study included
inthecase, andasked forclarification onthepurpose andoutline.    

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied itwasadded tothecase intheevent theCouncil wanted togo
forward withanadditional traffic study.  Aquote wasobtained fromanother traffic contractor if
theCouncil feltitwasnecessary toconduct anindependent traffic study tofillagapinthereview
process.    

Councilmember Howell referenced anemail she’dsent toCityAdministrator Ulrich requesting a
moratorium onthedevelopment until theyhadcompleted their owntraffic study which may
influence plans theywould putinplacefortheroad.  Sheasked ifthatwould beanoption forthe
Council.     

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied that inregard tothetraffic study, theCitystillhasatimeframe
forreview.  Itcanextend 60daysduring which timetheycanrequest atraffic study and more
information ontheproject.      

CityAttorney Knaak replied thatamoratorium would beallowed ifthere isapending proposal.   
There isaquestion iftheCouncil would bebuying anytimebydoing thatbecause themoratorium
canbebyproject.  Theoneprovision that thestatute does indicate isthatnotimewould besaved
under 1599.  Ifthere isa60-daydeadline, thatdoesn’tgetdelayed even though theyare
undertaking astudy andamoratorium.  Itcould bedone, butthemoratorium would onlybe
allowed tolast60days.  Headvised thestatute would supersede theCharter sotheCitywouldn’t
havetoholdtwokindsofhearings thatwould normally bedone through ordinance.  Heexplained
thebottom lineisthatnothing would begained through amoratorium eveniftheCouncil were to
adopt one.    

Councilmember Woestehoff asked where theyare inthetimeframe.  

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied theyarenearing theendofthefirst60days andthe City
would likely need toextend ifitgoespastthesecond meeting inNovember.    

Mayor Kuzma asked iftheyhadalready completed twotraffic studies andifthere wasaproblem
withwhathasbeendone.   
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Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied therewasasatraffic study completed bySwing Lineasa
partof theEAW required under State statute because ofthesizeoftheproject.  Thestudy was
reviewed byWSB, Bolton andMenk, Inc., andCityStaff.  They didn’tfindanyissues with the
traffic study, although theyareopen todoing another oneifitisdeemed appropriate.  Staffwould
recommend that isatthecostoftheCitybecause theapplicant hasalready hadthestudy reviewed
bytwofirms.  Landform, theplanning andengineering firmonNorthbrook, alsoreviewed the
study asapartoftheirproject.  Theycould lookatdoing another studyatadifferent timeofyear
which mayreveal something iftheCouncil wanted different items looked atthatwere included in
thetraffic study.  Intermsofmultiple studies, onewascompleted asapartoftheEAW, and there
wasatraffic component with the infrastructure study aswell thatsolidified theEAW findings but
wasnotastand-alone traffic study.    

Councilmember Howell asked Senior Planner McGuire Brigl ifthey weretoconduct theirown,  
more thorough, traffic study, coulditrequire thatthefindings andrecommendations be
implemented inmoving forward with thedevelopment rather thanthefindings fromthe
developer’straffic study.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied thatcould beacontingency butdeferred totheCity
Attorney.  Sheexplained theCity typically adds contingencies toPreliminary Platapprovals and
acontingency could beadded thatatrafficstudy becompleted atCitycost tobereviewed byCity
Staffaswelland thefindings tobeimplemented asapartofthePreliminary Plat.  Thefindings
would alsobereviewed bytheCouncil.   

CityAttorney Knaak replied that theircomfort level wasthebottom line.  IftheCouncil felt they
werenotprovided withenough information, theCouncil could request more before making afinal
decision.  TheCouncil would needtodothatwithin the60plusdayperiod oftime. TheCouncil
could relyonthenewstudy iftheyfinditismore accurate andtheCouncil isnotrequired torely
ontheinformation fromthedeveloper.   

Councilmember Howell referenced theconcerns ofresidents andwould liketocomeupwith
creative solutions tothesituation.  Shewillbevoting against theproject because shehasconcerns
about itaswell.  Ifthere isamajority vote fromtheCouncil tomovetheproject forward, shewants
toknowthat theCity isdoing duediligence tokeep theroads safe.  This isaprimary concern for

rdher.  With thetraffic study, shewould liketoseeiftheycould study 173 andVariolite Street,  
rdthAlpine andVariolite, 173 andCounty Road5, 167 andCounty Road5andRamsey Boulevard

sothey couldgetagoodpicture for theresidents andhowthisisgoingtoimprove safety withso
many homes coming in.   

Mayor Kuzma expressed concern therehasalready been twotraffic studies doneandtwoofthe
topengineering firmshave reviewed theresults.  Hedoesn’tknow that theyaregoing togeta
different takeonitsoheisconcerned about spending theadditional money onitanddoesn’tfeel
itisnecessary.    

Councilmember Howell pointed outthatatthelastCouncil meeting, theyapproved atraffic study
foraflashing yellow lightattherequest ofthePlanning Commission member andthecost tothe
Citywas $1,800.  Based onwhat theCityEngineer said, it’spossible that theCounty maycome
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backandsayitneeds toberemoved infouryears.  Shestated theCouncil waswilling tospend
thatforaflashing yellow light, buttheyhave allthese residents coming forward whoneedtobe
heard.  Shefelt theyneedtobemade comfortable andspending money totrytohelp themis
important.    

Councilmember Woestehoff agreed thatanadditional traffic study isagoodoption.  Since itisa
County road, hewould liketoget feedback fromtheCounty because theywillhave toparticipate
intheprocess aswell.  Headded fromaprocess standpoint, thisproject hasrequirements thatare
currently inplace forthiszoning andother restrictions.  Heasked iftheCity fails tomeet the60- 
daydeadline, isitautomatically approved.    

CityAttorney Knaak replied ordinarily, theanswer isyes; that istherisktheyrun.  So, ifthe
Council needs additional time, theywant tomake sure theygetitinwriting because anything
beyond that requires acourt order.   

Councilmember Specht commented thatCouncilmembers Howell andWoestehoff have made
some goodpoints andwanttoachieve community buy-in.  Hefelttheyshould doanother traffic
study, extend the60days, toopen itupforthepublic comment.    

Councilmember Musgrove pointed outthatPublic Works approved astudyonthebeginning part
ofCounty Road5based ontherationale thatofthedevelopment andissuesalongthatstretch.  The
company didn’tfeel theycouldgofarther upbecause itwould betoobigofaproject.  Shefelt this
wasagreat opportunity todothat traffic study, include those additional intersections, involve the
County, andseewhat that road isgoingtolook like.  Shenoted theroad isgoing tohavealotmore
traffic onitwith thisproject being added.  Shereferenced thecurrent Preliminary Platandasked

rdwhat thetraffic changes would betoCounty Road5attheintersection of173 Avenue.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied asapartoftheproposal rightnow, theydon’thave fullplans
rdforthe173road upgrade.  Asapartoftheresolution, theyhaveadedicated left turn laneheading

rdNorth onNowthen Boulevard intotheproject siteonto173 andathru lanenorthontoNowthen
rdBoulevard onto173.   

