
           

City of Ramsey
Agenda

City Council Work Session
Tuesday, June 22, 2021

5:30 pm
Lake Itasca Room, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW

This meeting is being held in accordance with Minnesota Statutes 13D.021. Due to the COVID-19 Pandemic, it is
not practical and prudent for all members of this board to attend in person. Current Minnesota law requires certain
social distancing standards that impacts the capacity of the Council Chambers. For these reasons, it is not practical
and prudent to have this meeting exclusively in person. Members of the public are welcome to attend in person or

remotely.

Remote Attendance available at www.cityoframsey.com/meetings. To maximize social distancing due to the
COVID-19 Pandemic, those that can join remotely are encouraged to do so. Those joining remotely and

requesting to speak are asked to use a webcam when speaking.

             

1. Call to Order
 

2. Topics for Discussion
 

1.   Review Bonding Opportunities for Water Treatment Plant
 

2.   Discuss the Interview Panel and Process for the Deputy City Administrator/Community Development
Director Recruitment

 

3.   Discussion Regarding Non-union Compensation
 

4.   Discussion Regarding Union Contract Negotiations for AFSCME, LELS-Patrol, LELS-Sergeants &
LELS-Captains (Discussion Closed to the Public)

 

5.   Review and Discuss the Remote Attendance Policy 
 

3. Topics for Future Discussion
 

1.   Review Future Topics/Calendar
 

4. Mayor/Council/Staff Input
 

5. Adjournment
 

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

  

http://www.cityoframsey.com/meetings


   
CC Work Session   2. 1.           
Meeting Date: 06/22/2021  

Information
Title:
Review Bonding Opportunities for Water Treatment Plant

Purpose/Background:
With the possible construction of a water treatment plant and the current market conditions in regard to historically
low interest rates, staff thought it would be beneficial to present what different bonding scenarios could look like if
the city were to bond a portion of the water treatment plant. 

It is currently stated that the plant will be funded in its entirety, $32.4M by the sewer and water funds. 

The City's Finance Consultant, Stacie Kvilvang, from Ehlers, will be presenting what bonding could possibly
represent in terms of principal amounts, interest rates, and terms. A summary of these options is below. The options
were based on a May 2022 issuance and as such .75 basis points was added to allow for any current increases in
interest rates. 
Option Par Amount Term True Int Cost Total Interest

1 $5,125,000 10 1.89% $551,827
2 $10,000,000 10 1.89% $1,077,454
3 $16,255,000 10 2.00% $1,902,418
4 $5,125,000 15 2.13% $926,248
5 $10,000,000 15 2.13% $1,806,353
6 $16,255,000 15 2.27% $3,200,923

Timeframe:
20 minutes

Funding Source:

Responsible Party(ies):
Finance Director & Finance Consultant, Stacie Kvilvang

Outcome:
Informational only: Review Bonding Opportunities for Water Treatment Plant

Attachments
Bonding options

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 06/17/2021 11:48 AM
Form Started By: Diana Lund Started On: 06/14/2021 09:44 AM
Final Approval Date: 06/17/2021 





 

 

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$5,125,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

10 Years 

Sources & Uses 

 Dated 05/01/2022 |  Delivered 05/01/2022

Sources Of Funds 
Par Amount of Bonds $5,125,000.00

Planned Issuer Equity contribution 24,400,000.00

American Rescue Funds 3,000,000.00

 
Total Sources $32,525,000.00

 
Uses Of Funds 
Total Underwriter's Discount  (1.200%) 61,500.00

Costs of Issuance 63,000.00

Deposit to Project Construction Fund 32,400,000.00

Rounding Amount 500.00

 
Total Uses $32,525,000.00

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $5M  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:13 AM
  

   



 

 

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$5,125,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

10 Years 

Debt Service Schedule 

Date Principal Coupon Interest Total P+I Fiscal Total

05/01/2022 - - - - -

02/01/2023 - - 59,146.88 59,146.88 59,146.88

08/01/2023 - - 39,431.25 39,431.25 -

02/01/2024 485,000.00 1.000% 39,431.25 524,431.25 563,862.50

08/01/2024 - - 37,006.25 37,006.25 -

02/01/2025 485,000.00 1.100% 37,006.25 522,006.25 559,012.50

08/01/2025 - - 34,338.75 34,338.75 -

02/01/2026 495,000.00 1.200% 34,338.75 529,338.75 563,677.50

08/01/2026 - - 31,368.75 31,368.75 -

02/01/2027 500,000.00 1.300% 31,368.75 531,368.75 562,737.50

08/01/2027 - - 28,118.75 28,118.75 -

02/01/2028 505,000.00 1.500% 28,118.75 533,118.75 561,237.50

08/01/2028 - - 24,331.25 24,331.25 -

02/01/2029 515,000.00 1.650% 24,331.25 539,331.25 563,662.50

08/01/2029 - - 20,082.50 20,082.50 -

02/01/2030 520,000.00 1.750% 20,082.50 540,082.50 560,165.00

08/01/2030 - - 15,532.50 15,532.50 -

02/01/2031 530,000.00 1.850% 15,532.50 545,532.50 561,065.00

08/01/2031 - - 10,630.00 10,630.00 -

02/01/2032 540,000.00 1.900% 10,630.00 550,630.00 561,260.00

08/01/2032 - - 5,500.00 5,500.00 -

02/01/2033 550,000.00 2.000% 5,500.00 555,500.00 561,000.00

Total $5,125,000.00 - $551,826.88 $5,676,826.88 -

Yield Statistics 

 
Bond Year Dollars $32,638.75

Average Life 6.369 Years

Average Coupon 1.6907108%

 
Net Interest Cost (NIC) 1.8791372%

True Interest Cost (TIC) 1.8867667%

Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes 1.6843271%

All Inclusive Cost (AIC) 2.0975357%

 
IRS Form 8038 

Net Interest Cost 1.6907108%

Weighted Average Maturity 6.369 Years

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $5M  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:13 AM
  

   



 

   

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$5,125,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

15 Years 

Sources & Uses 

 Dated 05/01/2022 |  Delivered 05/01/2022

Sources Of Funds 

Par Amount of Bonds $5,125,000.00

Planned Issuer Equity contribution 24,400,000.00

American Rescue Funds 3,000,000.00

 
Total Sources $32,525,000.00

 
Uses Of Funds 

Total Underwriter's Discount  (1.200%) 61,500.00

Costs of Issuance 63,000.00

Deposit to Project Construction Fund 32,400,000.00

Rounding Amount 500.00

 
Total Uses $32,525,000.00

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $5M  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:13 AM
  

   



 

   

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$5,125,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

15 Years 

Debt Service Schedule 

Date Principal Coupon Interest Total P+I Fiscal Total

05/01/2022 - - - - -

02/01/2023 - - 68,737.50 68,737.50 68,737.50

08/01/2023 - - 45,825.00 45,825.00 -

02/01/2024 305,000.00 1.000% 45,825.00 350,825.00 396,650.00

08/01/2024 - - 44,300.00 44,300.00 -

02/01/2025 310,000.00 1.100% 44,300.00 354,300.00 398,600.00

08/01/2025 - - 42,595.00 42,595.00 -

02/01/2026 315,000.00 1.200% 42,595.00 357,595.00 400,190.00

08/01/2026 - - 40,705.00 40,705.00 -

02/01/2027 320,000.00 1.300% 40,705.00 360,705.00 401,410.00

08/01/2027 - - 38,625.00 38,625.00 -

02/01/2028 320,000.00 1.500% 38,625.00 358,625.00 397,250.00

08/01/2028 - - 36,225.00 36,225.00 -

02/01/2029 325,000.00 1.650% 36,225.00 361,225.00 397,450.00

08/01/2029 - - 33,543.75 33,543.75 -

02/01/2030 330,000.00 1.750% 33,543.75 363,543.75 397,087.50

08/01/2030 - - 30,656.25 30,656.25 -

02/01/2031 340,000.00 1.850% 30,656.25 370,656.25 401,312.50

08/01/2031 - - 27,511.25 27,511.25 -

02/01/2032 345,000.00 1.900% 27,511.25 372,511.25 400,022.50

08/01/2032 - - 24,233.75 24,233.75 -

02/01/2033 350,000.00 2.000% 24,233.75 374,233.75 398,467.50

08/01/2033 - - 20,733.75 20,733.75 -

02/01/2034 355,000.00 2.050% 20,733.75 375,733.75 396,467.50

08/01/2034 - - 17,095.00 17,095.00 -

02/01/2035 365,000.00 2.150% 17,095.00 382,095.00 399,190.00

08/01/2035 - - 13,171.25 13,171.25 -

02/01/2036 375,000.00 2.250% 13,171.25 388,171.25 401,342.50

08/01/2036 - - 8,952.50 8,952.50 -

02/01/2037 380,000.00 2.300% 8,952.50 388,952.50 397,905.00

08/01/2037 - - 4,582.50 4,582.50 -

02/01/2038 390,000.00 2.350% 4,582.50 394,582.50 399,165.00

Total $5,125,000.00 - $926,247.50 $6,051,247.50 -

Yield Statistics 

 
Bond Year Dollars $46,508.75

Average Life 9.075 Years

Average Coupon 1.9915554%

 
Net Interest Cost (NIC) 2.1237885%

True Interest Cost (TIC) 2.1272939%

Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes 1.9791308%

All Inclusive Cost (AIC) 2.2816028%

 
IRS Form 8038 

Net Interest Cost 1.9915554%

Weighted Average Maturity 9.075 Years

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $5M  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:13 AM
  

   



 

 

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$10,000,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

10 Years 

Sources & Uses 

 Dated 05/01/2022 |  Delivered 05/01/2022

Sources Of Funds 

Par Amount of Bonds $10,000,000.00

Planned Issuer Equity contribution 19,400,000.00

American Rescue Funds 3,000,000.00

Planned Issuer Equity contribution (COI) 201,000.00

 
Total Sources $32,601,000.00

 
Uses Of Funds 

Total Underwriter's Discount  (1.200%) 120,000.00

Costs of Issuance 81,000.00

Deposit to Project Construction Fund 32,400,000.00

 
Total Uses $32,601,000.00

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $10  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:44 AM
  

   



 

 

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$10,000,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

10 Years 

Debt Service Schedule 

Date Principal Coupon Interest Total P+I Fiscal Total

05/01/2022 - - - - -

02/01/2023 - - 115,434.38 115,434.38 115,434.38

08/01/2023 - - 76,956.25 76,956.25 -

02/01/2024 945,000.00 1.000% 76,956.25 1,021,956.25 1,098,912.50

08/01/2024 - - 72,231.25 72,231.25 -

02/01/2025 950,000.00 1.100% 72,231.25 1,022,231.25 1,094,462.50

08/01/2025 - - 67,006.25 67,006.25 -

02/01/2026 960,000.00 1.200% 67,006.25 1,027,006.25 1,094,012.50

08/01/2026 - - 61,246.25 61,246.25 -

02/01/2027 975,000.00 1.300% 61,246.25 1,036,246.25 1,097,492.50

08/01/2027 - - 54,908.75 54,908.75 -

02/01/2028 985,000.00 1.500% 54,908.75 1,039,908.75 1,094,817.50

08/01/2028 - - 47,521.25 47,521.25 -

02/01/2029 1,000,000.00 1.650% 47,521.25 1,047,521.25 1,095,042.50

08/01/2029 - - 39,271.25 39,271.25 -

02/01/2030 1,020,000.00 1.750% 39,271.25 1,059,271.25 1,098,542.50

08/01/2030 - - 30,346.25 30,346.25 -

02/01/2031 1,035,000.00 1.850% 30,346.25 1,065,346.25 1,095,692.50

08/01/2031 - - 20,772.50 20,772.50 -

02/01/2032 1,055,000.00 1.900% 20,772.50 1,075,772.50 1,096,545.00

08/01/2032 - - 10,750.00 10,750.00 -

02/01/2033 1,075,000.00 2.000% 10,750.00 1,085,750.00 1,096,500.00

Total $10,000,000.00 - $1,077,454.38 $11,077,454.38 -

Yield Statistics 

 
Bond Year Dollars $63,715.00

Average Life 6.372 Years

Average Coupon 1.6910529%

 
Net Interest Cost (NIC) 1.8793916%

True Interest Cost (TIC) 1.8870244%

Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes 1.6846710%

All Inclusive Cost (AIC) 2.0254549%

 
IRS Form 8038 

Net Interest Cost 1.6910529%

Weighted Average Maturity 6.372 Years

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $10  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:44 AM
  

   



 

   

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$10,000,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

15 Years 

Sources & Uses 

 Dated 05/01/2022 |  Delivered 05/01/2022

Sources Of Funds 

Par Amount of Bonds $10,000,000.00

Planned Issuer Equity contribution 19,400,000.00

American Rescue Funds 3,000,000.00

Planned Issuer Equity contribution (COI) 201,000.00

 
Total Sources $32,601,000.00

 
Uses Of Funds 

Total Underwriter's Discount  (1.200%) 120,000.00

Costs of Issuance 81,000.00

Deposit to Project Construction Fund 32,400,000.00

 
Total Uses $32,601,000.00

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $10  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:45 AM
  

   



 

   

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$10,000,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

15 Years 

Debt Service Schedule 

Date Principal Coupon Interest Total P+I Fiscal Total

05/01/2022 - - - - -

02/01/2023 - - 134,098.13 134,098.13 134,098.13

08/01/2023 - - 89,398.75 89,398.75 -

02/01/2024 600,000.00 1.000% 89,398.75 689,398.75 778,797.50

08/01/2024 - - 86,398.75 86,398.75 -

02/01/2025 605,000.00 1.100% 86,398.75 691,398.75 777,797.50

08/01/2025 - - 83,071.25 83,071.25 -

02/01/2026 610,000.00 1.200% 83,071.25 693,071.25 776,142.50

08/01/2026 - - 79,411.25 79,411.25 -

02/01/2027 620,000.00 1.300% 79,411.25 699,411.25 778,822.50

08/01/2027 - - 75,381.25 75,381.25 -

02/01/2028 630,000.00 1.500% 75,381.25 705,381.25 780,762.50

08/01/2028 - - 70,656.25 70,656.25 -

02/01/2029 635,000.00 1.650% 70,656.25 705,656.25 776,312.50

08/01/2029 - - 65,417.50 65,417.50 -

02/01/2030 650,000.00 1.750% 65,417.50 715,417.50 780,835.00

08/01/2030 - - 59,730.00 59,730.00 -

02/01/2031 660,000.00 1.850% 59,730.00 719,730.00 779,460.00

08/01/2031 - - 53,625.00 53,625.00 -

02/01/2032 670,000.00 1.900% 53,625.00 723,625.00 777,250.00

08/01/2032 - - 47,260.00 47,260.00 -

02/01/2033 685,000.00 2.000% 47,260.00 732,260.00 779,520.00

08/01/2033 - - 40,410.00 40,410.00 -

02/01/2034 695,000.00 2.050% 40,410.00 735,410.00 775,820.00

08/01/2034 - - 33,286.25 33,286.25 -

02/01/2035 710,000.00 2.150% 33,286.25 743,286.25 776,572.50

08/01/2035 - - 25,653.75 25,653.75 -

02/01/2036 725,000.00 2.250% 25,653.75 750,653.75 776,307.50

08/01/2036 - - 17,497.50 17,497.50 -

02/01/2037 745,000.00 2.300% 17,497.50 762,497.50 779,995.00

08/01/2037 - - 8,930.00 8,930.00 -

02/01/2038 760,000.00 2.350% 8,930.00 768,930.00 777,860.00

Total $10,000,000.00 - $1,806,353.13 $11,806,353.13 -

Yield Statistics 

 
Bond Year Dollars $90,710.00

Average Life 9.071 Years

Average Coupon 1.9913495%

 
Net Interest Cost (NIC) 2.1236392%

True Interest Cost (TIC) 2.1271457%

Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes 1.9789244%

All Inclusive Cost (AIC) 2.2285715%

 
IRS Form 8038 

Net Interest Cost 1.9913495%

Weighted Average Maturity 9.071 Years

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $10  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:45 AM
  

   



 

   

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$16,255,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market Non-BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

10 Years 

Sources & Uses 

 Dated 05/01/2022 |  Delivered 05/01/2022

Sources Of Funds 

Par Amount of Bonds $16,255,000.00

Planned Issuer Equity contribution 13,400,000.00

American Rescue Funds 3,000,000.00

 
Total Sources $32,655,000.00

 
Uses Of Funds 

Total Underwriter's Discount  (1.000%) 162,550.00

Costs of Issuance 91,000.00

Deposit to Project Construction Fund 32,400,000.00

Rounding Amount 1,450.00

 
Total Uses $32,655,000.00

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $16  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:19 AM
  

   



 

   

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$16,255,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market Non-BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

10 Years 

Debt Service Schedule 

Date Principal Coupon Interest Total P+I Fiscal Total

05/01/2022 - - - - -

02/01/2023 - - 203,745.00 203,745.00 203,745.00

08/01/2023 - - 135,830.00 135,830.00 -

02/01/2024 1,525,000.00 1.050% 135,830.00 1,660,830.00 1,796,660.00

08/01/2024 - - 127,823.75 127,823.75 -

02/01/2025 1,540,000.00 1.200% 127,823.75 1,667,823.75 1,795,647.50

08/01/2025 - - 118,583.75 118,583.75 -

02/01/2026 1,560,000.00 1.300% 118,583.75 1,678,583.75 1,797,167.50

08/01/2026 - - 108,443.75 108,443.75 -

02/01/2027 1,580,000.00 1.450% 108,443.75 1,688,443.75 1,796,887.50

08/01/2027 - - 96,988.75 96,988.75 -

02/01/2028 1,600,000.00 1.650% 96,988.75 1,696,988.75 1,793,977.50

08/01/2028 - - 83,788.75 83,788.75 -

02/01/2029 1,630,000.00 1.800% 83,788.75 1,713,788.75 1,797,577.50

08/01/2029 - - 69,118.75 69,118.75 -

02/01/2030 1,655,000.00 1.900% 69,118.75 1,724,118.75 1,793,237.50

08/01/2030 - - 53,396.25 53,396.25 -

02/01/2031 1,690,000.00 2.000% 53,396.25 1,743,396.25 1,796,792.50

08/01/2031 - - 36,496.25 36,496.25 -

02/01/2032 1,720,000.00 2.050% 36,496.25 1,756,496.25 1,792,992.50

08/01/2032 - - 18,866.25 18,866.25 -

02/01/2033 1,755,000.00 2.150% 18,866.25 1,773,866.25 1,792,732.50

Total $16,255,000.00 - $1,902,417.50 $18,157,417.50 -

Yield Statistics 

 
Bond Year Dollars $103,711.25

Average Life 6.380 Years

Average Coupon 1.8343405%

 
Net Interest Cost (NIC) 1.9910738%

True Interest Cost (TIC) 1.9961662%

Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes 1.8270705%

All Inclusive Cost (AIC) 2.0918192%

 
IRS Form 8038 

Net Interest Cost 1.8343405%

Weighted Average Maturity 6.380 Years

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $16  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:19 AM
  

   



 

   

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$16,255,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market Non-BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

15 Years 

Sources & Uses 

 Dated 05/01/2022 |  Delivered 05/01/2022

Sources Of Funds 

Par Amount of Bonds $16,255,000.00

Planned Issuer Equity contribution 13,400,000.00

American Rescue Funds 3,000,000.00

 
Total Sources $32,655,000.00

 
Uses Of Funds 

Total Underwriter's Discount  (1.000%) 162,550.00

Costs of Issuance 91,000.00

Deposit to Project Construction Fund 32,400,000.00

Rounding Amount 1,450.00

 
Total Uses $32,655,000.00

2022 GO Wat Rev Bds - $16  |  SINGLE PURPOSE  |  6/16/2021  |  11:20 AM
  

   



 

   

City of Ramsey, Minnesota 
$16,255,000 General Obligation Water Revenue Bonds, Series 2022 

Assumes Current Market Non-BQ AA+ Rates plus 75bps 

15 Years 

Debt Service Schedule 

Date Principal Coupon Interest Total P+I Fiscal Total

05/01/2022 - - - - -

02/01/2023 - - 236,977.50 236,977.50 236,977.50

08/01/2023 - - 157,985.00 157,985.00 -

02/01/2024 965,000.00 1.050% 157,985.00 1,122,985.00 1,280,970.00

08/01/2024 - - 152,918.75 152,918.75 -

02/01/2025 975,000.00 1.200% 152,918.75 1,127,918.75 1,280,837.50

08/01/2025 - - 147,068.75 147,068.75 -

02/01/2026 985,000.00 1.300% 147,068.75 1,132,068.75 1,279,137.50

08/01/2026 - - 140,666.25 140,666.25 -

02/01/2027 1,000,000.00 1.450% 140,666.25 1,140,666.25 1,281,332.50

08/01/2027 - - 133,416.25 133,416.25 -

02/01/2028 1,015,000.00 1.650% 133,416.25 1,148,416.25 1,281,832.50

08/01/2028 - - 125,042.50 125,042.50 -

02/01/2029 1,030,000.00 1.800% 125,042.50 1,155,042.50 1,280,085.00

08/01/2029 - - 115,772.50 115,772.50 -

02/01/2030 1,050,000.00 1.900% 115,772.50 1,165,772.50 1,281,545.00

08/01/2030 - - 105,797.50 105,797.50 -

02/01/2031 1,070,000.00 2.000% 105,797.50 1,175,797.50 1,281,595.00

08/01/2031 - - 95,097.50 95,097.50 -

02/01/2032 1,090,000.00 2.050% 95,097.50 1,185,097.50 1,280,195.00

08/01/2032 - - 83,925.00 83,925.00 -

02/01/2033 1,115,000.00 2.150% 83,925.00 1,198,925.00 1,282,850.00

08/01/2033 - - 71,938.75 71,938.75 -

02/01/2034 1,135,000.00 2.200% 71,938.75 1,206,938.75 1,278,877.50

08/01/2034 - - 59,453.75 59,453.75 -

02/01/2035 1,165,000.00 2.350% 59,453.75 1,224,453.75 1,283,907.50

08/01/2035 - - 45,765.00 45,765.00 -

02/01/2036 1,190,000.00 2.450% 45,765.00 1,235,765.00 1,281,530.00

08/01/2036 - - 31,187.50 31,187.50 -

02/01/2037 1,220,000.00 2.500% 31,187.50 1,251,187.50 1,282,375.00

08/01/2037 - - 15,937.50 15,937.50 -

02/01/2038 1,250,000.00 2.550% 15,937.50 1,265,937.50 1,281,875.00

Total $16,255,000.00 - $3,200,922.50 $19,455,922.50 -

Yield Statistics 

 
Bond Year Dollars $147,951.25

Average Life 9.102 Years

Average Coupon 2.1634981%

 
Net Interest Cost (NIC) 2.2733654%

True Interest Cost (TIC) 2.2730383%

Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes 2.1489818%

All Inclusive Cost (AIC) 2.3432290%

 
IRS Form 8038 

Net Interest Cost 2.1634981%

Weighted Average Maturity 9.102 Years
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CC Work Session   2. 2.           
Meeting Date: 06/22/2021  

Information
Title:
Discuss the Interview Panel and Process for the Deputy City Administrator/Community Development Director
Recruitment

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to determine the structure of the interviews and hiring process for the Deputy City
Administrator/Community Development Director position and to select specific Council representatives, if
necessary, based upon the process chosen.

This item was reviewed by the City Council at the June 8 work session. It was concluded that the City would
conduct an external, open competitive recruitment. Developers and local business interests would not be a part of
the panels.

Proposed Interview Process
All candidates that meet the posted minimum qualifications will be advanced for interviews.

The Council may consider the option of reviewing all applications at a work session meeting. If this is the desire of
the Council, identifying names of candidates would be redacted to protect the confidentiality of applicants.
Meetings of this type can not be closed.

First interviews will include (3) Council members, a Planning Commission and Economic Development
Commission representative, the City Administrator and (3) Department Heads. Finalists (3-6) candidates will be
advanced to the second round of interviews.

Second interviews is will include three (3) concurrent interview panels:
Panel Participants

Community
Development
Department

Community Development Staff including division
heads of Planning Division, Economic Development
Division and Building Inspections Division.

Staff Leadership
Team City Administrator and Department Heads

Council Full City Council

The City Council will confer with the other panels and advance the finalist for formal Council approval.

Note: If four or more Council Members are in attendance the interview will be open to the public.

Timeframe:
This case is expected to take 10 minutes.

Funding Source:
There is no funding required at this time.



There is no funding required at this time.

Responsible Party(ies):
Colleen Lasher, Administrative Services Director
Kurt Ulrich, City Administrator

Outcome:
The intended outcome of this work-session is for the City Council to provide staff, by consensus, the structure of
the interviews and hiring process, plus selecting specific Council representatives, if necessary, based upon the
process chosen.

Attachments
No file(s) attached.

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 06/16/2021 05:19 PM
Colleen Lasher (Originator) Colleen Lasher 06/17/2021 07:44 AM
Form Started By: Colleen Lasher Started On: 06/16/2021 03:15 PM
Final Approval Date: 06/17/2021 



   
CC Work Session   2. 3.           
Meeting Date: 06/22/2021  

Information
Title:
Discussion Regarding Non-union Compensation

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this discussion is to update the City Council regarding important and time sensitive matters
regarding non-union employee compensation. 

Of the City's 97 employees (full-time and part-time), 27 employees are non-union, including department heads,
confidential employees and supervisors. Of the 27 positions, there is just one employee per position (unlike Police
Officers, for example). Many of the City's non-union positions are currently shown to be under the average market
pay based on similarly sized cities in the metro area. Moreover, there are seven non-union female employees that
were shown on the Pay Equity Report to be below the predicted pay level (as determined by the Department of
Management and Budget - Pay Equity Division) for their positions. This issue must be corrected in order to avoid
penalties. The date by which a new report must be submitted is August 7, 2021, and the adjustments must be
effective on July 7, 2021.

The attached spreadsheet shows the seven positions, the current pay scale, the proposed pay scale, and other details.
Each employee would be placed in the lowest step that represented an amount greater than their current pay. Each
employee (if they are still in their steps) would move to the next step in one year. Staff will be prepared to answer
all questions during the meeting. 

It should be noted that there are non-union male employees in the same situation; however, the male occupied
positions are not linked to compliance with Pay Equity. Correcting the pay scales on the seven female occupied
positions will be the focus of this evenings discussions and the positions occupied by male non-union employees
should be included in the upcoming budget discussions. 

As background, the law requires each local government to analyze its pay structure for evidence of inequities, and
to report this information to the Department of Management and Budget every three years. Most Minnesota cities
are also subject to the Equal Pay for Equal Work Law, which is a different law from the Pay Equity Act but also
prohibits discrimination in pay based on sex. Pay equity is designed to address the problem of a wage structure in
which there is one pay pattern for jobs performed mostly by men and another pay pattern for jobs performed
mostly by women. 

The City’s 2021 pay equity report shows that the City is currently out of compliance with the Local Government
Pay Equity Act. The report includes four tests: the completeness and accuracy test, the statistical analysis test, the
salary range test and exceptional service pay test. Of the four tests, one test (statistical analysis) is noncompliant
with a score of 62.06896 which required a minimum score of 80. By adjusting the wage scales upward on the seven
non-union female occupied positions, staff feels the City will receive a passing or compliant Pay Equity score and
no penalties will occur, contingent upon approval and submittal of the new wage scales. 

Timeframe:
Based on discussion.

Funding Source:
The 2021 funding required for this action is $10,651 and would be applied to the Contingency Fund. 



Responsible Party(ies):
Colleen Lasher, Administrative Services Director and Kurt Ulrich, City Administrator

Outcome:
For the City Council to approve, by consensus, agreement to adjust the pay scales on the seven female occupied
positions and for staff to submit the revised report to Management and Budget - Pay Equity Division. 

Attachments
Proposed Adj. Pay Scale

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 06/17/2021 11:58 AM
Form Started By: Colleen Lasher Started On: 06/15/2021 09:12 AM
Final Approval Date: 06/17/2021 



Step 1 Step 1 Step 2 Step 2 Step 3 Step 3 Step 4 Step 4 Step 5 Step5 Step 6 Step 6
Current 

Step
New 
Step Increase Pred. Pay Pred. Pay

Proposed Updated pay scales 
July 2021 - Dec. 2021 80% 80% Hourly 84% 84% Hourly 88% 88% Hourly 92% 92% Hourly 96% 96% Hourly 100% 100% Hourly Per Hr. 