Councilmember Musgrove clarified thatitisjusttwoupgrades

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl confirmed this, stating thatright nowthere isaright laneandathru
lane.  There isroomtorestripe those lanessothere would beadedicated left turn intotheproperty
andtheother improvements arealready made inthearea.  Sheexplained itismorearestriping
thanoverhauling theroad.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifthatwould coincide with theHuntproperty development.  

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl confirmed this, stating thatwasalsoacontingency inthe
preliminary plat resolution for theHuntproperty.  Thedeveloper needed come backwith fullplans

rdfor173.  Ifthisisapproved, theywould needtowork together onthose improvements.    
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Councilmember Musgrove asked ifthereareanychanges orupgrades toVariolite Road.  She
commented that sheassumes someofthetrafficwillbediverted thatwaymaking thatanimportant
intersection tostudy.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied noimprovements were discussed atthistimeonVariolite
Street. Sheagreed the focus had beenontheNowthen portion because therearetwoprojects up
therebutbothsidesoftheproject need tobediscussed.  Bothwere included inthestudy andshe
didn’tbelieve therewereanyrecommendations made.    

CityEngineer Westby replied Bolton andMenk reviewed thestudy andrecommended aturn lane
forVariolite andabypass fortraffic heading south onVariolite.  

Councilmember Musgrove askedifthat isincluded intheconditions forapproval of the
preliminary plat.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied thedraft resolution hastraffic improvements outlined as
recommended inthetraffic study aswellasapproval bytheCityEngineer andStaff review
comments. The Council canaddanadditional specific requirement about theNowthen lanes if
theydon’tmove with thetraffic study.  Shebelieved theywerecovered under thecontingencies
thatwere listedbutiftheydidthetraffic study, theCouncil would want toamend theconditions
aswell.   

Councilmember Musgrove commented shewould liketoseeitasdescriptive andspecific as
possible soeveryone that reads thedocument hasthesame understanding.   

Mayor Kuzma asked where thefunding isgoing tocome from.   

CityAdministrator Ulrich suggested theRevolving Fund that istypically reserved forroad
improvement plans.    

Councilmember Riley asked iftheCouncil wentahead with thetraffic study, could itbedone
within therequired 60-daytimelimit.  

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied thequote received indicated the traffic study could begin
immediately andthecompany would workonatimeframe thatwould bemutually acceptable.  He
assumed thatwould fallwithin the60-daytimetable.    

CityEngineer Westby replied that60dayswould beatight schedule tocomplete atraffic schedule
because alotofitisweather dependent when theycancollect traffic counts.  Itishisunderstanding
thatifthecompany knows thegoal, theycouldmakeaschedule tomake thegoal.    

Councilmember Riley expressed discomfort with thewords “hoping” and “assuming” thework
would bedonegiven therequirements theCity mustmeet.  Heasked iftheCity could know for
sure.  Healsoasked whatkinds ofthings theywould find fromanadditional study thatwould be
helpful.   
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CityEngineer Westby replied thereareacouple ofthings theycould potentially glean froman
independent study.  Henoted thestudy wasdone inJuly, raising questions ifthepandemic made
anadjustment intraffic volumes.  Inaddition, school isalso insession now, which wasn’tthecase
when thestudywascompleted.    

Councilmember Howell asked forclarification andconsensus onwhich roads would becovered
inanewstudy.    

Councilmember Woestehoff commented thathisprocedural pointwould besimilar towhat
Councilmember Specht referred tothathearing fromthepublic firstmaybeadvantageous before
making anymotions otherwise.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked forclarification onthetimeline, noting theCityhas60daysbut
canfileforanextension foranother 60days.  TheCouncil iscurrently inthefirst60daysbutcould
fileforasecond extension andstillbeinlineforthestructure oftheproject, theywouldn’tbeat
riskofhaving theproject move forward without Council input.   

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied thedates needtobeverified.  Hebelieved thenext60days
would beJanuary 11, 2022atwhich timeaction would need totakeplace.    

Mayor Kuzma asked ifthere isasecond extension of60additional days.   

CityAttorney Knaak replied there isapossibility toextend itifthere isanagreement orwaiver on
thepartoftheapplicant.  TheCouncil canrequire the60days byproviding written notice butto
beextended beyond that, there needs tobeagreement fromtheapplicant.   

Mayor Kuzma asked iftheyonlyhaveonemore60-dayextension andnothing beyond that.   

CityAttorney Knaak confirmed this, adding that isonething they canbesureof.   

Mayor Kuzma asked forpublic comment.   

thJackie Latour, 6951168 Avenue NW, commented onthetraffic study having beendone inJuly.   
Shestated that large corporations, liketheonesheworks for, willnotgoback toworkuntil January
attheearliest because ofCOVID.  Herentire company ishome right now.  Shefeltitwasthesame
formany other largecorporations andcommented theywillseealarge difference when itcomes
toeveryone returning totheirnormal business locations.  Shewould liketoseeanother traffic
study done.    

JeffUker, 17121 Variolite Street, stated hehaslived there since 1995.  Hefeltsome mistakes had
beenmade, oneofthembeing CityCouncil not listening tocitizens.  Henoted thatearly on, they
hadaCharter amendment because oftheCitysewer andwater andhadtheTown Center issue as
well.  Heacknowledged thecurrent Council wasnotpresent forthose buthehasfound theprocess
frustrating.  Hisproperty willbeonethat seesthebiggest impact andhedidn’treceive notice.  He
questioned thechange from10acres toone-quarter acre lotswith asmall buffer.  Hewanted
consideration toleave bigger lotsontheoutside instead ofputting 55-foot lotsontheinside.  He
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understands thatthelandneeds tobedeveloped butdidn’tfeel therewasameaningful buffer.  He
recognized that thenotice issue was inthepastbutasked forreconsideration astheygoforward.    

Brian Walker, 17289 Variolite Street, thanked Councilmember Howell forstanding upforthe
residents.  Hequestioned therezoning process andexpressed frustration withtheproject andthe
process stating there hasbeenalackofcommunication between thedeveloper andtheresidents.   
Hewould liketoseetheCityCouncil doafull investigation ofthe2011 rezoning process regarding
thenotification process.  Hestated that theproposed development does notfitwith others inrural
Ramsey, thisproject willaffect theresidents wholive there andbought inthat location forthe
space.  Hestated theCityhascontrol over landowner rights, which hefinds frustrating.  He
disagreed withtherezoning andcommented onthetraffic study, which hefeltwas inadequate.  He
supported theadditional traffic study andrequested that ifthedevelopment does gothrough,  
something beinstalled, maybeagated community, toactasabuffer.    

Doug Pries, 17511 Gibbon Street NW, stated hehaslived there for35years.  Heunderstood that
Ramsey waszoned intothree different properties andasked, ifthis isallowed togothrough, why
itisallowed forthedevelopers andnotforhim.  Heasked ifhecansubdivide hisfour-acre lotand
expressed frustration over thetraffic study andcondition ofVariolite Street.  Hequestioned the
infrastructure andtheavailability offirehydrants tothenumber ofnewhomes proposed andthe
proximity.  Healsoexpressed concern about wildlife intheruralsetting andasked tobeableto
sellhislots justasthedeveloper isbeing allowed to.    