 7/1/2021
Updated Adm Services Director 90,936.36 43.719       95,483.173 45.91          100,029.991   48.09           104,576.808   50.28           109,123.626   52.46           113,670  54.649         6 6 $1.35 $9,472.54 $113,670.44
Current Adm Services Director 88,689.83 42.639       93,124.326 44.77          97,558.818     46.90           101,993.309   49.04           106,427.801   51.17           110,862  53.299         

Updated Assistant Finance Dir. 84,832.42 40.785       89,074.037 42.82          93,315.658     44.86           97,557.278     46.90           101,798.899   48.94           106,041  50.981         6 6 $1.51 $8,835.71 $106,028.55
Current Asst Finance Officer 82,328.00 39.581       86,444.399 41.56          90,560.799     43.54           94,677.199     45.52           98,793.599     47.50           102,910  49.476         

-           -          -           -             -               -               -               -               -               -               -              -             
Updated Senior Planner 80,052.96 38.487       84,055.610 40.41          88,058.258     42.34           92,060.906     44.26           96,063.554     46.18           100,066  48.109         4 4 $1.72 $8,338.85 $100,066.20
Curret Senior Planner 76,938.33 36.990       80,785.248 38.84          84,632.165     40.69           88,479.081     42.54           92,325.998     44.39           96,173    46.237         

-           -          -           -             -               -               -               -               -               -               -              -             
Updated Office Supervisor 68,623.75 32.992       72,054.934 34.64          75,486.121     36.29           78,917.308     37.94           82,348.495     39.59           85,780    41.240         4 5 $2.64 $7,148.31 $85,779.68
Current Office Supervisor 66,838.72 32.134       70,180.657 33.74          73,522.593     35.35           76,864.529     36.95           80,206.465     38.56           83,548    40.168         

-           -          -           -             -               -               -               -               -               -               -              -             
Updated Accountant II 64,905.41 31.205       68,150.678 32.76          71,395.949     34.32           74,641.219     35.89           77,886.490     37.45           81,132    39.006         6 5 $1.15 $6,760.98 $81,131.76
Current Accountant II 60,395.81 29.036       63,415.605 30.49          66,435.395     31.94           69,455.186     33.39           72,474.977     34.84           75,495    36.296         

-           -          -           -             -               -               -               -               -               -               -              -             
Updated Deputy City Clerk 58,290.24 28.024       61,204.752 29.43          64,119.264     30.83           67,033.776     32.23           69,948.288     33.63           72,863    35.030         2 1 $0.50 $6,379.42 $76,553.04
Current Deputy City Clerk 54,522.36 26.213       57,248.482 27.52          59,974.600     28.83           62,700.719     30.14           65,426.837     31.46           68,153    32.766         Adj to: $6,071.92 $72,863.00

-           -          -           -             -               -               -               -               -               -               -             
Updated HR Generalist 61,242.40 29.443       64,304.520 30.92          67,366.640     32.39           70,428.760     33.86           73,490.880     35.33           76,553    36.804         4 2 $0.78 $6,760.98 $81,131.71
Current HR Generalist 54,522.36 26.213       57,248.482 27.52          59,974.600     28.83           62,700.719     30.14           65,426.837     31.46           68,153    32.766         Adj to: $6,379.42 $76,553.00



   
CC Work Session   2. 4.           
Meeting Date: 06/22/2021  

Information
Title:
Discussion Regarding Union Contract Negotiations for AFSCME, LELS-Patrol, LELS-Sergeants &
LELS-Captains (Discussion Closed to the Public)

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this discussion is to provide the City Council with an update on the status of negotiations and to
receive feedback from the City Council in order to continue negotiations with each group. 

Per Minnesota Statutes 13D.03, which states: "The governing body of a public employer may by a majority vote in
a public meeting decide to hold a closed meeting to consider strategy for labor negotiations, including negotiation
strategies or developments or discussion and review of labor negotiation proposals, conducted pursuant to sections 
179A.01 to 179A.25" staff is requesting that the City Council go into closed session to discuss the City's labor
negotiations strategy for its four union contracts. All four contracts are set to expire on December 31, 2021. 

At the time of the work session, City staff will have met with all four unions and will provide the City Council with
detailed information regarding the unions initial proposals. 

Timeframe:
Up to 45 minutes.

Funding Source:
Not applicable at this time.

Responsible Party(ies):
Colleen Lasher, Administrative Services Director

Outcome:
For the City Council to provide staff with direction regarding how to proceed with the next contract negotiations.

Attachments
Statute_13D.03

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 06/10/2021 04:06 PM
Form Started By: Colleen Lasher Started On: 06/10/2021 05:25 AM
Final Approval Date: 06/10/2021 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=179A.01
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=179A.25


13D.03 CLOSED MEETINGS FOR LABOR NEGOTIATIONS STRATEGY.

Subdivision 1. Procedure. (a) Section 13D.01, subdivisions 1, 2, 4, 5, and section 13D.02 do not apply
to a meeting held pursuant to the procedure in this section.

(b) The governing body of a public employer may by a majority vote in a public meeting decide to hold
a closed meeting to consider strategy for labor negotiations, including negotiation strategies or developments
or discussion and review of labor negotiation proposals, conducted pursuant to sections 179A.01 to 179A.25.

(c) The time of commencement and place of the closed meeting shall be announced at the public meeting.

(d) A written roll of members and all other persons present at the closed meeting shall be made available
to the public after the closed meeting.

Subd. 2.Meeting must be recorded. (a) The proceedings of a closed meeting to discuss negotiation
strategies shall be tape-recorded at the expense of the governing body.

(b) The recording shall be preserved for two years after the contract is signed and shall be made available
to the public after all labor contracts are signed by the governing body for the current budget period.

Subd. 3. If violation claimed. (a) If an action is brought claiming that public business other than
discussions of labor negotiation strategies or developments or discussion and review of labor negotiation
proposals was transacted at a closed meeting held pursuant to this section during the time when the tape is
not available to the public, the court shall review the recording of the meeting in camera.

(b) If the court finds that this section was not violated, the action shall be dismissed and the recording
shall be sealed and preserved in the records of the court until otherwise made available to the public pursuant
to this section.

(c) If the court finds that this section was violated, the recording may be introduced at trial in its entirety
subject to any protective orders as requested by either party and deemed appropriate by the court.

History: 1957 c 773 s 1; 1967 c 462 s 1; 1973 c 123 art 5 s 7; 1973 c 654 s 15; 1973 c 680 s 1,3; 1975
c 271 s 6; 1981 c 174 s 1; 1983 c 137 s 1; 1983 c 274 s 18; 1984 c 462 s 27; 1987 c 313 s 1; 1990 c 550 s
2,3; 1991 c 292 art 8 s 12; 1991 c 319 s 22; 1994 c 618 art 1 s 39; 1997 c 154 s 2

Copyright © 2017 by the Revisor of Statutes, State of Minnesota. All Rights Reserved.

13D.03MINNESOTA STATUTES 20171



   
CC Work Session   2. 5.           
Meeting Date: 06/22/2021  
By: Colleen Lasher, Administrative

Services

Information
Title:
Review and Discuss the Remote Attendance Policy 

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this discussion is to review the Remote Attendance Policy and consider changes based on the
March 9, 2021 discussions, along with any new ideas.

Consider Updates to the Remote Attendance Policy 
The most recent discussion occurred on March 9, 2021. It was requested to bring this discussion back to the City
Council in 3 months. An excerpt of the March 9th minutes are shown below and the official minutes are attached. 

Status of the Peacetime Emergency and Other Factors
The Peacetime Emergency is still in place; however, effective May 28th, businesses will no longer be subject to
occupancy limits, distancing or other sector-specific requirements, which may be a factor in the City Council's
discussions.

Applicable State Statutes governing remote attendance. 
Chapter 13D.02 (regular remote attendance standards)1.
Chapter 13D.021 (emergency and pandemic-time guidance)2.

Current 'Interim' Policy

Currently, Ramsey continues to operate under Chapter 13D.021 which allows a less restrictive use of remote
meetings. 

Looking Forward: Post-Pandemic Remote Attendance

The 'interim' policy was approved due to the pandemic. The purpose now is to reconsider the number of meetings a
Councilmember or Commissioner would be permitted to attend remotely in a calendar year. The current 'interim'
policy provides for unlimited remote attendance.

The standards for remote meeting attendance as provided by state law are included in the attached City Attorney's
memo. However, since the time of the City Attorney's memo, Section 13D.02 was amended twice (2019 and 2020).
It should be noted that all recent and future changes in the law will supersede the policy. The amendments changed
the following: 

Roll call votes are now required anytime a member of a board attends remotely. Previously, regular voice
votes were sufficient.

1.

Previously, it was required that the public official who is attending remotely had to allow the public to
participate from that remote location, wherever that is. Now, the location does not have to be public IF the
member is in the military and is at a required drill, deployed or on active duty, OR the member has been
advised by a health care professional to not be in a public place and a state of emergency exists (or did exist
within 60 days). These two exceptions can only be used up to three times in a calendar year. If those
exceptions do not apply, the regular rule requiring public access at the remote location still applies. The
remaining provisions of section 13D.02 remain in place. Under all circumstances, the Remote Attendance
Policy will follow state law. 

2.



History of the City's Remote Attendance Policy 
The policy prior to July 2020, provided for, in part: No more than one (1) eligible user may participate in
any single meeting via electronic medium. Eligible participants for any particular meeting will be
determined by the order in which notification was received by the City Administrator. An eligible user may
attend a maximum of two (2) regular meetings via interactive television per year. 

1.

The policy approved on July 14, 2020, provides for, in part: There will be no maximum number of remote
attendees so long as at least one (1) City Councilmember or member of a formally established commission of
the City is physically present. In the event that all members request remote attendance, eligible participants
for any particular meeting will be determined by the order in which notification was received by the City
Administrator. An eligible user may attend via interactive television, an unlimited number of times per year,
contingent upon the general expectation that individuals will make every practical attempt to be physically
present. 

2.

Notification:
Notification not required. 

Time Frame/Observations/Alternatives:
Each board and commission at the City utilizes remotely attendance slightly differently. Each individual
Councilmember or Commissioner has their own level of comfort attending in person during the pandemic. The City
Council previously agreed to allow attendance flexibility to remain. 

This is, however, an appropriate time to discuss parameters post-pandemic. It is Staff's assumption that the City
Council will want to place some limitations on usage; somewhere between where we are today and the more
restrictive policy that existed before the pandemic. As a starting point for discussion, Staff would recommend
(post-pandemic) to increase the number of times per year to 3 times per year (matches guidance in Statute) and
allow up to 2 board members to attend remotely at the same time. 

Summary/Highlights of 'pivot' back to Regular/Underlying Remote Attendance Requirements for Councilmembers
and Commissioners: 

Restrictions on number of times per year/no longer 'unlimited' use1.
Restrictions on number of Councilmembers/Commissioners at single meeting/no longer 'unlimited' use2.
Must use webcam/can no longer join via phone only3.
Must now disclose location (unless meet statutory exemption)4.
Must now make remote location accessible to the public (unless meet statutory exemption)5.

Other Considerations 
Staff Remote Attendance1.
Applicant Remote Attendance2.
Public Remote Attendance3.

Staff Remote Attendance

Staff has found efficiency in allowing Staff to attend remotely. Instead of requiring a couple hours of 'dead time'
waiting for meetings, Staff can pop in for a shorter amount of time and only focus on their case presentation. Staff
would ask for consideration to allow limited Staff remote attendance post-pandemic. Webcams would be required
(cannot join via phone only). 

Applicant Remote Attendance

Remote attendance has been especially beneficial to out-of-town Developers. Previously, out-of-town Applicants
needed to incur travel expenses for short presentations. Especially for Development Proposals, the process may
require 4-6 separate public meetings. Staff would ask for consideration to allow Applicants to join remotely.
Webcams would be required (cannot join via phone only).



Public Remote Attendance

This aspect of remote attendance is the most challenging, especially for official Regular Meetings where formal
action is taken. Staff cannot control the technological capabilities on the other end. There is a lot of 'hidden' tech
support not seen at the meeting itself in order to make public remote attendance a capability. Staff is comfortable
with remote attendance for workshops and Work Sessions. However, Staff would recommend that post-pandemic
that public remote attendance not be allowed for Regular Meetings unless additional Staff Resources are added.
The current setup is acceptable during this temporary pandemic, but is not sustainable moving forward. 

Funding Source:
No additional funding is required. 

Recommendation:
Staff is providing a two-step recommendation. 

Staff recommends that the current 'interim' policy remain in effect through a date specified by the City
Council, and 

1.

Staff recommends that the 'underlying' policy be updated to place restrictions back in after the pandemic to
limit remote attendance to Councilmembers/Commissioners to no more than 3 times per year and no more
than 2 Councilmembers/Commissioners at the same meeting

2.

Outcome/Action:
Outcome: For the City Council determine if changes are needed to the Regular Remote Attendance Policy
(post-pandemic) and if so, to direct staff to draft a revised policy for approval at an up coming City Council meeting.

Attachments
03-09-21 WS Minutes
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Highlights from March 9, 2021 City Council Discussion
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CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION
CITY OF RAMSEY
ANOKA COUNTY

STATI, OF MINNESOTA

The Ramsey City Council conducted a City Council Work Session on Tuesday, March 9, 2021" at
the 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 Dan Specht
Councilmember Matt Woestehoff

Also Present: City Administrator Kurtis Ulrich
Police Chief Jeff Katers
Parks and Assistant Public Works Superintendent Mark Riverblood
Administrative Services Director Colleen Lasher
Deputy City Administrator Timothy Gladhill
City Engineer Bruce Westby - attended remotely
Senior Planner Chloe McGuire Brigl - attended remotely
Economic Development Manager Sean Sullivan - attended remotely
Elwyn Tinklenberg, The Tinklenberg Group

I. CALLTOORDER

Mayor Kuzma called the City Council Work Session to order at 5:30 p.m.

2. TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION

2.01: Update on Highway l0 State Legislative Action

City Administrator Ulrich introduced Elwyn Tinklenberg.

Mr. Tinklenberg stated that the decision was made by the Highway l0 parmers at a recent meering
at Greenhaven to request the remaining funding for the entire project from the legislarure as a way
to indicate that these are the last dollars needed to complete the project. He stated that at the
legislature there was a hearing about one week ago with the Senate Transpo(ation Committee at
which he testified along with a representative from Anoka County and Senators Hoffman and
Abeler. He stated that atthe hearing the $12,500,000 Bill was introduced by Senator Hoffman and
Senator Abeler introduced an amendment to request the full $46,000,000. He stated that the Bill
has not been amended in the House as of yet and remains at S 12,500,000. He stated that this is
traditionally not a bonding year but there could still be a potential for funds. He also provided an
update on an infrastructure Bill in Washinglon that represents a significant opportunity. He noted
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that additional funding may be available through MnDOT as well, noting that MnDOT continues
to support the schedule of the project being slated for 2023 with construction to begin in 2024.

Councilmember Riley asked for an update on the potential for a third lane in Coon Rapids.

Mr. Tinklenberg stated that Senator Newton introduced that Bill requesting $25,000,000 for the
third lane in the Senate.

Councilmember Musgrove stated that the report states that the City funding is flexible and asked
ifthat should be shown more concrete in that the City has funds set aside for the project.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill commented that rhe City contribution of $4,000,000 is
proposed to come from the public improvement revolving fund and MSA funds, noting that the
projected City contribution has actually been reduced to $3,500,000 because the City has already
contributed $500,000.

Mr. Tinklenberg commented that it is great to see this project moving along and see the progress
that has been made over the years.