Mickey Adams, 15313 Tungsten Street NW, stated helived intheruralareawhere theyhadtheir
ownwellandseptic until theydownsized.  Shestated besides thetraffic, consideration should be
made fortheaquafers because theCity isforcing people whohavehadtheirownwellsandsewer
togoonCitywater.  Sheasked what thatwillcost forpeople livingon2.5to4acres.  She feels
people whomoved intoruralareas didsoforthespace andbeauty andtheyarebeing forced tobe
apartoftheCity.  Shealso commented that theonline audiowas reallypoor.   

Councilmember Howell asked ifthere wasapossibility, inthenext60days, for thedeveloper to
workwith residents toextend thebuffer andshrink themiddle whilenot losing anyhomes.   

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied itwould beuptothedeveloper iftheyarewilling togoback to
theconcept drawings.  Henoted there hasbeenalotofworkdoneonitandpreviously.  TheCity
toldthedeveloper theywanted aminimum of80-foot lots, that iswhat the developer came back
with, soitwould begoingbackontheinitial concept.  Withthecomments, theCitycould goback
tothedeveloper buttheymaynotbeunder anyobligation todothat.    

Councilmember Heineman asked about individual’sselling parcels, ifthat isallowed andwhat the
limitations are.  Hebelieves itisalandowner’srights.  

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied that ingeneral, property owners canselltheirproperty to
another individual without theCityinterfering.  Iftheproperty owner wants tosplit theproperty
foranewbuildable property, theCitywould lookatthenew zoning forthearea.  Inthisdistrict,  
itwould currently be80-foot-widelotsonCityutilities.  This is7separate parcels which have
different ownership groups.  The owner could sellonepiece individually without talking tothe
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City.  TheCityhasprocesses forsplitting uplarger parcels ofland depending ontheproposed use.   
Theprivate property owner hastherighttosellproperty andpieces ofproperty.  ShesaidStaff is
happy towalkpeople through theprocess butdidnotgetarequest before thistoselloffsmaller
pieces ofthisproperty.    

Councilmember Heineman stated hegrew upinRamsey on2.5 acres.  Heunderstands rural
Ramsey, what itmeans toresidents, anditmeans alottohimalso.  Hecurrently liveson3acres
inorder tohaveayardforhischildren ashedidgrowing up.  Headdressed theresident stating he
wished forinformation fromtheCityAttorney orprevious CityAttorney thatthiswasdone
incorrectly sohewould haveastanding tosayno.  Theissue isthat fromthedocumentation and
theCityAttorneys, thiswasrezoned properly.  Heagreed withcomments about landownership
that individuals areallowed tosell landastheywisheven ifitdisagrees with thechange inthe
environment.  Hestands upforindividual property owners asisthecase here, which iswhyheis
supporting this.     

Councilmember Woestehoff asked forclarity andconfirmation on thecomment regarding fire
hydrants, that thisnew development would have firehydrants because itispartofMUSA.  He
stated itmight actually benefit adjacent properties because theywon’thavetoroll tankers farther.   
Henotedthat included inthecase isastatement thatnoadjacent property willeverbeforced onto
Citywaterorsewer pertheCharter.  Iftheproperty owner wanted tovoluntarily doit, theycould
paytodoit.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl confirmed this.   

Councilmember Woestehoff commented what thisandthePlanning Commission proves, isthatas
aCity theycandobetter through thenotification process, notspecific torezoning butin
developments thatmay impact some aspect ofthecommunity.  Oneoftheaspects hehopes can
bebrought forward inthefuture isanewmechanism tocreate larger notifications tothewhole
Cityfordevelopments ofagiven sizeornumber, tobedetermined.  Hefeels there isvalue ina
City-widenotification forabigproject like thisbecause ithasabigimpact toalotofpeople.  He
noted therearehistorical andlegal requirements fornotifications sotherewereacouple hundred
notifications thatwentoutbutasthey learnandgrow, thereareopportunities todobetter.  Asa
resident, helikesknowing aboutprojects thatarecoming upthatareclosetohim, even iftheyare
miles away.  Hefelt there wasanopportunity inthenear future toimprove thecommunication.    

Councilmember Specht thanked theresidents whospoke.  Hestated heisinfavorofanother traffic
study being done, heisnotinfavoroftheproject ortherezoning.  Heagreed withconcerns about
hownotifications weredoneandthecharacteristics ofruralRamsey.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked about addressing therezoning separately.    

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied itissetuptobeaseparate action.   

BenSchmidt, 3Eastview Lane, applicant, stated hehasheard thepublic inputandunderstands that
change ishard.  Hewanted torespond tosome questions.  Hestated that theprocess began with
theCityStaff twoyears ago.  Heresponded tothequestion about having bigger lotsontheoutside

CityCouncil / November 9, 2021
Page10of26



andsmaller lotsontheinside, which wastheoriginal concept.  Atthattime, itwasnotsomething
thePlanning Commission orCouncil wanted sotheyweretolditneeded tomeet thezoning
requirements, which iswhat theydid.  Hestated theyarenotagainst creativity toaddress
constituent concerns buthaddonewhat theywere told.  Henoted ifanother traffic study isdeemed
necessary, theyunderstand that, butatraffic study wasdoneandpaid forasapartoftheEAW
process.  Thescope ofthatstudy wasapproved bytheCityandtheCityEngineer.  Thatstudy was
done tosatisfy theenvironmental worksheet andoncedone, became partoftheEAW, andwent
outtoavarietyofconstituents including theCounty Engineer sotheyhaveachance toreview and
comment.  Mr. Schmidt didn’tknowofanycomments fromtheCounty Engineer.  Hewanted to
settherecord straight thatasatisfactory study wasdonewithproper scope andreview andhe
would cooperate ifanother study wasdeemed necessary.    

Councilmember Howell asked thedeveloper, Mr. Schmidt, iftherewasflexibility inchanging the
outer and inner ringoftheproject.   

Mr. Schmidt replied thatbased oncomments, theyarenotgoing toputaplan together that isgoing
tobesatisfactory.  Hestatedwhathemeans, isthat ifheisasked for80-foot lots, heisgoing to
havetoputin50-foot lots, which maynotbeagreeable.  Hewould need tohavecleardirection
that50-foot lotsareokay because hewastold that isn’tthecase.    

CityAttorney Knaak askedMr. Schmidt about thediscussion ofthe60-day rule. Heasked, ifit
werepartoftheplantodoanadditional study, would hebeagreeable tosome extension oftime.    

Mr. Schmidt replied theywould certainly beagreeable although hehasconcerns about extensions
withmoreandmoretimebeing requested, which hehashadexperience with.  Ifitisdeemed that
thetraffic engineer comes backandsays there isnowaytogetitdone inthetimeframe but they
cangetitdone10days later, theyarereasonable people andhaveagood reputation withcities for
being reasonable.  Hewon’tsayabsolutely yes andgoalong with theextension buthecanbe
reasonable.    

CityAttorney Knaak asked iftherewereatimeperiod perhaps lessthan30days thedeveloper
would bewilling toextend it.   

Mr. Schmidt replied theywould certainly bewilling toconsider that, yes.   

Councilmember Musgrove asked fortheCouncil’sopinion onfencing insomeofareas, potentially
along Variolite Street andtheproperties inthenorthwestern areas where theyclosely abutsome
oftheother properties asfarasacondition forthepreliminary plat.   

Councilmember Heineman asked forclarification ontheareas.    

Councilmember Musgrove referenced themap andstated it’sthehouses that lineVariolite Street
andthen eastonthenorthern portion oftheproperties.  Shenoted thewetlands giveabarrier and
thenthestreet aswell.  Shewasn’tsurewhere theHuntproject endsalong thehouses thatare50
to61.   
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Councilmember Woestehoff asked about density transitions andwhere those would takeeffect
because thatwould potentially address theconcerns about thenorthsideoftheproperty andagainst
theVariolite sidesince those arebackyards.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl repliedMr. Ukerwascorrect that thedensity transition wasrequired
along theshared property lineandheisintherural density zoning district sotherearecertain items
under theCitycode that theapplicant canchoose.  They have chosen alandscape corridor similar
totheHunt property and24treeswillbeplanted perhundred feet.  That istheonlyplace where
theyrequire amore densely landscaped buffer under thedensity transition codes.  Theycould look
intorequesting afence inthatarea.  Thedensity transition doesn’thaveaway thattheycould
require thatbutpotentially there isatradeoffwithafence toreduce someoftheplantings.    

Councilmember Heineman noted procedurally, theyhavearesolution toadopt andamotion for
rezoning.  Heasked ifthefirstaction wascontingent onthesecond action andisthePreliminary
Platgoing tobeaffected byrezoning thesouthwest portion.   

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied that thewayitiswritten, Resolution #21-309iscontingent
upon thepassing ofOrdinance 21-23.  Ifthatdidnothappen, thelotswould notbeabletobedone.    

Councilmember Heineman asked whether Staffhasestablished fromtheCity’slegalsideandCity
documentation that themajority ofthislothadbeenzoned correctly buttonight itwillbedecided
ifthesouthwest portion willberezoned.    

Senior Planner McGuire Briglconfirmed this.   

Councilmember Heineman commented thathisstatement tonight wasthatwhat isdone ispassed
buthewants tosupport ruralRamsey sohewillnotbesupporting therezoning ofthesouthwest
corner.  Ifhecanimpact thisarea andhaveinfluence onit, heisnotgoing tovotetorezone the
southwest corner.  Hewanted thattobeknown.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked foranexplanation whytheywould voteforthepreliminary plat
before theyvotefortherezoning because thepreliminary platshows thearearezoned.   

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied thatmakes sense.  

Councilmember Woestehoff commented oneofthereasons foritwould beiftherezoning passed
but theplat failed, thatproperty isrezoned asMUSA soithas itsrezoning evenifthepreliminary
plat isn’tapproved.  Thatway, theCouncil doesn’tunnecessarily rezone itbefore passing theplat.   
Hereferenced theseven properties thatareproposed toberezoned andnoted thatoneofthe
challenges withnotrezoning thearea isthatifitisnolonger zoned asMUSA, doesn’ttheCouncil
then forceaproperty onwellandseptic tobeonMUSA.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied iftheproperty isn’trezoned, theareaoutside ofthewetland
would bebuildable sotheproperty would beallowed onehouse withawellandseptic system as
itcurrently sits.    
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Councilmember Woestehoff commented theCharter doesn’t force anyone tobeonMUSA.  He
asked iftherewillbealonelotonwellandseptic orarethere reasons legally tomake thatMUSA.   
Healsoasked ifthedeveloper canchoose tobuild itassuch regardless.  

CityAttorney Knaak replied theCharter doesn’tallow theCitytoforce anyone tobeonMUSA
butifadeveloper comes inand, asapartoftheapplication, ischoosing toallow theproperty to
beonMUSA thatwould beallowed.  Noonewouldbeforced todothat.    

JeffUker 17121 Variolite Street, referenced whenthedeveloper stated the Cityhad saidnoto
smaller lotssotheychanged theconcept fromwhere thesmaller lotswere going tobeinthecenter;  
hedidn’tthink thatwasaccurate.    

Brian Walker, 17289 Variolite Street, questioned whether residents wereabletogivecomment on
theoriginal planconcept.  Hereferenced thetraffic study thatwasdonebySwing Traffic Solutions,  
LLC.  Hestated according tothewebsite fortheSecretary ofState, theyarenotanactive
corporation intheStateofMinnesota asofOctober 24, 2021.  Hequestioned their reliability.  He
isinsupport ofdoing anindependent traffic study.      

stJohnandJakePacker, 2952 161 Avenue NW, aretheproperty owners andbrokers for this
transaction.  Hechallenged thecomment made aboutnotbeing listed ontheSecretary ofState
website stating theyareonthewebsite.  Healsostated Mr. Walker hasbeenmaking falseor
misleading comments onsocial media andtotheCouncil, which hefeelsserve toinflame the
residents.  Hecommented there has beenalotoftalkabout property owner rightsandexpressed
concern about therights ofthelandowners.  Thetwoofthem havebeen discussing thisproject for
over2years andtrying toworkwith residents andtheCity tocome upwithaplanthatworks for
everyone.  They areconcerned theyarebeing asked tostart fromsquare one.  Henoted there had
been discussion aboutputting larger lotsaround theexterior withsmaller lotsinthemiddle but
theywere toldallofthelotsneeded tobe80 feetorlarger.  Tohaveitmake sense froma
developer’sperspective an80-foot lotdensity doesmakesense.  Hestated alotoftheresidents
liveonlandthatwasowned byhisfamily andsoldtodevelopers.  Now, theyhave wrestled with
thezoning forawhile andareready tosell theland.      

Councilmember Howell replied they believe inproperty owners’ rights buthavetotake into
consideration that theproject would bring lotoftraffic intothecommunity.  Shecomes back to
thepoint that theyowe theproperty owners andpeople inthecommunity averywell-vetted traffic
study andneedtovoice concerns forsafety.  Shehoped thelandowners would want that.    

Denice Gray, 17530 Nowthen Boulevard NW, stated theyareveryeffected bytraffic.  Sheloves
theruralsetting andexpressed concern about theimpact onwildlife with theadditional
development.    

Motion byCouncilmember Howell, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove toclose thepublic
hearing.     

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Kuzma, Councilmembers Howell, Musgrove, Heineman,  
Riley, Specht andWoestehoff.  Voting No: None.  
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Mayor Kuzma closed thepublic hearing at8:30pm.   

Councilmember Heineman asked aboutprocedure iftheresolution toapprove thepreliminary plat
passed andthentheordinance failed.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied theapplicant would havetorevise theirplans tonotshow
theseven lotsontheproperty andwould notbeabletodotheone-quarter acre lotsonthatproperty.   
Itwould bezoned for2.5acre lots.  TheCouncilwould stillbeapproving theplan, buttheapplicant
would have toedit theplan.  Shenoted thatResolution #21-309hastheComprehensive Plan
amendment aswellastheEAW soStaff’srecommendation would beacontingent approval based
onthetraffic study sotheEAW could stillmove forward.  Senior Planner McGuire Brigloutlined
theprocedural action steps fortheCouncil tovoteon.   

Councilmember Howell asked forclarification onwhich roads would beincluded inthetraffic
study.    

CityEngineer Westby replied thatitwouldbehisrecommendation that thestudy follow thescope
ofthetraffic study provided bytheEAW.    