Mayor Kuzma referenced the properties that were purchased using RALF funds and asked for
additional details.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill noted that RALF funds are not grant funds and are loaned
funds tbrough the Metropolitan Council. He stated that the properties that will not be needed for
the highway project will be sold and those funds will go back into the RALF fund. He stated that
once the layout is locked in for the highway, they could discuss selling the properties that will not
be needed.

2.02: Discuss Updating the Council Committee Appointments to Include the New Ward I
Councilmember

Administrative Services Director Lasher reviewed tle staff report.

Mayor Kuzma commented that during the last discussion related to appointments, it was decided
to hold offon the appointment to the EDA until after tle special election results were known. He
commented tlat Councilmember Heineman was a member of the EDA before joining the Council
but noted that Councilmember Howell is also interested in that appointment. He stated that he
would not support having tkee members of the Council on the EDA. He explained that the intent
ofhaving advisory Boards is to provide additional input and opinions to the Council and stacking
a group with three members of the Council would seem counterintuitive. He recommended that
Councilmember Heineman continue to serve on the EDA.

Administrative Services Director Lasher reviewed the proposed changes to the appointments.

Councilmember Howell asked if a majority of the Council could change the number of Council
appointments on the EDA to three.
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Mayor Kuzma replied that he believes that a majority vote of the Council would be needed to
change that ordinance.

Councilmember Howell commented that during the Council worksession in January the Mayor
commented that he would prefer Councilmember Heineman remain on tle EDA, if elected, and
that Councilmember Woestehoff be the liaison to the Planning Commission because of the
previous experience of those members. She stated that it was generally implied that veteran
Councilmembers would receive preference over new Councilmembers for assignments, with the
exception ofthe EDA where the seat was being held in case a current EDA member won the special
election. She commented tlat because she won her seat on tle Council in November. she would
be more of a veteran Councilmember than Councilmember Heineman. She stated that while the
Mayor appoints that posi:ion it is voted on by the Council for adoption. She stated that the Mayor
made a statement at a previous meeting that he comes to the meeting without making a decision
but did not receive that impression from the previous discussion. She asked why she would be
unqualified for the EDA position simply because she was not a prior member.

Mayor Kuzma stated that the EDA position is the only appointment that he makes the
recommendation on.

Councilmember Heineman stated that he did suggest allowing three members of the Council on
the EDA because ofthe vacant seats but noted that he has since spoken with staff and is aware that
there have been applications submitted for those seats. He was no longer interested in allowing
three members ofthe Council to serve on the EDA because there are residents interested in serving.
He stated that as much as he has loved serving on the EDA, he would give up that assignment and
instead serve as the Park and Recreation Commission liaison. He stated that he would also serve
on the Happy Days Committee. He noted that Councilmember Howell is an At-Large member
and would most likely receive additional calls from residents. He reviewed some of his
background experience with the armed services, public safety, and working with members of the
youtl as those could help to identify potential assignments.

Councilmember Woestehoff stated that he would be happy to give Councilmember Heineman the
Anoka County Fire Protection assignment.

Councilmember Heineman agreed tlat he believed he could add value to that position.

Councilmember Woestehoff asked that Councilmembers Howell and Heineman review their
business experience as related to the EDA seat.

Councilmember Heineman commented that while he has not owned a business, he is the number
two at his current company which has grown very rapidly, and he does provide input to tle CEO.
He stated that he has experience in many areas of how a business is run. He stated tlat running a

business is not a prerequisite for the EDA but business experience in general is beneficial.
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Councilmember Howell commented that she is a small business owner, noting that she has run a
music studio for the past I 7 years. She reviewed some of her other related business experience in
Indiana and for a food service business in Osseo.

Councilmember Woestehoff commented that each member seems to have equal amount of
experience and could serve the role well. He stated that originally, he was interested in the EDA
but would be happy to have one ofthese members serve that position.

Councilmember Riley commented that if Councilmember Heineman is willing to defer, he would
suggest Councilmember Howell be the member with Councilmember Heineman as the alternate.

Councilmember Musgrove stated ttrat Councilmember Heineman could be the liaison for the Park
and Recreation Commission and she could change to the alternate. She stated that she would also
be willing to give Councilmember Woestehoff the liaison position for the Planning Commission
and she would become the alternate for that as well. She commented that the Joint Powers Board
for the Ramsey Nowthen Fire Board will most likely dissolve and therefore that appointment will
no longer be necessary.

Councilmember Howell stated that she could be the alternate with Councilmember Soecht as the
lead for the Law Enforcement position.

Councilmember Specht commented that he would be fine remaining as the alternaae with
Councilmember Howell as the lead.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill reviewed the proposed changes to the appointments and
confirmed the consensus ofthe Council.

2,03: Discuss Request from the Anoka Area Ice Arena Association Board (AAIAA)

City Administrator Ulrich reviewed the staff repon.

Councilmember Riley asked why the City only collects at three locations.

City Administrator Ulrich replied that the City collects from any location that conducts charitable
gambling but recognized that some were not shown on the chart.

Councilmember Heineman asked for backsround information on ttre five Dercent tax on charitable
gambling and when it began.

John Lichter, AAIAA, replied to his knowledge AAIAA has always paid that tax.

Councilmember Heineman asked the reason for the requested change.

Mr. Lichter replied that they are not charged that tax by Anoka. He advised of upcoming
inftastrucore improvements that are needed at the arena, noting that cost will be $4,000,000. He
stated that if the tax were suspended, it would assist the organization in making the monthly
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payment on that debt service. He stated that there are over 200 Ramsey residents that skate in the
Anoka organization. He noted that Ramsey residents are also members of Anoka High School and
the Elk River organization, which both use ice time at the arena. He'stated that turf was also
installed to provide soccer and lacrosse use.

Councilmember Musgrove asked why the tax came about. She stated that the organization receives

revenue from the ice time it rents, and the fees paid by members. She asked if the high school
pays for ice time.

Mr. Lichter replied that the high school does rent ice time at a lower rate because it uses off-peak
ice time, and the remainder of the time is sold to the Anoka and Elk River associations. He stated
that those funds cover a portion of the operations for the facility. He stated that the remainder of
the operation costs and capital needs are funded through charitable gambling.

Councilmember Musgrove asked the precedent that would be set in giving these funds back as a

contribution.

City Administrator Ulrich replied that the City has not typically given contributions outside of its
boundaries so this would somewhat set precedent. He noted that the City has been asked to
participate in City wide events in that manner in the past which it chose not to participate in. He

stated that while this would set precedent, it would not necessarily be a bad precedent because of
the number of Ramsey residents that use the facility. He stated that there is a benefit in keeping
the fund solvent as it can be used to offset general fund expenses as well. He stated that the five
percent tax ensures that some of :he funds earned through charitable gambling go back to the
community.

Councilmember Musgrove asked for details on reducing the tax to 2.5 percent rather than the five
percent. She asked the duration AAIAA is requesting the five percent tax be waived.

Mr. Lichter replied that AAIAA would like to see a period of 20 years to align with the payment

of the debt services for the infrastructure improvements.

City Administrator Ulrich commented that $69,000 are collected annually tkough the five percent

tax therefore reducing that to 2.5 percent would reduce that by half.

Mayor Kuzma commented that he does not support lowering the five percent tax as he would be

concerned that would set a precedent to open to the door for requests from other entities.

Councilmember Musgrove asked if the $69,000 is generated through only the AAIAA charitable
gambling.

City Administrator Ulrich stated that his reply was if the tax were reduced across the board for all
charitable gambling entities, not just AAIAA.

Councilmember Riley commented that he did not believe the City could play favorites and tax one

entity one amount and another entity another amount, therefore he would not want to change the
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tax. He stated that the organization could be added to the list that the City contributes towards
with its charitable gambling funds.

Councilmember Musgrove stated that she would agree with those statements but asked if AAIAA
would meet the criteria for receiving those funds

City Administrator Ulrich stated that AAIAA could submit an annual request to be considered
during the annual budgeting process similar to the other organizations the City contributes towards.
He stated that the criteria are not specifically defined and therefore under the current criteria
AAIAA would qualify as it serves Ramsey residents.

Councilmember Woestehoff commented that the organization does serve Ramsey residents and
therefore he could support a contribution but does not support lowering the tax.

Councilmember Heineman asked if the ice is comoletelv sold out or whether there is additional
ice time available.

Mr. Lichter replied that ice is sold to the public but only after the main customers reserve their ice
time. He confirmed that almost all of the ice time can be sold.

Councilmember Heineman agreed that he would not want to set a precedent on this issue, choosing
winners and losers by changing taxes for different organizations. He stated that ifthe organization
could use assistance in marketing perhaps the City could assist with that.

Councilmember Musgrove commented that she would like to funher discuss this issue during the
budgeting discussion. She stated that if the tax were lowered perhaps more organizations would
participate in charitable gambling which could increase the overall amount of funds.

Mayor Kuzma commented that the consensus ofthe Council is not to change the tax on charitable
gambling and to instead direct the organization to submit a funding request that could be
considered during the budget discussions.

2.04: Review and Discuss the Remote Attendance Policy
-.;.

t ' Administrative Services Director Lasher reviewed the staff report.

Councilmember Riley asked how the City would know when the pandemic has ended.

City Administrator Ulrich stated that would refer to the emergency declaration by the Govemor.

Councilmember Woestehoff referenced the public remote attendance noting that can be
challenging for staff but appreciates that it provides additional opportunity for residents to
pafiicipate- He suggested that perhaps that be allowed to continue for six months post-pandemic
and then be reviewed after that time.
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Councilmember Specht agreed that he would like to see the limitations put back in place following
the pandemic. He stated that he also agreed that this should be left open to allow remote attendance
for the public.

Mayor Kuzma asked for input from staff.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill provided details on the staff work that is necessary for remote
attendance. He stated that QCTV is available for residents to watch the meeting broadcast live
and asked if the remote element would be desired for participation as well. He noted that if
participation is desired, there should be additional consideration for IT needs.

Mayor Kuzma asked if there are additional CARES Act funds that would be available for
equipment needs.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill commented that additional funds may be available but
believed that was slated for staff time and ongoing resources rather than equipment.

Councilmember Musgrove recognized that Deputy City Administrator Gladhill stays late to assist
with remote meetings and asked if IT staff is also staying late. She asked if staff is being
compensated for that time. She noted that some of the items in the policy are being waived because
of the emergency declaration. She stated that she would like to return to normal as soon as possible
as there is no guidance from the Governor as to how long this will go on.

Councilmember Heineman asked when the pandemic would be considered over, He stated that he
liked the recommendation ofstaffand suggested that this be reviewed in three to six months rather
than linking this to the pandemic terminology because that is ambiguous.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill commented that people are getting more comfortable as more
people become vaccinated. He noted thaa some Commission members will not be comfonable
returning until more people are vaccinated. He stated that staff can continue to engage the
Commission members to determine their level of comfort for in person meetings_

Councilmember Howell suggested that this policy be brought back in three to four months to
determine what works for the City and removing the language that muddy the waters related to the
pandemic.

Councilmember Heineman agreed that the timeframe would allow the evaluation to be based on
the City and conditions and comfort levels at that time rather than linkine it to restrictions. He
suggested this be reviewed in 90 days.

Councilmember Musgrove commented that being vaccinated is a medical issue. She stated that it
is the choice ofan individual as to whether to be vaccinated and the City cannot recluire proof.

City Administrator Gladhill commented that the City is not going to ask individuals
they have been vaccinated and it would be more based on the comfort level of individuals.
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, Mayor Kuzma confirmed the consensus ofthe Council to reevaluate this in 90 days. He notedthat
there also seems to be interest in continuing to allow public participation remotely but recognized
that would place an additional burden on staff and resources that would need to be discussed in
the future in terms of budgeting and allocation of resources.

Councilmember Musgrove asked if the Commission members participating remotely still receive
a stipend.

Administrative Services Director Lasher commented that most Commission members receive a

stipend of S25 per meeting but a large number of members waive that payment. She noted that
those members are using their own equipment to attend remotely.

Councilmember Woestehoff referenced Section G, under exceptions, and stated that perhaps

language be added that allow a Commission or Council member to aftend remotely if they have a

medical condition. He noted that would get away from the linkage to the pandemic.

Councilmember Specht commented that it is important that people attend in person under normal
circumstances.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill stated that there are rules around remote participation under
normal circumstances outside of a pandemic and reviewed those guidelines.

City Administrator Ulrich stated that because of the pandemic the State is reviewing rules for
remote attendance and there will likely be changes coming down in the future. He stated that staff

lwill bring this back for evaluation in three months.

3. TOPICSFORFUTUREDISCUSSION

3.01: Review Future Topics/ Calendar

City Administrator Ulrich reviewed the future topics calendar.

4. MAYOR/COUNCIL/STAFFINPUT

Councilmember Howell asked if the worksession recordings could be made available to the public.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill stated that could be discussed when the ren'tote attendance

policy is discussed as that would require additional resources.

Councilmember Riley commented that there was previous discussion related to ensuring agendas

are ready from staff the Thursday before the meeting to ensure proper time for review. He stated

that the agreement was made that would also apply to members of the City Council that wanted to

move items from the Consent Agenda or add cases.

Councilmember Howell stated that she would prefer that it remain flexible.
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City Administrator Ulrich reviewed the process for considering resolutions and noted that typically
staff uses discretion but agreed perhaps there should be additional discussion on that process by
the Council.

Councilmember Howell stated that it was her understanding that the Council has the option to add

ordinances if seconded by another Councilmember. She assumed the discussion was related to the

request by herself and Councilmember Heineman to add resolutions to the agenda-

City Administrator Ulrich stated that his comments were related to resolutions brought forward by
other groups, using the examples of Black History Month or Daughters of the American
Revolution-

Mayor Kuzma agreed it would be helpful for the Council to have a discussion on the policy-

Councilmember Heineman agreed that while it is good practice to have as much time for review
as possible, the Charter also gives the Council the ability to amend the agenda at any time. He

stated that while it woutd be a best practice, the Charter allows for amendment of the agenda at

any point.

Councilmember Howell stated that if the Council does not like the process it should look to amend

the Charter. She stated that she would prefer for proclamations to come through worksession

before appearing on the regular agenda. She believed that the flexibility should remain for
Councilmembers to amend the agenda.

City Administrator Ulrich noted that he will add the topic to a future worksession agenda for
discussion.

5. ADJOURNMENT

The Work Session of the City Council was adjourned at 6:57 p.m.