CityAdministrator Ulrich displayed aslide fromthestaff report listing thescopeofservices with
thetasks included inthestudy.  Heasked iftheCouncil wanted toaddanything tothelist.   

Councilmember Specht asked Councilmember Howell ifthelist included thestreets shehad
referenced.    

Councilmember Howell confirmed thatitdidandmore.  

Mayor Kuzma referenced thepricequote received andasked ifthatencompasses allofthestreets
listed.    

CityAdministrator Ulrich confirmed this.   

Councilmember Specht asked ifthe Council was goingtoaddacontingency totheresolution
instead oftabling it.   

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied thatpostponing action onthepreliminary platcontingent onthe
traffic study wasstillapossibility iftheCouncil sochose.  Itwould beaseparate motion.    

Councilmember Woestehoff suggested, fromaprocedural perspective, toputthetraffic study first,  
rezoning next, and thentheplatcontingent ontheresultofthetraffic study, assuming theCouncil
willseeitinJanuary withanychanges.  Heexpressed concerns thatiftheCouncil didn’tadditas
acontingency, tabled action, andthetraffic study doesn’tgetdone intime, that theywould run
intoatimebarrier anditwould justbeapproved.    
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Councilmember Howell asked ifthedeveloper isresponsible foranyimprovements other thanto
rd173 Avenue.   

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied, yes.  Asapartoftheresolution, thedeveloper would be
responsible forimprovements onNowthen Boulevard andVariolite Street asrecommended inthe
traffic study.    

Councilmember Howell referenced page twoandnumber three (iii) inthecasewhere itsays
rdimprovements on173 Avenue asrecommended inthetraffic study” andsuggested adding an

addendum “asconducted bytheCityofRamsey.”  Andwherever issays “inthetraffic study” add
intheCityofRamsey” andmake thatchange inthepreliminary plat.    

Motion byCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Howell, toadoptResolution #21- 
319tocomplete atraffic studywithanot-to-exceed amount of $15,000andtotable consideration
ofResolution #21-309until theJanuary 11, 2022 meeting.  

Further Discussion:  

Councilmember Riley commented that thetraffic study would indicate howtheroads needtobe
reconfigured butquestioned ifthelayout oftheplatwould needtochange based onthetraffic
study.  Councilmember Riley asked ifdifferent aspects needtobechanged, howwould they
incorporate paying forthem, noting thatmaybe theywill findadjustments havetobemade tohave
traffic goinadifferent way, which would impact theroad.  Hewanted toensure theyhaveaccurate
information before making afulldecision.  Mayor Kuzma expressed concern that twotraffic
studies havealready beendone, they havebeen reviewed byWSB andalsoBolton andMenk.  He
feltitwould beawasteofmoney toredo thestudy because itwould likely have thesame results
thatarereviewed bythesame people.  Mayor Kunza indicated hewould notbegiving hissupport.  
Councilmember Heineman commented that theCouncil hasanobligation topublic safety andif
therearealterations thatneed tobemade, itmakes sense thattheydoitthisway.  Hewillbegiving
hissupport. Councilmember Riley commented that therearetwoitems inthemotion sohewon’t
begiving hissupport. CityAdministrator Ulrich recommended having twoseparate motions for
thesakeofclarity.   

Substitute motion byCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Heineman, toadopt
Resolution #21-319tocomplete atraffic studywithanot-to-exceed amount of $15,000.   

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:   Councilmembers Specht, Heineman, Musgrove, Woestehoff,  
Howell, andRiley.  Voting No: Mayor Kuzma.  

Motion byCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Howell, totableResolution #21- 
309until theJanuary 11, 2022 meeting.  

Further Discussion:  

Councilmember Woestehoff commented heunderstood theintentofthemotion butasked that the
motion bewithdrawn sotheycanvoteonResolution #21-23first.  CityAdministrator Ulrich
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replied thatResolution #21-23wasregarding rezoning andiftherezoning isnotgoing tobe
approved, thatwill impact theplat.  Hesupported theproposed orderofthevote.  Councilmember
Specht commented thebenefit oftabling theaction wouldbetogivetimetodiscuss thenext
ordinance because theyarenotvoting fororagainst it, theyarejustsaying theywilldiscuss itlater.   
Councilmember Riley commented there isaneedtogivethedeveloper direction onwhether the
Council isgoing togiveapproval forrezoning ornot.  Councilmember Specht replied thatwould
bethenext itemtodiscuss.  Councilmember Musgrove asked ifitmattered ifthey tabled the
discussion. CityAdministrator Ulrich replied, theyarenotacting ontheplat, theyarejust
postponing ittoJanuary 11, 2022.  Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied thatwould work and
noted thatResolution #21-309hasaComprehensive Planamendment tore-guide thesouthwest
portion ofthesitetoMUSA, which isparallel totherezoning butinadifferent itemsoifthe
motions change itshould include thataswell. Councilmember Specht asked about making a
motion totable thepreliminary platandthenextmotion inregard torezoning.  Councilmember
Woestehoff asked iftheycould remove theComprehensive Planamendment fromthemotion
made byCouncilmember Specht because itmaybeamootpoint based ontheresultofOrdinance
21-23.  

Substitute motion byCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Heineman, totable
Resolution #21-309removing theComprehensive planamendment oftheResolution (60day)   

Further Discussion:   

Senior Planner McGuire Briglnoted that the120-dayclock stopsonJanuary 18, 2022which would
allowameeting oneweek before that timesotheywould have tomakeadecision ofapproval on
thatdate.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Councilmembers Specht, Heineman, Musgrove, Woestehoff, and
Howell.  Voting No: Mayor Kuzma andCouncilmember Riley.  

Motion byCouncilmember Woestehoff, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove tointroduce
Ordinance #21-23rezoning theproperties.    

Motion failed.  Voting Yes:  None.  Voting No:  Mayor Kuzma, Councilmembers Woestehoff,  
Musgrove, Heineman, Howell, Riley, andSpecht.   

CityAdministrator Ulrich clarified that themotion tointroduce Ordinance #21-23torezone the
properties wasdenied bytheCouncil’saction thisevening.    

Councilmember Woestehoff clarified fortheaudience, that thetraffic study wasapproved, the
rezoning wasdenied, andthepreliminary platwasextended another 60daysbasedontheresults
ofthetraffic study andtherezoning.         

7. COUNCIL BUSINESS

7.01: Consider Density Transitioning Options forNorth Brook Meadows (Project No. 21- 
131); CaseofPlatinum LandLLC
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Senior Planner McGuire Brigl reviewed thestaff report.  TheCouncil canmakedecisions related
todensity transitioning, which isrequired when developing lotsabut lotswithCityutilities inthis
area. Previously, thisproject came forward requesting aneasement for thedensity transitioning
buffer areasotheyareproposing plantings along thewestern boundary ofthesite.  The proposal
isaneasement andCitycode requires aseparate outlot thatwould bemanaged byanHOA.  There
isnoHOA heresotheapplicant isrequesting aneasement, which theCouncil willbediscussing.   
Shenoted theapplicant isonthecall tonight toanswer questions.    

Councilmember Musgrove commented that fortheresidents, Staff, andCouncil tobeabletotrack
developments asthey change names, itwould begood toputinthealternate name.  Shethenasked
about thenumber oftreesonthelots.  