Respectfu lly submitted,

ATTEST:

Drafted by Amanda Staple
7'imeSaver Off Sile Secrelarial, htc.
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CITY OF RAMSEY 
Policy Regarding Remote Attendance and Participation in Council 

and Commission Meetings  
 
 
 
 
SECTION 1: SCOPE 
 

A. BACKGROUND: The City of Ramsey seeks to develop guidelines to promote 
transparent and orderly use of electronic technology that allows Council and 
commission members to attend meetings from a remote location.  Electronic 
audio/video attendance options continue to advance and evolve, along with the 
laws that govern such attendance.  Generally speaking, the city may adopt 
regulations that are more restrictive (not more lenient) than those provided by 
state law.   
 

B. PURPOSE: The purpose of this policy is to create guidelines governing the remote 
attendance and participation of members at Council and Commission meetings.  
Advance notifications and limits are established in order to provide proper 
notification to the public, and to allow the City to arrange the appropriate 
technology to cover the meeting.  The general expectation is that individuals will 
make every practical attempt to be physically present and that the purpose of this 
policy is to allow for exceptions when the member is unable to physically attend a 
meeting. 
 

C. OTHER MEETING PARTICIPANTS: City staff, applicants, and other meeting 
participants may attend meetings remotely and are not subject to the policy or 
statutory limitations outlined within this policy. 

 
SECTION 2: CRITERIA/PROCEDURE 
 

A. ELIGIBLE USERS: Members of the City Council and members of any formally 
established commission of the City.  

B. APPLICATION:  Eligible users may attend and participate in any regular meeting of 
their respective Council or commission in accordance with this policy. 

C. NOTIFICATION: Eligible Users wishing to participate via interactive television or 
other electronic medium shall notify the City Administrator, in writing, no earlier 
than ten (10) days, and no later than 72 hours prior to the meeting.  The name and 
location of eligible members attending a meeting via electronic medium shall be 
posted in conjunction with, and in the same manner as, the regular agenda.  

D. MAXIMUM REMOTE ATTENDEES: There will be no maximum number of remote 
attendees so long as at least one (1) City Councilmember or member of a formally 
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established commission of the City is physically present.  In the event that all 
members request remote attendance, eligible participants for any particular 
meeting will be determined by the order in which notification was received by the 
City Administrator.  

E. ANNUAL USE: An eligible user may attend via interactive television, an unlimited 
number of times per year, contingent upon the general expectation  that individuals 
will make every practical attempt to be physically present  

F. OTHER: Remote attendance and participation at any public meeting shall be in full 
compliance with the Open Meeting Law (OML), Minnesota Statutes section 13D.02, 
subdivision 1. All members of the public showing up at a remote location must be 
able to see and hear all discussion and votes.  All members of the body must be able 
to see and hear one another, as well as the public. 

G. EXCEPTIONS: The requirements of this policy may be waived in the event of an 
emergency as defined by state statute.   

H. DECORUM: It is expected that all members attending remotely will conduct himself 
or herself in a professional manner, and attend only from meeting locations that 
are suitable for the proper conduct of professional business. 

I. EXPENSES: Members attending remotely will cover all extraordinary costs necessary 
for the connection. 

J. TECHNOLOGY: Remote meeting attendees shall comply with all technological and 
security standards as established by QCTV and the City’s Information Technology 
staff. 

 
 
ADOPTED BY CC 04/23/2019 
REVISIONS ADOPTED BY CC 07/14/2020 
 
 
 
 



   
CC Regular Session   7. 5.           
Meeting Date: 07/14/2020  
By: Colleen Lasher, Administrative

Services

Information
Title:
Motion to Update the Remote Attendance Policy

Purpose/Background:
The current remote attendance policy was approved at the April 23, 2019 City Council meeting. The current policy
significantly restricts the number of times an eligible user can can participate remotely. As technology has
improved there may be value in approving a less restrictive policy. 

The standards for remote meeting attendance as provided by state law are included in the attached City Attorney's
memo. However, since the time of the City Attorney's memo, Section 13D.02 was amended twice (2019 and 2020).
It should be noted that all recent and future changes in the law will supersede the policy. The amendments changed
the following: 1) Roll call votes are now required. (Previously, regular voice votes were sufficient), and 2)
Previously, it was required that the public official who is attending remotely had to allow the public to participate
from that remote location, wherever that is. Now, the location does not have to be public IF the member is in the
military and is at a required drill, deployed or on active duty, OR the member has been advised by a health care
professional to not be in a public place and a state of emergency exists (or did exist within 60 days). These two
exceptions can only be used up to three times in a calendar year. If those exceptions do not apply, the regular rule
requiring public access at the remote location still applies. The remaining provisions of section 13D.02 remain in
place. Under all circumstances, the Remote Attendance Policy will follow state law. 

The current policy restricts remote participation to one member per meeting, twice annually, per member. Staff
anticipates the potential need to revise the policy to allow for greater flexibility of the policy, while still abiding by
state law. The recommended revised policy is attached. 

Recommended changes to the policy include: 
1) Added draft language: 

OTHER MEETING PARTICIPANTS: City staff, applicants, and other meeting participants may attend
meetings remotely and are not subject to the policy or statutory limitations outlined within this policy.

2) Revised draft language: 

MAXIMUM REMOTE ATTENDEES: There will be no maximum number of remote attendees so long as at
least one (1) City Councilmember or member of a formally established commission of the City is physically
present. In the event that all members request remote attendance, eligible participants for any particular
meeting will be determined by the order in which notification was received by the City Administrator.
ANNUAL USE: An eligible user may attend via interactive television, an unlimited number of times per
year, contingent upon the general expectation that individuals will make every practical attempt to be
physically present

Please see the attached marked-up draft for additional details.

Funding Source:
No additional funding is required. 

Recommendation:



Staff recommends approving the updated Remote Attendance Policy. 

Action:
Motion to approve an updated remote attendance policy. 
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CITY OF RAMSEY 
Policy Regarding Remote Attendance and Participation in Council 

and Commission Meetings  
 

 

 

ADOPTED BY CC 04/23/2019 
 
SECTION 1: SCOPE 
 

A. BACKGROUND: The City of Ramsey seeks to develop guidelines to promote 
transparent and orderly use of electronic technology that allows Council and 
commission members to attend meetings from a remote location.  Electronic 
audio/video attendance options continue to advance and evolve, along with the 
laws that govern such attendance.  Generally speaking, the city may adopt 
regulations that are more restrictive (not more lenient) than those provided by 
state law.   
 

B. PURPOSE: The purpose of this policy is to create guidelines governing the remote 
attendance and participation of members at Council and Commission meetings.  
Advance notifications and limits are established in order to provide proper 
notification to the public, and to allow the City to arrange the appropriate 
technology to cover the meeting.  The general expectation is that individuals will 
make every practical attempt to be physically present and that the purpose of this 
policy is to allow for exceptions when the member is unable to physically attend a 
meeting. 

 
 
SECTION 2: CRITERIA/PROCEDURE 
 

A. ELIGIBLE USERS: Members of the City Council and members of any formally 
established commission of the City.  

B. APPLICATION:  Eligible users may attend and participate in any regular meeting of 
their respective Council or commission in accordance with this policy. 

C. NOTIFICATION: Eligible Users wishing to participate via interactive television or 
other electronic medium shall notify the City Administrator, in writing, no earlier 
than ten (10) days, and no later than 72 hours prior to the meeting.  The name and 
location of eligible members attending a meeting via electronic medium shall be 
posted in conjunction with, and in the same manner as, the regular agenda.  

D. MAXIMUM ATTENDEES: No more than one (1) eligible user may participate in any 
single meeting via electronic medium.  Eligible participants for any particular 
meeting will be determined by the order in which notification was received by the 
City Administrator.  
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E. ANNUAL USE: An eligible user may attend a maximum of two (2) regular meetings 
via interactive television per year.   

F. OTHER: Remote attendance and participation at any public meeting shall be in full 
compliance with the Open Meeting Law (OML), Minnesota Statutes section 13D.02, 
subdivision 1. All members of the public showing up at a remote location must be 
able to see and hear all discussion and votes.  All members of the body must be able 
to see and hear one another, as well as the public. 

G. EXCEPTIONS: The requirements of this policy may be waived in the event of an 
emergency   as defined by state statute.   

H. DECORUM: It is expected that all members attending remotely will conduct himself 
or herself in a professional manner, and attend only from meeting locations that 
are suitable for the proper conduct of professional business. 

I. EXPENSES:  Members attending remotely will cover all extraordinary costs 
necessary for the connection. 

J. TECHNOLOGY:  Remote meeting attendees shall comply with all technological and 
security standards as established by QCTV and the City’s Information Technology 
staff. 

 
 
 
 









Office of the Revisor of Statutes

Minnesota Session Laws - 2020, Regular Session Authenticate

This document represents the act as presented to the governor. The version passed by the legislature is the final engrossment. It does not represent
the official 2020 session law, which will be available here summer 2020.
Key: (1) language to be deleted (2) new language

CHAPTER 74--H.F.No. 4556

An act  relating to state government; providing for COVID-19 policy and certain other policy changes; extending certain
deadlines; covering certain COVID-19 health expenses; providing temporary emergency authority; expanding usage of
electronic communication, applications, and signatures; appropriating additional money for grants to Second Harvest
Heartland to purchase commodities from Minnesota farmers; modifying certain vehicle registration provisions; allowing
nonposting of tax delinquency and suspension of nondelivery of liquor or beer related to delinquency; modifying certain
treatment provisions; correcting errors in health and human services appropriations; making forecast adjustments; requiring
reports;  amending Minnesota Statutes 2018, sections 168.013, by adding a subdivision; 245F.03; 245F.04, by adding a
subdivision; 254B.03, subdivision 1; 299C.46, subdivision 3; Minnesota Statutes 2019 Supplement, sections 13D.02,
subdivision 1; 168.013, subdivision 1a; 254A.03, subdivision 3; 256B.0759, subdivisions 3, 4; Laws 2019, First Special
Session chapter 1, article 1, section 2, subdivision 5; Laws 2019, First Special Session chapter 9, article 14, section 2,
subdivisions 2, 24, 30, 31, by adding a subdivision; Laws 2020, chapter 71, article 2, section 15, subdivision 3, by adding
subdivisions; proposing coding for new law in Minnesota Statutes, chapter 524; repealing Minnesota Statutes 2019
Supplement, section 254B.03, subdivision 4a; Minnesota Rules, parts 9530.6600, subparts 1, 3; 9530.6605, subparts 1, 2, 3,
4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 21a, 21b, 24a, 25, 25a, 26; 9530.6610, subparts 1, 2, 3, 5; 9530.6615; 9530.6620; 9530.6622;
9530.6655.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:

ARTICLE 1

COVID-19 POLICY

Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2019 Supplement, section 13D.02, subdivision 1, is amended to read:

Subdivision 1. Conditions. (a) A meeting governed by section 13D.01, subdivisions 1, 2, 4, and 5, and this section may be
conducted by interactive television so long as:

(1) all members of the body participating in the meeting, wherever their physical location, can hear and see one another and
can hear and see all discussion and testimony presented at any location at which at least one member is present;

(2) members of the public present at the regular meeting location of the body can hear and see all discussion and testimony
and all votes of members of the body;

(3) at least one member of the body is physically present at the regular meeting location; and

(4) all votes are conducted by roll call so each member's vote on each issue can be identified and recorded; and

(5) each location at which a member of the body is present is open and accessible to the public.

(b) A meeting satisfies the requirements of paragraph (a), although a member of the public body participates from a location
that is not open or accessible to the public, if the member has not participated more than three times in a calendar year from a location
that is not open or accessible to the public, and:

(1) the member is serving in the military and is at a required drill, deployed, or on active duty; and or

(2) the member has not participated more than three times in a calendar year from a location that is not open or accessible to
the public.

(2) the member has been advised by a health care professional against being in a public place for personal or family medical
reasons. This clause only applies when a state of emergency has been declared under section 12.31, and expires 60 days after the
removal of the state of emergency.

EFFECTIVE DATE. This section is effective the day following final enactment.

Sec. 2. [524.2-503] HARMLESS ERROR.

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/authenticate/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/text.php?number=HF4556&session_year=2020&session_number=0&version=latest
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/13D.01
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CHAPTER 33--H.F.No. 281

An act  relating to Open Meeting Law; modifying requirements for attendance by interactive television; amending
Minnesota Statutes 2018, section 13D.02, subdivisions 1, 2, by adding a subdivision.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:

Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2018, section 13D.02, subdivision 1, is amended to read:

Subdivision 1. Conditions. (a) A meeting governed by section 13D.01, subdivisions 1, 2, 4, and 5, and this section may be
conducted by interactive television so long as:

(1) all members of the body participating in the meeting, wherever their physical location, can hear and see one another and
can hear and see all discussion and testimony presented at any location at which at least one member is present;

(2) members of the public present at the regular meeting location of the body can hear and see all discussion and testimony
and all votes of members of the body;

(3) at least one member of the body is physically present at the regular meeting location; and

(4) each location at which a member of the body is present is open and accessible to the public.

(b) A meeting satisfies the requirements of paragraph (a), although a member of the public body participates from a location
that is not open or accessible to the public if:

(1) the member is serving in the military and is at a required drill, deployed, or on active duty; and

(2) the member has not participated more than three times in a calendar year from a location that is not open or accessible to
the public.

Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 2018, section 13D.02, subdivision 2, is amended to read:

Subd. 2. Members are present for quorum, participation. Each member of a body participating in a meeting by electronic
means interactive television is considered present at the meeting for purposes of determining a quorum and participating in all
proceedings.

Sec. 3. Minnesota Statutes 2018, section 13D.02, is amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. 6. Record. The minutes for a meeting conducted under this section must reflect the names of any members appearing by
interactive television and state the reason or reasons for the appearance by interactive television.

Presented to the governor May 17, 2019

Signed by the governor May 17, 2019, 5:51 p.m.

Copyright © 2019 by the Revisor of Statutes, State of Minnesota. All rights reserved.

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/authenticate/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/2019/0/Session+Law/Chapter/33/2019-07-30%2011:05:27+00:00/pdf
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/13D.01
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/office/copyright#laws
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CITY COUNCIL
CITYOFRAMSEY
ANOKA COUNTY

STATE OFMINNESOTA

TheRamsey CityCouncil conducted aregular meeting onTuesday, July14, 2020, attheRamsey
Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood DriveNW, Ramsey, Minnesota.  

Members Present: Mayor JohnLeTourneau
Councilmember Mark Kuzma
Councilmember JeffMenth
Councilmember Debra Musgrove
Councilmember ChrisRiley
Councilmember DanSpecht

Members Absent: None

AlsoPresent:  CityAdministrator Kurtis Ulrich
Finance Director DianaLund
Police Chief JeffKaters
Deputy CityAdministrator Timothy Gladhill
Communications andEvents Coordinator Megan Thorstad ( attended
remotely)  
CityAttorney JoeLangel

1. CALL TOORDER

Mayor LeTourneau called theregular meeting oftheRamsey CityCouncil toorder at7:00p.m.,  
followed bythePledge ofAllegiance ledbyMayor LeTourneau.  