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied twotreesperlotarerequired.    

Councilmember Musgrove referenced adiagram ofLot3, Block1, noting theyhave theold
diagram ofwhere thehouse issitting versus thenewdiagram where thedriveway would bemore
onthecurve andthehousewould besetmoreoff totheside.  Sheasked ifthe Council has the
updated drawing thatwould coincide withhouse placement.  Shealsoasked about thenatural gas
easement where shethought there wasanunderstanding therewouldbetrees.  Shenoted Block1,  
Lot9, onthesidewhere theyarediscussing thetreebarrier.  Shequestioned iftheCouncil is
looking atanupdated diagram tobeabletoapprove it.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl replied theplanhasnotbeen fullyupdated withallthecomments
because adecision about anoutlot versus aneasement hasn’tbeenmade anditcould potentially
change lotsizesandtheHOAonsite.    

Councilmember Riley referenced previous discussion andstated theCouncil hadtalked before that
anHOAwould onlyexist fortheoutlot.  There wereconcerns about thesuccess ofthatsohedidn’t
feel thatwas thebest idea.  Henoted each individual lotwould ownititself andtheCitywould
putaneasement onit.  Heasked ifhehadthatcorrect.    

Staff confirmed thatwascorrect.    

Motion byCouncilmember Riley, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, todirect Staff and
applicant toproceed with thesecond part including density transitioning asapartofthelotsand
tocover itwitharestrictive easement infavoroftheCity.   

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Kuzma, Councilmembers Riley, Woestehoff, Heineman,  
Howell, Musgrove, andSpecht.  Voting No: None.  

7.02: Adopt Resolution #21-219Granting aConditional UsePermit (CUP) andDeclaring
Terms Agreement at7127Highway 10NW; CaseofRonTouchette

Zoning Code Enforcement Officer Raines reviewed thestaff report.  Theapplicant isasking to
expand fromonerowofparking ontheproperty totworowsofparking andtoinstall afence along
theproperty forvehicles awaiting repair. Theapplicant isalsorequesting toincrease tenants from
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sixtoten.  Shenoted theInterim UsePermit would beforfivestorage containers ontheproperty.   
Sheexplained that theproperty currently hasseveral uses including retail, residential, commercial
operations, andstorage containers.  Asiteplan isprocedural foranexpansion ofacommercial
property, which would beacontingency ontheCUPwhich would beanadministrative siteplan
review.    

Zoning Code Enforcement Officer Raines presented twoalternatives.  Alternative 1wastoapprove
theCUPandInterim UsePermit withconditions.  Alternative 2wastodeny theCUPandIUP.   
Thiswould decrease thecurrent expanded operation toitsoriginal footprint andallow fiveauto
sale tenants andoneautosales andrepair tenant.    

Councilmember Specht commented thatHighway 10isnearby andasked ifthesitewould be
impacted bytheHighway 10plans.   

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied no, thesitewouldn’tbeimpacted.    

Motion byCouncilmember Musgrove, seconded byCouncilmember Specht, toadopt Resolution
21-219granting aConditional UsePermit anddeclaring terms ofagreement at7127Highway 10

NW; CaseofRon Touchette.   

Further Discussion:   

RonTouchette, 7127Highway 10NW, stated hehasowned andoperated theproperty forover30
years.  Hestarted thebody shopandhascontinued tooperate it.  Hereferenced discussion on
property rights andowners’ property rightsandstated hefeelshisproperty rights havebeenstolen.   
Heexplained that tenyears ago, theCity toldhistenants andbusinesses toleave because ofthe
incoming highway sohisincome wasaffected.  Today, heisasking tobeabletooperate thebody
shopandamotion today would limithimtodouble parking ofthedamaged carssohecan’toperate
thebodyshop.  Mr. Touchette stated that thedamaged carsdon’tmove butmaystayparked fora
timeawaiting parts andformany years there wasn’tanissuewith theadditional parking.  He
requested that theresolution bepassed aspresented.  Councilmember Musgrove askedMr.  
Touchette ifheagreed with theplansoriftherewasanything hewould liketoseechanged.  Mr.  
Touchette replied theplanthatwascreated wasagoodone thatwould work.  Councilmember
Musgrove askedabout thelawful nonconforming status onthisareawith regard totheparking on
non-pervious surfaces.  Senior Planner McGuire Brigl stated theapplicant isproposing tworows
ofparking intheback, which thesafety teamiscomfortable withbuttheydon’tliketoseecars
tripleorquadruple stacked.  Councilmember Howell asked theapplicant ifheagreed with the
motion aspresented andifitwould make hisbusiness viable.  Mr. Touchette confirmed this.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Kuzma, Councilmembers Musgrove, Specht, Heineman,  
Howell, Riley, andWoestehoff.  Voting No: None.  

7.03:  Adopt Resolution #21-314toApprove aPrivate Kennel License fortheProperty
rdLocated at6620153 CtNW (Project 21-143); CaseofRoger Vargas
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Planning Technician McCann introduced theresolution toapprove aprivate kennel license and
reviewed thestaff report.  Hestated theapplicant isrequesting tokeepandmaintain thefivesmall
breed dogs thatarecurrently ontheproperty afteracomplaint.    

Motion byCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff toadopt Resolution
21-314toapprove aprivate kennel license tomaintain fivedogsonthesubject property located

rdat6620153 Court NW (Project 21-143); CaseofRoger Vargas.  

Further Discussion:   

rdRoger Vargas, 6620153 Court NW, statedhemoved totheproperty ayearbefore andwould like
tobeable tokeep thedogs.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Kuzma, Councilmembers Specht, Woestehoff, Heineman,  
Howell, Musgrove, andRiley.  Voting No: None.  

7.04: Introduce Ordinance #21-24: 2022 Schedule ofRates, FeesandCharges

CityAdministrator Ulrich introduced theordinance.  Henoted theCityCouncil reviewed the
ordinance during thework session onOctober 26, 2021 andseveral changes havebeenmade
following thatmeeting.  Heexplained theintention wastohaveasecond reading andapproval of
theordinance prior toimplementation oftherates, newrates, andcharges byJanuary 1, 2022.  He
reviewed thestaff report.    

Councilmember Musgrove referenced anemail shesent toCityAdministrator Ulrich withatwo- 
part inquiry.  Sheasked aboutkeeping the2021 rates fortheminimum water rateat $42.15 and
fortheodd/evenviolation days, iftheycover staff timewith the $50firstviolation feeandthe
second timewitha $100violation.  Shewondered about increasing eachoneby $25toencourage
people tousetheminimum amount ofwater.  Sheasked CityAdministrator Ulrich ifthewater
rates increase every year.         

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied thewater ratesgenerally goupaccording toinflation.  The
minimum water rate isproposed togofrom $42.15to $43.15perquarter andCouncilmember
Musgrove isproposing that remain flat.      

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifthatgoesupifiteffects all theother water charges.    

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied no, itwould beastand-alone change andtheother water rates
would goup2.5%.    