CityAdministrator Ulrich stated thatallmembers oftheCouncil areattending inperson, but
members ofthepublic areinvited toparticipate inperson (inlimited capacity) andvirtually dueto
theCOVID-19pandemic.    

2. PRESENTATION

None.  

3. CITIZEN INPUT

ScottNewman, 16411 Dysprosium StNW, stated thatheispresent tospeak about theongoing
thcodeviolations at5431164 LaneNW.  Hestated thathewentaround theneighborhood the

previous daytospeak with theneighbors and their concerns related tothisproperty.  Hestated that
therearevehicles, trash, anumber ofbarking dogs, andother issues thathaveexisted since 2012.   
Hestated that theCouncil adopted aResolution #19-187lastAugust inattempt toresolve the
situation.  Henoted thatafollow-upResolution #20-025wasadopted bytheCouncil inJanuary.   
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Hestated thathasnotdone anything either.  Hestated that theneighbors repeatedly callstaff and
hehasyettoseeevenonedayofcompliance.  Henoted thatoneday there were12vehicles/trailers
ontheproperty.  He stated that theneighbors arevery frustrated that there hasnotbeenany
progress onthisproperty.  Henoted that sometimes thereareafewdayswhen thenumber of
vehicles isreduced tosix, butthenumber ofvehicles simply goesbackupafterafewdays.  He
stated thatstaffhasdecided thateight vehicles could nowbeontheproperty duetothenumber of
licensed drivers andyettheproperty still remains outofcompliance.  Hestated that theneighbors
areconcerned thatsomeofthese issues could causeother problems, using theexample ofrodents
coming because ofthetrashontheproperty orgroundwater issues thatcould arise fromthe
vehicles ontheproperty.  Hestated thatafter twoResolutions adopted bytheCouncil there isstill
noprogress being made andtheneighborhood simply wanted toexpress concern thatitisstillnot
being addressed.    

Mayor LeTourneau thanked theresident forproviding this input.  Hestated that this input isan
important stepforthenuisance caseandnoted thatstaff canworkwith theresident inanother way.   
Herecognized that therearecases intheCity thatcontinue tohaveCode violations andrequire
morework.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated thathecanspeak tothevehicles and items allowed, but
notthebarking dogs.  Hestated thathewastold that theowner obtained thenecessary licensure
fortheanimals.  Heconfirmed that therewasamajor issuewith thevehicles andstorage onthe
property, which wasmorenoticeable when Community Development tookonthecase.  Hestated
that there wasmore junkanddebris inthebackyard.  Henoted that theresident isasenior citizen
anddoesnothavemuch family intown, therefore staffwaswilling toworkwith theresident to
provide additional time.  Hestated that there isanactive abatement notice thatwassentearlier this
weekwithaten-daycompliance period.  Henoted thataction wouldbring thetotalnumber of
vehicles under thenumber ofsix.  Heprovided anupdate onthefinesandfuture abatement that
could continue tooccur fortheproperty.  

Mayor LeTourneau summarized that therewasaperiod oftimeinwhich theproperty came into
compliance andtherefore thatcasewasclosed out.  Henoted thatwhen theproperty hadadditional
violations, that triggered anewenforcement case, which started theclock overagain butnowthat
theabatement process hasbegun, enforcement cancontinue onamoreswiftschedule.    

Mr. Newman stated thathedisagrees that theproperty came intocompliance atanytime during
thatperiod.  Henoted that thenumber oftrailers continues tonotbecounted inthetotalnumber
ofitems allowed ontheproperty.  Hestated that therearefivepitbulls ontheproperty andifa
kennel license wasgoing tobeissued, thatwould require apublic hearing.    

thGreg Drahosh, 5451164 LaneNW, stated thatheistheneighbor tothewestoftheproperty in
discussion.  Heasked ifthedoglicensure mentioned bystaffwasakennel license.  Hestated that
hewasinformed thatakennel license would require apublic hearing andhewould benotified of
suchaction.  Hestated thathehasyettobenotified ofthat request.  Hestated that thedogs bark
atalltimesofthedayandnight andisanuisance.  Hestated that thishasbeenafrustrating issue
that thisproperty hasnotcome intocompliance.    
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Mayor LeTourneau encouraged theresidents tocall tovoice their issues with thedogs inorder to
have those issues documented.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated thathehasyettohearthedogsbarkwhen heisonthe
site.  Hestated that therewasflexibility given through thewinter andduetoCOVID, butnoted
thatenforcement will happen morequickly andaggressively going forward.  

4. APPROVE AGENDA

Mayor LeTourneau noted thatithasbeen requested tomove Item5.10fromtheConsent Agenda
totheregular Council Business fordiscussion.  

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

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor LeTourneau, Councilmembers Riley, Musgrove, Kuzma,  
Menth, andSpecht.  Voting No: None.  

5. CONSENT AGENDA

Motion byCouncilmember Menth, seconded byCouncilmember Kuzma, toapprove thefollowing
itemsontheConsent Agenda:  

5.01: Approve thefollowing Meeting Minutes:  
1) CityCouncil Work Session dated June23, 2020
2) CityCouncil Regular dated June23, 2020

5.02: Approve Business Licenses
5.03: Approve Rental Licenses
5.04: Approve Revisions totheStaffAllocation inBuilding Inspections
5.05: Adopt Resolution #20-145Approving Cash Disbursements Made andAuthorizing

Payment ofAccounts Payable Invoicing Received During thePeriod ofJune18, 2020
through July8, 2020

5.06: Adopt Resolution #20-139Approving Corrections tothePlatKnown asPearson Place
Project No. 16-31a); CaseofOttoAssociates

5.07: Adopt Resolution #20-140Appointing Election Judges forthePrimary Election on
August 11, 2020

5.08: Adopt Resolution #20-141Authorizing UseofAnoka County Housing andRedevelopment
Authority Funds forPumaStreet Improvements, Improvement Project #20-04

5.09: Adopt Resolution #20-142Authorizing Requests forQuotes toRelocate Sand Stockpiled
onTheCORInfiltration Basin SitetoMunicipal Plaza Park

5.10: Adopt Resolution #20-143Approving Second Addendum toLease withYouthFirst
Community ofPromise forUseofOutdoor AreasThis itemwasremoved fromtheConsent
Agenda andconsidered asItem7.06

5.11: Adopt Resolution #20-147Approving Expansion ofLawful, Non-Conforming Driveway
at15710 Saint Francis Boulevard NW

CityCouncil / July14, 2020
Page4of18



5.12: Adopt Resolution #20-148Authorizing BidLetting forPublic Works Facility Project #20- 
07

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor LeTourneau, Councilmembers Menth, Kuzma, Musgrove,  
Riley, andSpecht.  Voting No: None.  

6. PUBLIC HEARING

6.01: Public Hearing: Introduce Proposed Ordinance #20-11Implementing aGas
Franchise FeeonCenterpoint Energy forProviding GasService Within theCityof
Ramsey, Introduce Proposed Ordinance #20-12Implementing anElectric Franchise
FeeonConnexus Energy forProviding Electric Service Within theCityofRamsey
andIntroduce Proposed Ordinance #20-13Implementing anElectric Franchise Fee
ontheCityofAnoka Electric forProviding Electric Service Within theCityof
Ramsey

Presentation

CityAdministrator Ulrich introduced thecaserelated toimplementation ofafranchise feewhich
would beused forpavement management.  Heprovided details onthepavement management
program inRamsey andasummary ofthedetails ofthe2015 through 2019 pavement management
summary which used theassessment method.  Hereviewed thefunding options identified inthe
staff report.    

Finance Director Lundreviewed theremainder ofthestaff reportandrecommendation tointroduce
therespective ordinances related toimplementing afranchise feeonsaidutilities.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked forclarification ontheadministrative feeandthechange from
fivetotenpercent.  

Finance Director Lund explained thatthetenpercent includes alladministrative costs associated
withstaff timeandthepublic hearings.  

Public Hearing

Mayor LeTourneau called thepublic hearing toorderat7:37p.m.  

Citizen Input

JimBenson, 14131 Junkite StNW, stated thatheisamember oftheCharter Commission and
therefore hasaspecial interest inthis.  Hestated that inhisopinion, afranchise feeisthewrong
formofroad funding asitisaregressive taxthatcharges people thatdonotownproperty.  He
stated that residents thathavegasorelectric service willbecharged, whether ornottheyown
property orusetheroads.  Hestated thatpeople would paylessthrough funding theroad
improvements through thetaxlevy.  Hereviewed twodifferent calculations thatheusedto
determine howtheCitycould fund roads through property taxes.  Hereviewed language within
Chapter 8intheCharter, which hebelieves isbeing corrupted.  Hebelieved that theonlypeople
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thatwould benefit fromthischange infunding would beproperties withvalues over $301,000.  He
stated thatproperty taxes aredeductible, butfranchise feesarenot.    

Brian Walker, 17289 Variolite StNW, asked forclarification ontheline itemswithin the
1,900,000.  

Finance Director Lund explained theitems thatadded together equate tothe $1,900,000.    

thKenMadden, 6021145 LnNE, stated thatheisagainst thewhole ideaoffranchise fees.  He
stated thatinevitably itwillnever beenough.  Hestated thatthisdoesnotmake sense.  Hestated
thatalthough there isafive-year sunset, themembership oftheCouncil couldbedifferent infive
years andthechoice could bemade toincrease thefranchise fee.  Hestated that $14permonth
willnothurthim, itwillhurt others inthecommunity thatperhaps donothaveacarandwould
receive nobenefit from this.  Hestated thatanexcise taxcould beusedasthatwould bebased of
those thathaveadriver’slicense.  Heasked thatother methods bereviewed.  

CityAdministrator Ulrich stated thatanexcise taxinnotavailable inMinnesota.  Heconfirmed
that theStatute would needtobechanged attheState level inorder tomake those other funding
mechanisms available tocities.  

Mayor LeTourneau noted that theCouncil hasdiscussed many other options overtheyears, as
these discussions haveoccurred onaCouncil level since 2013.  Hestated thateveryone agrees that
theroads needtobefixedandthatamethod needs tobechosen tofundthat improvement.    

Dede Larson, 14990 Waco StNW, commended theCouncil fortheyears when shedidnotpay
attention because things weregoing well.  Shestated thatWaco Street wasrepaired with the
exception ofoneblock.  Shestated thatherroadsegment isnotscheduled toberepaired until
2029.  Shestated thatshedoes notsupport thefranchise feeasthat isatax.  Shestated that
government ismeant toprotect thepeople andprovide roads andbelieves thatiswhathertax
dollars should bespenton.  Shequestioned whythebudget inRamsey isnotsufficient toprovide
for theroads.  Sherecognized that themethod ofassessment istough.  Sheasked what isincluded
inthebudget thatshould notbe, noting that roadsshould beincluded.  

Councilmember Riley stated thattheCouncil andPublic Works isaware ofthatsection ofroadon
Waco, noting thathehascomplained about thatsegment inthepast.  

Mr. Benson stated thathehasbeen engaged indiscussions onthistopiconsocial media, noting
thatonecomment wasmade thatsenior citizens havedifficulty paying assessments compared to
thefranchise feemethod.  Heasked ifassessments canbespread outover timeforrepayment.  

Finance Director Lund replied that reconstructions canbespread over20years andanoverlay can
bespread over tenyears.  

Mr. Benson commented thatseems likealongtimetobeabletospread thecostofanassessment.   
Henoted thatifanassessment could bespread over tenor20years, thatshould belessthanthe
franchise fees.  Hestated thatutilities havenothing todowith theroads andtherefore theproperty
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taxes should bethemethod tofundtheimprovement.  Hestated that thebenefit bytheroads is
realized bythose thatownproperty.  

Mr. Madden commented thathepreviously livedinAndover andreceived anassessment of
4,000, which wasspread over tenyearsandhebelieved tobeareasonable cost.  Hestated that

hedidgototheCityCouncil tocomplain about thatassessment butstillbelieved thatan
assessment would beamore reasonable method offunding.    

Mayor LeTourneau stated that there seems tobeaconcern aboutwhat thefranchise feeiscalled.   
Herecognized that franchise feesareataxandtheCouncil agrees with thatpoint.  Hestated that
funds havetobecollected inonewayoranother anditisatax.  Hestated thatoftheoptions
available, noneareperfect andtherefore theyaretrying tofindthebestmethod forthecommunity.    

Mr. Walker stated thatheisgladtohear theCouncil admit thatthiswould beataxontheresidents.   
Hestated that theMinnesota Supreme Court hasalready ruledonthefeesthatcities arecharging
andarecalling itatax.  Hecautioned against collecting feesthatcould needtobepaidback.  He
stated thathebelieves that theCouncil willapprove this, nomatter thecomments made tonight.   
Hebelieved thatafive-year trialperiod istoolong, asmanyofthemembers oftheCouncil may
notbehere infiveyears which means that therewould notbeaccountability.  Hecommented that
those thatsupport thisshould needtobeaccountable.  Hestated that transparency islostin
budgeting byusing these typesoffeesand therefore people arenotheldaccountable forthe
decisions theymake fortheresidents.  

Mayor LeTourneau commented that theordinance could beintroduced andpassed bytheCouncil.   
Heasked iftheCouncil would have thepower torescind theordinance during that five-yearperiod.  

CityAdministrator Ulrich commented thataswithanyordinance adopted bytheCouncil, the
Council canchange ormodify theordinance atanytime.  Heexplained that thereason forthefive- 
year review istokeep theaccountability.  

Mayor LeTourneau commented that theassessment policy wasdone inthesame manner, witha
five-yeartrialperiod.  Hestated that theCouncil willcontinue tostatethat this isatransparent tax
thatwillbeusedasdedicated funding forroads.  Hestated thathewould beopentohaving a
discussion ofhow thatcould bemadebetter.  

thChelsea Howell, 5250156 LnNW, stated thatsheagrees with thecomments made thusfarthat
afranchise feeisaregressive tax.  Shedidnotbelieve nowisthetimetoburden people with
additional taxes.  Shestated thatsheisconcerned fortheresidents thathavealready paid
assessments andasked fordetails onhowthose residents would beimpacted.  

Finance Director Lund provided additional clarification onwhat those residents would beeligible
for.  

Ms. Howell stated thatshedoesnotfeel itisfairtodouble taxpeople.  Shestated that themajority
ofwhat residents wantshould betaken intoconsideration andnoted thateveryone tonight has
spoken against this idea.    

CityCouncil / July14, 2020
Page7of18



JoshFuerick, 14573 Bowers Drive, stated thatattheendoftheday, this isthecheapest way for
residents tofundtheroad improvements needed.  Hestated thatthis isthemostefficient wayof
funding.  Henoted thateven though anassessment canbepaidover years, interest ischarged, and
theCity isbonding which addsadditional cost.  Henoted that timeisalsowasted bypeople
complaining about theassessments andpetitioning against road projects.  Hecommented thateach
person ischarged thesameamount, regardless ofproperty value.  Hestated that theCityshould
looktospend the leastamount ofmoney tofixtheroadsandmoveon.  Hestated that thepeople
thathavebeen charged assessments most likelysupport the $14monthly payment over the $6,000
assessment theywerecharged.    

Mr. Benson reviewed thelanguage related toChapter 8oftheCityCharter related tospecial
assessments.  Hestated that this language wasdeveloped prior tothe ideaoffranchise feeseven
being thought of.  Hestated thatiftheCitywants tousefranchise fees there should beaCity
referendum toremove thespecial assessment section fromtheCityCharter.    

TroyCooper, 15160 Cobalt StNW, stated thatwhen highdensity housing wasadded toRamsey,  
theideawasthathousing product would addtothetaxbase.  Heaskedwhere those fundswent as
theydidnotrequire additional roads forthose structures.  Heasked theprotections thatwould be
inplace toprevent taxincreases asfranchise feeswouldbeoutside ofthatcap.  Hecommented
thatfrom 2019to2020hisproperty taxes increased 4.5percent and thefranchise feewould be
another sixpercent peryear.  Hestated thatheisalsoabusiness owner inRamsey sowould be
paying twice.  

CityAdministrator Ulrich stated that theadditional taxbaseisreflecting intheannual budget and
levy, therefore thevalueoftheapartments isshown andoffset the levy.  Hestated thatiftherates
intheordinance were changed, thesame process would needtobefollowed withpublic hearings.   
Hestated thatcurrently there isnotaproperty taxcaponthelevy.  Hestated that there have been
levy limits inthepast, setbytheState, buttheState hasnotplaced alimit inthepastseveral years.    

Finance Director Lund stated thataproperty taxamount would bebased offtheareaoftheCity
theproperty islocated in.  Sheprovided further clarification ontheTIFDistrict andthefunds
collected through thatmethod.  Sheexplained that for thedevelopment thatoccurs within The
COR, thevalueofthose improvements hastostaywithin theTIFDistrict forasetperiod oftime.  

Mayor LeTourneau commented that theTIFDistricts aremeant tohelp development andattract
different uses within thoseTIFDistricts basedonplanning.    

Finance Director Lund explained that theproperty taxdollars for those developments have
restrictions onwhat they canbeused forduring thatsetperiod.  

Mr. Benson asked ifproperty taxdollars within TheCORcouldnotbeused forroad improvements
outside ofthatarea.  

Finance Director Lund stated thatproperties builtwithin that taxincrement district would have
restrictions.  Shenoted that theproperty taxes generated bythelandvalue itselfwould gointothe
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general fund.  Sheprovided additional clarification ontax increment districts andfinancing and
howthose funds couldbeused.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill readaloud anemail received earlier today fromtheproperty
owners at14431 Wolfram StNWthatwasdistributed totheCouncil which supports thefranchise
fee.    

MattLook, 2614Wingfield inAnoka, stated that theCouncil hasatough job.  Henoted thathis
firstvoteasaCouncilmember inRamsey wasa $1,500,000roadproject inRamsey.  Hestated that
afterawhile perhaps themembers oftheCouncil become numb tothecostofroadprojects.  He
stated thatAnoka County isthesecond fastest growing County andRamsey isoneofthefastest
growing communities.  Hestated that theconcept ofprevious Councils kicking thecandown the
roadonroadprojects istrueasmany Councils didnotwant totackle that issue.  Hestated that
when hewasontheCouncil, $1,500,000wasallocated forroads.  Hestated thatdecisions have to
bemade onhowfundswillbespent, such asthe $20,000,000CityHallbuilding.  Henoted thata
firestation wastorndown anda $5,000,000firestation wasconstructed initsplace.  Hestated
that tonight theCouncil willconsider aPublic Works Facility, which isapriority.  Henoted that
roads areapriority buthavenotbeen identified asapriority inthebudget.  Hestated thatthereare
certain jobsthat thegovernment isrequired todo, suchasroads andunfortunately thisbecomes
anissueofneeds andwants.  Hestated that theneed inRamsey isroads andhasbeen foralong
time.  Heasked theCouncil toconsider what thecurrent budget isbeing spentonandwhether
those areneeds orwants.    

Mayor LeTourneau stated thatitisdifficult tomake tough decisions suchasthis, noting thathe
hasnotyet feltnumb toanyofthosedecisions.  Heappreciated theacknowledgement ofthe
difficulty inmaking these decisions.  Hestated thatitisunfortunate thatasustainable road funding
could nothavebeen found whenMr. Look wasontheCouncil orprior tohistimeontheCouncil.   
Hestated that theyhave learned fromthose pastexamples thatdedicated funding isneeded.  He
stated thatRamsey isacommunity that isgrowing andtherefore something cannot beignored to
fixsomething elseandtherefore theytrytodothebest jobofmanaging alltheneedsofthe
community.  

Deputy CityAdministrator read aloudawritten comment fromtheresidents at6040 Radium Circle
NWwhich states thattheysupport thefranchise feemethod asovera30-year period the $14per
month would becheaper thantheassessment theywould receive iftheirupcoming roadproject
were assessed.  

CityAdministrator Ulrich advised ofanonline survey available forresidents, noting thatwritten
copies arealsoavailable atCityHall.    

Mr. Madden stated thathedoesnotseeaguarantee that thefeewould remain $14permonth in
perpetuity.  Hestated thathelikes that thiswould bededicated funding butdoesnotlike thelack
oftransparency inhowthefeecould beincreased.    

Mayor LeTourneau commented that theamount ofthefeewould besetinordinance andtherefore
forthatamount tochange, theordinance itselfwould needtochange.  
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Motion byCouncilmember Kuzma, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove, toclose thepublic
hearing.  

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor LeTourneau, Councilmembers Kuzma, Musgrove, Menth,  
Riley, andSpecht.  Voting No: None.  

Thepublic hearing wasclosed at8:27p.m.  

Council Business

Councilmember Specht thanked everyone thathastaken timetoprovide input.  Hestated that
everyone agrees that theroads needtobefixed.  Hestated thatCityservices areoffered through
theproperty taxand therefore hebelieves roadsshould bedone inthesame manner.  He
commented thatpeople would beassessed based onthevalueoftheirhome, asthey arewith the
otherCityservices.  Hestated that franchise feeswould taxthose inapartments andnon-profits
which serve people inthecommunity.  

Councilmember Riley stated that theCouncil hasdiscussed thismany timesover thepastseveral
yearsandalotofinformation hasbeen reviewed anddebated.  Heagreed thatthis isatax.  He
stated thatproperties assessed forroad improvements arenottheonlyones thatbenefit fromthe
improvement andprovided examples ofJarvis, Andre, andSunwood inwhich thefewproperties
ontheroadwere assessed butmanyothers benefit.  Henoted that theassessment process hasan
additional administrative costof tenpercent andthedebt portion hasbecome aproblem forthe
City.  Hestated thateveryone uses theroads, regardless ofwhether theyownavehicle.  Hestated
thatthis franchise feehasbeenplanned tofullyaccount fortheroadneedsofthecommunity.  He
stated that inthepastupto $6,636hasbeen assessed foraroadproject, which equates to40years
offranchise fees.  Hestated thatmany neighboring cities usefranchise fees.  Hestated that the
other choice would betoplace theroad improvements onthetaxlevy.  Hestated thatiftheCity
were tolevytheamount ofmoney needed forstreets thatwould equate toa15percent increase in
taxes.  Hestated that levies arenotbased onincome, butrather property value.  Hestated that
while there maybesome correlation between income andproperty value, that isnotalways the
case.  Hestated that inthelast fewyears about 10percent ofthose that filetaxes itemize their tax
return, which goes towards theargument thatproperty taxes canbeitemized.  Hestated thatthis
Council isaccountable every time there isanelection.    

Councilmember Musgrove stated that there hasbeenalotofdiscussion about thistopic in
worksessions.  Shestated thatsheappreciates theinput fromtheresidents todayand themajority
ofresidents would prefer tohave roads funded through assessments orthe levy.  She commented
that roadshavenotbeenapriority inRamsey foralongtime.  Shecommented thatthe $500,000
included inthebudget forroads islaughable.  Shestated that thecomments from residents tonight
support thecomments shehasmade throughout thisdiscussion.  Shestated that residents can
receive aproperty taxrefund, whether theyrentorown.  Shecommented that franchise feeshave
tobepaidanddonotgoaway.  Shestated thatthere isnoguarantee that taxeswillnot increase if
this franchise feeispassed.  Shestated thatshewillnotsupport thisordinance.    
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Mayor LeTourneau asked howdebt iscarried fortheroaddebt.    

Finance Director Lund explained howtheroadbonds arecarried asdebtandincluded inbudgets.   
Shestated thatcurrently theCityhas fourbonds forroaddebt, which arecarried over20years.  

Mayor LeTourneau stated that inaddition tothe $500,000that isannually budgeted forroads, the
Cityalsohastheroadbonds included inthebudget asdebt.    

Councilmember Kuzma stated that theCouncil considers theroadsvery important ashewasapart
oftheteam thatenacted theassessment process.  Hestated that theroads arerated annually, and
theyattempt toaddress theworst roadseach year.  Hestated that theCityhasdone radar
penetrating throughout theCityandhasfound that roads built25years agodidnotmeet the
requirements forbituminous, therefore there isnotenough roadtocomplete amill andoverlay and
areconstruction isneeded.  Hestated that thishasbecome ahugeproblem thatwillnotgoaway.   
Hestated that thefranchise feewillprovide thatdedicated funding inorder toreally tackle this
problem inafairmanner.  Hestated thatiftheroads areputonthetaxlevy, thetaxeswill increase.   
Hestated thathesupports thisaction.  

Councilmember Menth stated thateachyear theCitywas taking outdebt tofixroads, noting that
thereare fourroadbonds.  Hestated thateachyeartheCitypays interest onthatdebtandifthe
Citycontinues with theprogram ofborrowing themoney andassessing theresidents, by2029 the
Citywouldbepaying $2,300,000oninterest anddebt.    

Mayor LeTourneau stated that theyneedtomonitor howthemoney isspent for theCity forthe
best interest ofthecommunity.  Hestated that thereality ofaccumulating thatmuch debtand
paying thatmuch ininterest doesnot feel fiscally responsible.  Hestated that thefranchise feeisa
much more fiscally responsible waytocollect thefunds andusethemoney.  Hestated that
ultimately thiswill save theCitymillions ofdollars.  

Councilmember Musgrove stated thatsheisnotfordebtandwould want toseealine iteminthe
budget.  Shestated thatherconcern isthattheCouncils inthepasthavenotdone thejobnecessary
fortheCity intermsofroads.  Shestated thatshewillnotsupport thisaction.    

Motion byCouncilmember Musgrove, seconded byCouncilmember Specht, thatRamsey fund its
roads through abylinebudget ofanumber between $1,000,000to $1,300,000witha25percent
assessment or100percent levy.  

Further discussion:  Councilmember Specht stated thathebelieves including thefunding through
thebudget wouldbethebest idea.  Hestated thatheisunsure oftheexact figures included inthe
motion andbelieve that thefunds needed should beallocated.  Hestated that including theitemin
thebudget isthemost transparent method.  Councilmember Kuzma stated thathewould oppose
thisasthatwould equate toa15percent increase inthebudget along withother roaddebt, which
wouldbea20percent increase intaxes andwould make Ramsey lessattractive forbusinesses.   
Mayor LeTourneau stated that thereweremany comments related tocontrolling andmanaging
this.  Hestated thathelikes that thiswould dothat through ordinance.  Henoted thataprevious
Council setaside funding forroads whichwasreversed byalaterCouncil.  Hestated that there

CityCouncil / July14, 2020
Page11of18



wasadiscussion ofthelevyincreasing by15percent intheworksession earlier tonight, which
related tothenbudgeting lessamounts forroads.  Heexplained that ishowthecangetskicked
down theroadandtherewould notbeenough control andguidelines.  Councilmember Specht
stated that thiswould addawhole newtax, which isstillanincrease.    

Motion failed.  Voting Yes:  Councilmembers Musgrove andSpecht.  Voting No: Mayor
LeTourneau, Councilmembers Kuzma, Menth andRiley.  

Motion byCouncilmember Kuzma, seconded byCouncilmember Riley, to Introduce Proposed
Ordinance #20-11Implementing aGas Franchise FeeonCenterpoint Energy forProviding Gas
Service Within theCityofRamsey, Introduce Proposed Ordinance #20-12Implementing an
Electric Franchise FeeonConnexus Energy forProviding Electric Service Within theCityof
Ramsey, andIntroduce Proposed Ordinance #20-13Implementing anElectric Franchise Feeon
theCityofAnoka Electric forProviding Electric Service Within theCityofRamsey.  

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor LeTourneau, Councilmembers Kuzma, Riley, andMenth.   
Voting No: Councilmembers Musgrove andSpecht.  

Mayor LeTourneau briefly recessed themeeting.  

Mayor LeTourneau reconvened themeeting.  

7. COUNCIL BUSINESS

7.01: Approve aProfessional Services Contract Extension fortheTinklenberg Group

CityAdministrator Ulrich reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation toapprove thecontract
extension asoutlined intheproposal.  

Allen Tinklenberg, TheTinklenberg Group, provided anupdate onthespecial session thatshould
begin thefollowing weekandhighlighted themain topicsofdiscussion.  Hestated thathefeels
good about theadditional funding opportunities forRamsey andtheHighway 10project.  Hestated
that theonly issuewillbewhether thediscussion onother issues cancome together topassa
bonding bill.  Hestated thatwith theissues thateveryone isfacing because ofCOVID, theCity
hasnotbeenable totakemoreofavictory lapforthe $40,000,000thatwasawarded tothe
community fortheproject.  Hereviewed someofthediscussions that laidthegroundwork forthe
grant tobeawarded andnoted thatitisahuge success.  Hestated that thegrant hasadeadline,  
which isgood andputs thepressure onother entities tohelp thisproject move forward.    

Councilmember Specht commented thatMr. Tinklenberg isgreatatwhathedoes.    

Motion byCouncilmember Menth, seconded byCouncilmember Kuzma, toapprove a12-month
extension tothecontract withTheTinklenberg Group.  

Further discussion: Councilmember Musgrove asked fordetails ontheHighway 10workgroup
andhowoften thatgroup ismeeting during therecent times.  Mr. Tinklenberg stated that there
havenotbeen regular meetings because ofCOVID, noting that thegroup lastmet inJanuary to
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ensure theentities werecoordinating intermsofeffortandmoving forward.  Henoted thatthe
proposed legislation waswritten andagreed uponatthat time.  Councilmember Musgrove asked

thifMr. Tinklenberg could come back totheAugust 26 Council meeting toprovide anupdate.   
Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated that there havebeensome meetings oftheHighway 10
coalition, justonasmaller scale andnoted thatMr. Tinklenberg hasalsoparticipated inother
meetings onbehalf oftheCity.  