Councilmember Rileycommented that thewater ratesarebased onastudy thatwasdoneawhile
agowithacertain amount ofincrease every year.  Theprojection offunding isbasedonthatwhich
hasbeenasmall increase.  Herecommended leaving theminimum increase asproposed.    
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Councilmember Specht concurred with theincrease andwould liketoseethefeesfortheodd/even
water usageviolation toalsoremain asproposed.  Hefeltitwasenough toprovide discouragement
butdoesn’toverburden someone whomakes amistake.  Hefeltitwasfair.    

Motion byCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Riley, tointroduce Ordinance
21-242022 schedule ofrates, fees andcharges.   

Further Discussion:   

Councilmember Howell commented shewillbeopposing this asshewould liketoseetherates
remain thesame throughout, especially forbuilding forhomeowners whoareworking ontheir
homes.  Councilmember Musgrove referenced thepark feesandasked iftheyare included orif
theyareinadifferent areaofdiscussion.  CityAdministrator Ulrich replied theyhave theratesfor
rentalofcity facilities including parks.  Councilmember Musgrove corrected that shewasreferring
totheparkdedication feesondevelopers.  CityAdministrator Ulrich replied theyareincluded and
there isnoproposed increase.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Kuzma, Councilmembers Specht, Riley, Heineman, and
Woestehoff.  Voting No: Councilmembers Howell andMusgrove.   

7.05: Elmcrest ParkEntry Road

CityAdministrator Ulrich stated atthelastCityCouncil meeting, residents voiced concerns about
storage that isoccurring onthisproperty.  Hereviewed thestaff reportandpresented several issues
with theproperty andalternatives forCouncil consideration thathavebeendiscussed with theCity
Attorney.  The alternatives include stronger code enforcement, installing anew access roadon
City-owned land, orpurchasing landfromthe landowner.  Therecommendation fromStaff isto
pursue negotiations topurchase land.    

Jessie Gutswhiler, 1661Quicksilver Street, stated shegetsalotofpark traffic andspends time
beautifying theirproperty forthat traffic.  Thenewowner oftheadjacent property hasfilledhis
landwithgarbage andblocked theroadway.  Sheexpressed concern about herproperty value
decreasing because oftheneighbor’sactions.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked about theproperty across fromthelandoutlined inthecaseand
theresident intheaudience.    

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied there isahouse tothesouth.    

Councilmember Howell referenced thestorage materials, asked about theCity’seasement, what
the City coulddotoexpedite theprocess.  Shealsoasked iftheCouncil could theymake thata
condition ofdiscussing purchasing theproperty.    

CityAdministrator replied itbrings intoquestion iftheCitywants toclear thewhole 60feetand
where theequipment would bemoved to.    
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CityAttorney Knaak replied thepublic andCouncil haveanunimpeded right touse theright-of- 
wayforaccess purposes.  That means theycan’tallow anyone toputanything onitthatwould
cause anobstruction.  TheCityhascontrol over the60feetandwhat isoneither sideofthe60feet
istherightoftheproperty owner.  Headvised theCouncil could consider enforcing thenuisance
codebuttheCitydoesnothaveanyrightasaneasement holder toanymore thanthat.   

Councilmember Woestehoff referenced themapandcommented that theproperty owner tothe
left isthesame forthesubject property theyaretalking about acquiring.  Heisinfavoroftrying
toacquire the landandgetting more fromthewetland areatoenhance thebuffer because itlooks
liketheroad comes veryclose tothelotline.  Hefeels theconcern isthat theequipment isjust
going tomoveafewfeet farther away.   

Aresident statedtheequipment owner knows what therulesareandeverything ismoved back off
theroadandright-of-way.  Theresident noted theonlyplace thatitisclose totheroad isbythe
water tower road where therearestacksofmetal shelving.  Ontheroad thatgoes tothepark, things
weremoved after the lastmeeting andarenowmore than60feetoff.    

Councilmember Riley commented thatitmakes sensetoentertain buying thelandandagreed with
Councilmember Woestehoff about getting moreofthewetland tocreate moreofabuffer.  Also, it
isimportant toknow that theCitycanputinaroad.  Hewassurprised thecostofdoing thatwas
solow.  Itishispreference topurchase thelandbuttheCitycould alsoputinaroadforunimpeded
access.    

Councilmember Woestehoff agreed with Councilmember Rileybutwanted toensure iftheyputin
anewroad, that theCityretain the60-foot roadeasement somore things don’tenduponthat
parcel eventhough itmaynotbearoadinuse.  Itisaconcern oftheneighbors andthemore they
canprotect theaccess tothepark, thebetter.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifanyone hasdiscussed with thelandowner whythisis
happening.    

Aresident replied thelandowner wants theCitytobuythelandandwillcontinue toaddunsightly
itemsuntil theCitypays thetaxesorpurchases theproperty.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked whythe City isallowing someone toforce themtobuy land
because someone doesn’twant tocleanup.    

Aresident stated iftheCitybought theland, hewould beinterested inbuying theparcel thatabuts
hisproperty ifthatwould helpwith thedecision.    

Councilmember Musgrove clarified theCitywouldbuyitandtheresident would thenbuyitfrom
theCity.    

Theresident confirmed this, stating hewouldbuyitatafairmarket value because itwould enhance
thevalueofhisexisting property.   
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Councilmember Riley commented heunderstood theresident’ssentiment butstated that theCity
needs thisproperty foraccess andhefelt theCity should haveowned itfromthebeginning.  He
feels thebest course ofaction isbuytherestoftheland.  Hestressed that theCityhasanoutwith
putting intheirownroadbuthesupports theCitybuying thelandbecause theywant itinstead of
feeling forced.   

Councilmember Woestehoff asked theCityAttorney ifeminent domain could beconsidered in
thiscase.    

CityAttorney Knaak replied itdepended onwhat theCity istrying toget.  IftheCity istrying to
getthewhole parcel, theywould havetoshow apublic purpose.  Hefeltitcould bejustified as
enhancing thevalue andbreath oftheparkandtheCity isdoing itforparkpurposes.  Thatbeing
said, itcould beanoption andifdeemed necessary, theCitycantakeit.    

CityAdministrator Ulrich requested consensus direction thatStaff canproceed withnegotiations
ofthesaleoftheproperty withtheowner, theparcel outlined aswellastheadditional piecewith
shoreline onthewetland area, toensure there isabroad areaoflandthatwould serve thepark.   

Councilmember Musgrove felt theposition ofbuying thelandisthebestcourse toachieve a
resolution.  Sheasked ifthe City could usepark funds toshow thelandwillbeused forpark
purposes andsuggested the Council getcreative andbeconservative withmoney during
negotiations.    

Councilmember Woestehoff commented thatElmcrest Park iscurrently oneofthemost renovated
parks anditisawonderful park.  Hesupports enhancing theentryway intotheparkattheendof
thecul-da-sac.  Ifitmeans the Cityhas totakesomelandtodoit, hefelt theyshould.  Healso
supported increasing themonument signasanextension.  

Councilmember Heineman agreed andindicated hedidn’twant tocontradict the things hehassaid
about property owner rights.  Hewould beinfavorofpaying fairmarket value for theland.    

Councilmember Howell asked iftherewas interest inadding acondition onthesaleforagood
faithcleanupeffortoftheeasement bytheproperty owner.    

Councilmember Woestehoff stated hefelt theyshould begoing through thecode enforcement
process regardless ofthesale negotiations.    

Councilmember Heineman asked about thelocation ofthe60-footbuffer.  

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied there isaneasement oneither sideoftheroadwhich could be
enforced.    

Consensus oftheCouncil wastodirect theCityAttorney andCodeEnforcement Officers to
maintain theright-of-waysoitisunimpeded andtopursue tonegotiations forthepurchase ofthe
land.            
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7.06: Update onProposed Amendments toChapter 10: Animals

Planning Technician McCann gaveanupdate ontheanimal ordinance andreviewed theStaff
report.  Hepresented anupdated ordinance for theCouncil’sreview along withalternatives.  

Councilmember Howell referenced language thatstates theanimals allowed bytheordinance must
belisted intheordinance ortheanimal isnotallowed.  Shegave theexample ofagoldfish.  

CityAttorney Knaak replied yes, there aretwodifferent kindsofordinances.  Oneordinance
enumerates items andanything notenumerated isprohibited.  Theother type ismoregeneral and
thisordinance isonethatenumerates items.   

Councilmember Howell questioned theregulation ofrabbits, finding itisanoddrequirement and
noting thatbison, which aredangerous, aretreated likeacow, roosters havemore requirements
thaneither.  Shesuggested afewCouncilmembers review thelanguage withStaffandsimplify it,  
similar totheCityofOakGroveordinance, which shefeltwasmore readable.  Shefelt theCouncil
didn’tneedmorepublic input but, rather, Staff whowillputthetimeintowork through it.  She
expressed concern about thepublic’sreaction asstated.    

Councilmember Heineman commented that initially hewasagainst theideaofhaving asmall
committee ontheCityCouncil butthis isacomplex issue that istaking upalotoftimesoheisin
support ofacommittee.    

Councilmember Musgrove alsoexpressed support.  Shequestioned ifother changes toCity code
hadsurveys andquestionnaires sent toresidents, which she feltwasodd.  Shewould liketosee
somesimplification andliked theexamples usedbythecitiesofOakGrove andNowthen.  She
would liketoseefewer itemsenumerated andacommittee would beabetter option.  She
questioned thelackofalimiting requirement oncats inthecode.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl confirmed this.  

Councilmember Musgrove questioned ifthere isaDepartment ofPublic Health statutes regarding
cats.    

Mayor Kuzma agreed withCouncilmember Howell thatthis isacomplex issue thatcouldwarrant
acommittee.  

Councilmember Woestehoff commented there issome work tobedoneonthis.  The issueneeded
isadefining factorofwhat isallowed ontheproperty versus inthehouse.  Hesupported putting
together acommittee, and referenced theresident that requested ducksand iswaiting forthe
Council’sdecision.    

Mayor Kuzma asked Councilmember Howell ifshewould liketotaketheleadonthecommittee.    

Councilmember Howell confirmed this.    
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Councilmembers Musgrove andSpecht alsoagreed tobeapartofthecommittee.    

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl explained there isawaytoallowducks fortheyoung resident that
requested themunder thenon-traditional animal license andasked iftheCouncil would be
interested ingetting thelicense.    

CityAdministrator stated there isconsensus that thecommittee willbecomprised of
Councilmembers Howell, Musgrove andSpecht whowill report back in30days.          

8. MAYOR, COUNCIL ANDSTAFF INPUT

CityAdministrator Ulrich introduced thenewCityAttorney FritzKnaak andthenewDeputy City
Administrator/Community Development Director Brian Hagen whoboth started onNovember 1,  
2021.  Hestated theyaregreat additions totheCityofRamsey andwelcomed them.     

CityAdministrator Ulrich stated thejointwork session scheduled forNovember 16, 201 was
canceled andwill berescheduled during thefirstquarter of2022. Thenext regular CityCouncil
meeting willbeTuesday, November 23, 2021.  Henoted CityHall isclosed Thursday November
11, 2021 inhonor ofVeterans Day.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked about information sharing between theStaffand
Councilmembers.  Shequestioned iftherewereemail exchanges ofinformation between certain
Councilmembers andStaff thatweren’tbeing shared with thewhole Council. Shewondered ifthis
information might aidintheCouncil’sunderstanding andmake forbetter decision making during
meetings.  

Councilmember Woestehoff replied thathehasasked questions oftheStaffbutoften itisin
response toaresident request.  Hecouldn’tremember atimewhen heasked aquestion related to
acase thatdidn’tgetshared with thewhole Council.    

Councilmember Howell agreed withCouncilmember Musgrove thatsome information from
Councilmembers getsshared selectively.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked forinput ontheinformation sharing.   

Mayor Kuzma replied thathefelt information isbeing shared.   

CityAdministrator Ulrich replied thatisthecaseifitisofbroader interest, ifitisrelated toacase,  
budget questions, orCIPquestions thatareofinterest ofeveryone.  Hestated some
Councilmembers askmore questions viaemail overall, butthegoal istobeconsistent.   

Councilmember Riley commented ifaquestion israised maybe theCouncil would allenjoy the
information.  Hewasn’taware ofanissuewith information sharing.    

Councilmember Howell asked about thephone bill thatwasshared witheveryone.    
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CityAdministrator Ulrichrepliedhethought theemailpertained tothebudgetprocess.    

Councilmember Woestehoff commented thatoneofhisrecentquestions ofStaffoveremail that
wasn’tshared wasaroughideathathewasn’treadyforfullCouncil inputbuthewantedtogain
Staffsupportonit.   

Councilmember Howell statedshefeelslikethequestions sheasksoveremailarealwaysshared,  
whichisafrustration forher.  ShestatedCouncilmember Heineman wasallowedtoworkona
projectwithStaffbeforepresenting ittotheCouncil.   

Councilmember Heineman replied thathisquestions areprettyshortwhichhetypically does
duringthemeetings.  Thequestions hehadabouttheroadswascomplex.    

Councilmember Musgrove statedshewould liketoseeeveryone treatedequallyandifthere is
information thatcouldbevaluable tothediscussion duringtheCouncilmeetings thatitbeshared.   
Shealsoquestioned ifeveryone isreading thecaseorifsheismissingoutoninformation because
shefeelslikesheasksalotofquestions duringthemeeting.    

Councilmember SpechtsharedthattheAnoka-Ramsey AthleticAssociation ishavinga
fundraising dinner thisFriday.    

Councilmember Musgrove statedinJuneofthisyear, hernephewwaskilled.  Todayhewould
havebeen18yearsold.  ShestatedthatsheisgladthatMinneapolis votedtokeeptheir police
department because keeping thepolicewillhelpwithsafetyandgivetheirfamilyasenseofpeace
thattheywillonedayhavesomejusticeforhernephew.       

9. ADJOURNMENT

MotionbyCouncilmember Riley, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, toadjourn the
meeting.  

Motioncarried.  VotingYes: MayorKuzma, Councilmembers Riley, Woestehoff, Heineman,  
Howell, Musgrove andSpecht. VotingNo: None.  

TheregularmeetingoftheCityCounciladjourned at10:19p.m.  

Respectfully submitted,  

KurtisG. Ulrich
CityAdministrator
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ATTEST:  

KatieM. Schmidt
DeputyCityClerk

DraftedbyJoniHelmeke
TimeSaver OffSiteSecretarial, Inc.  
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