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor LeTourneau, Councilmembers Menth, Kuzma, Musgrove,  
Riley, andSpecht.  Voting No: None.  

7.02: Introduce Ordinance #20-10Amending BulkStandards intheR-1Residential
District

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation tointroduce
Ordinance #20-10amending thebulkstandards intheR-1Residential District.  

Motion byCouncilmember Riley, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove, toIntroduce Ordinance
20-10Amending Bulk Standards intheR-1Residential District.  

Further discussion: Mayor LeTourneau expressed appreciation tostaffand thePlanning
Commission fortheinput they provide.  

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor LeTourneau, Councilmembers Riley, Musgrove, Kuzma,  
Menth, andSpecht.  Voting No: None.  

7.03: Adopt Resolution #20-149Formally Canceling the2020Happy Days Festival

Communications andEvents Coordinator Thorstad reviewed thestaff report and recommendation
toformally cancel the2020Happy Days Festival andcontinue preparations foraseriesofsmaller,  
socially distant activities referred toasHappy Daze.  Inaddition, staff recommends entering into
negotiations withHello! Booking Inc. toreschedule theHappy DaysMain Stage Entertainment
performance byG.B. Leighton.  

Councilmember Specht thanked staff fortheirworkonthiscase.  Heasked ifthefireworks would
occur.  

Communications andEvents Coordinator Thorstad stated thatwasonadraft schedule withacost
between $5,000to $8,000.  Sheexplained thatwas removed because itwas themostexpensive
activity.  Shenoted thatcould beadded backifinterested.  

Councilmember Riley stated thathewould besupportive oflooking intoafireworks show.  He
stated that thecarshow isshown asitsownevent andasked ifitcould becombined tooccur with
theotheractivities.  

Communications andEvents Coordinator Thorstad confirmed thattheevent time could bechanged
tobetter alignwith theother activities.  
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Motion byCouncilmember Menth, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove, toAdopt Resolution
20-149Formally Canceling the2020Happy Days Festival.  

Further discussion: Councilmember Specht stated thatherespects andunderstands theneedtodo
this, butpersonally doesnotlikethe ideaofcanceling theevent.  Hestated thathedoessupport
theother activities occurring butnoted thathewillnotbesupporting thismotion.  Mayor
LeTourneau appreciated theeffortofstaff toprovide some typeofcommunity celebration during
thistimeofCOVID.  Herecognized thatstaff timeisatapremium rightnowandencouraged staff
tocome forward ifthereareissues planning forthealternate activities.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor LeTourneau, Councilmembers Menth, Musgrove, Kuzma,  
andRiley.  Voting No: Councilmember Specht.  

7.04: Introduce Ordinance #20-15Approving anAddition toChapter 54oftheCityCode:  
Traffic andVehicles (Municipal Parking Ramp Regulations)  

CityAdministrator Ulrich reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation tointroduce and finally
adopt theordinance toestablish governing theuseoftheRamsey Parking Ramp.  

Motion byCouncilmember Menth, seconded byCouncilmember Riley, toIntroduce Ordinance
20-15Adding toChapter 54oftheCityCode: Traffic andVehicles.  

Further discussion: Councilmember Specht thanked staff fortheirworkonthis, noting thathehas
received multiple complaints fromresidents related tothistopicand ishappy theCity isableto
address theissue.  Councilmember Musgrove commented that thiswillmakeiteasier forstaff to
enforce theissue andappreciated theworkofstaff.  

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor LeTourneau, Councilmembers Menth, Riley, Kuzma,  
Musgrove, andSpecht.  Voting No: None.  

7.05: Motion toUpdate theRemote Attendance Policy

CityAdministrator Ulrich reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation toapprove theupdated
Remote Attendance Policy.  

Councilmember Riley asked ifthisisbasedonState law orthe interpretation oftheCity,  
specifically related totheunlimited number oftimes thiscould bedone.  

CityAdministrator Ulrich stated that theState lawdoesnot limit thenumber oftimes a
Councilmember could remotely attend ameeting andtheprevious pilotpolicyofRamsey was
more restrictive.    

Councilmember Riley stated thathesupports thechanges tothepolicy with theexception ofthe
unlimited number oftimes foramember toattend remotely.  
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Mayor LeTourneau stated thatheisinterpreting that language tobeflexible enough toallow
someone thatmayhavebeen exposed tothevirustonotattend, orperhaps amember thatdidnot
feelsafeabout attending.  Hestated thatplacing arestriction onthatwould restrict someone’s
ability tomakeadecision based ontheirhealth.  Hestated thatifCOVID were togoaway, the
restriction could beputback inplace ifdesired.    

Councilmember Menth stated thatheagrees withMayor LeTourneau asitisunknown astowhat
willoccur withCOVID inthe nextyearandtherefore doesnotsupport putting anumber onthe
number oftimes someone canparticipate remotely.  

Councilmember Musgrove stated that shewould support putting alimitation ontheability toattend
remotely.  Shestated thatifthere isagovernment mandate, theCitycould operate remotely under
thatprovision.  Shesuggested placing alimitofthree timesperyear forremote attendance.    

CityAdministrator Ulrich stated thatagovernment mandate would supersede thepolicy, aswould
anemergency declaration.  

Mayor LeTourneau stated thathiswife isverysusceptible tothevirusandhestruggles with the
decision toattend themeetings every timebecause heisscared tobring thevirus home.  Hestated
thatifalimitofthree isputonthepolicy, heisunsure hewould beabletofullyparticipate.    

Councilmember Specht stated thatperhaps thiscould berevaluated insixmonths andalimitcould
beplaced onthepolicy atthat timeiftheCOVID challenges have decreased.    

Motion byCouncilmember Kuzma, seconded byCouncilmember Menth, toapprove anupdated
Remote Attendance Policy.  

Motion failed.  Voting Yes:  Mayor LeTourneau, Councilmembers Kuzma, and Menth.  Voting
No: Councilmembers Musgrove, Riley, andSpecht.  

Motion byCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Riley, toapprove anupdated
Remote Attendance Policy, withdirection forthis itemtobereviewed bytheCouncil insix
months.  

Further discussion: Councilmember Musgrove stated thatshebelieves theonlypartofthepolicy
thatwould needtoberevisited would berelated tothenumber oftimesamember could attend
remotely andasked ifthemotion should beadjusted toonly consider that.  Councilmembers Specht
andRiley confirmed thatadditional language could beincluded.  

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor LeTourneau, Councilmembers Specht, Riley, Menth, and
Musgrove.  Voting No: Councilmember Kuzma.  

7.06: Adopt Resolution #20-143Approving Second Addendum toLease withYouth First
Community ofPromise forUseofOutdoor Areas
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Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation toapprove the
addendum tothelease withYouth FirstCommunity ofPromise foruseofoutdoor areas.  

Councilmember Kuzma asked whythis itemwaspulled from theConsent Agenda.  

CityAdministrator Ulrich stated thatCouncilmember Musgrove requested that the itembepulled
fromtheConsent Agenda onMonday, which didnotmeet thedeadline tochange theagenda.  

Councilmember Kuzma stated thathewould appreciate iftheCouncilmembers would follow the
deadline ofsubmitting their request topullanitemfrom theConsent Agenda inorder toprovide
theothermembers oftheCouncil timetoreview thecase inmore depth.  

Councilmember Musgrove commented thatshehadadditional questions when reviewing thecase
andtherefore asked ittobepulled.  Shereferenced therent forthesecond part, which is $1, and
noted thattheland isnotbeing charged for.  Shestated thatshewould notwant tosettheprecedent
that theCitywould notcharge forthings because itisavacant Cityowned lot.   

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill confirmed thataspartoftheCity’scontribution tothenon- 
profit organization, theCitydoesnotcharge rent.    

Councilmember Musgrove stated that intheoriginal discussion onlyadditional inside office space
wasmentioned andnottheoutside yardarea.  Sheasked ifinsurance requirements would change
forthisuse.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated that therewould notbeanadditional cost totheCity.   
Heexplained that theCityholds insurance astheproperty owner andthenon-profit holds itsown
insurance for theuse.    

Councilmember Musgrove commented thateven though this isanopen lot, itisonthemarket for
sale.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated that thelotisnot listed forsale.  

Councilmember Musgrove stated thatshewants thepublic tobeaware that this isalease andnot
justagroup usingvacant Cityowned land.    

Mayor LeTourneau stated that theCouncil reviews things onacasebycases basis, taking into
consideration allelements ofthecaseandtherefore doesnotbelieve thatprecedent iseversetby
taking action.    

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated thatitwastheintentofstaff toallow theorganization
tousetheoutdoor space, itjustwasnot included inthelease, which iswhyitwas included inthis
addendum.    

Councilmember Riley stated that this isforYouth First, which isanon-profit thathelps youth in
thecommunity.  Hestated that theCityworkswith theorganization andprovides alowrentasa
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formofcontribution tothenon-profit.  Hestatedthatitisunlikely thatthisparcelwouldbeleased
toanother businessorentitybecauseitwaspurchased fortheHighway 10project.   

DeputyCityAdministrator Gladhill commented thatRamsey isapartoftheBoardofthenon- 
profit.     

MotionbyCouncilmember Riley, seconded byCouncilmember Kuzma, toAdoptResolution #20- 
143Approving Second Addendum toLeasewithYouthFirstCommunity ofPromise.   

Motion carried.  VotingYes:  MayorLeTourneau, Councilmembers Riley, Kuzma, Menth,  
Musgrove, andSpecht.  VotingNo: None.  

8. MAYOR, COUNCIL ANDSTAFFINPUT

CityAdministrator Ulrichpresented DeputyCityAdministrator Gladhill anawardforhis
assistance withremotemeeting attendance andfacilitating thosemeetings during thepastfew
months.  HethankedDeputyCityAdministrator Gladhill foralloftheworkandcoordination he
completed inordertohelptheCitycontinue tomeetduring thesepastfewmonths.  

CityAdministrator Ulrichannounced upcoming meetingsandevents.  

Councilmember Musgrove providedabriefupdateontheworktheLowerRumRiverWater
Management Organization isdoingrelatedtowatershed basedimplementation funding.  

MayorLeTourneau statedthathevisitedtheCityofAndoverwithCouncilmember Kuzmaand
manystaffmembers continuing toexplore theissueofwaterqualityanddrinkingwater
management.  HethankedAndover staffforhosting theCityandsharing information.  

9. ADJOURNMENT

MotionbyCouncilmember Menth, seconded byCouncilmember Kuzma, toadjourn themeeting.  

Motioncarried.  

TheregularmeetingoftheCityCouncil adjourned at9:53p.m.  

Respectfully submitted,  

KurtisG. Ulrich
CityAdministrator

ATTEST:  
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KatieM. Schmidt
Administrative Assistant

DraftedbyAmanda Staple
TimeSaver OffSiteSecretarial, Inc.  

Arecording ofthismeeting isavailable forviewingonlineat www.qctv.org
http://www.qctv.org>.  Recordings areavailable for36monthsafterthedateofthemeeting.  
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Highlights from March 9, 2021 City Council Work Session (2.04: Review and Discuss the 
Remote Attendance Policy) 

• Administrative Services Director Lasher reviewed the staff report. 
• Councilmember Riley asked how the City would know when the pandemic has ended. 
• City Administrator Ulrich stated that would refer to the emergency declaration by the 

Governor.   
• Councilmember Woestehoff referenced the public remote attendance noting that can be 

challenging for staff but appreciates that it provides additional opportunity for residents 
to participate.  He suggested that perhaps that be allowed to continue for six months post-
pandemic and then be reviewed after that time. 

• Councilmember Specht agreed that he would like to see the limitations put back in place 
following the pandemic.  He stated that he also agreed that this should be left open to 
allow remote attendance for the public. 

• Mayor Kuzma asked for input from staff. 
• Deputy City Administrator Gladhill provided details on the staff work that is necessary 

for remote attendance.  He stated that QCTV is available for residents to watch the 
meeting broadcast live and asked if the remote element would be desired for participation 
as well.  He noted that if participation is desired, there should be additional consideration 
for IT needs. 

• Mayor Kuzma asked if there are additional CARES Act funds that would be available for 
equipment needs. 

• Deputy City Administrator Gladhill commented that additional funds may be available 
but believed that was slated for staff time and ongoing resources rather than equipment. 

• Councilmember Musgrove recognized that Deputy City Administrator Gladhill stays late 
to assist with remote meetings and asked if IT staff is also staying late.  She asked if staff 
is being compensated for that time.  She noted that some of the items in the policy are 
being waived because of the emergency declaration.  She stated that she would like to 
return to normal as soon as possible as there is no guidance from the Governor as to how 
long this will go on. 

• Councilmember Heineman asked when the pandemic would be considered over.  He 
stated that he liked the recommendation of staff and suggested that this be reviewed in 
three to six months rather than linking this to the pandemic terminology because that is 
ambiguous.   

• Deputy City Administrator Gladhill commented that people are getting more comfortable 
as more people become vaccinated.  He noted that some Commission members will not 
be comfortable returning until more people are vaccinated.  He stated that staff can 
continue to engage the Commission members to determine their level of comfort for in 
person meetings.   

• Councilmember Howell suggested that this policy be brought back in three to four 
months to determine what works for the City and removing the language that muddy the 
waters related to the pandemic.   

• Councilmember Heineman agreed that the timeframe would allow the evaluation to be 
based on the City and conditions and comfort levels at that time rather than linking it to 
restrictions.  He suggested this be reviewed in 90 days.   



• Councilmember Musgrove commented that being vaccinated is a medical issue.  She 
stated that it is the choice of an individual as to whether to be vaccinated and the City 
cannot require proof. 

• Deputy City Administrator Gladhill commented that the City is not going to ask 
individuals whether they have been vaccinated and it would be more based on the 
comfort level of individuals. 

• Mayor Kuzma confirmed the consensus of the Council to reevaluate this in 90 days.  He 
noted that there also seems to be interest in continuing to allow public participation 
remotely but recognized that would place an additional burden on staff and resources that 
would need to be discussed in the future in terms of budgeting and allocation of 
resources. 

• Councilmember Musgrove asked if the Commission members participating remotely still 
receive a stipend. 

• Administrative Services Director Lasher commented that most Commission members 
receive a stipend of $25 per meeting but a large number of members waive that 
payment.  She noted that those members are using their own equipment to attend 
remotely. 

• Councilmember Woestehoff referenced Section G, under exceptions, and stated that 
perhaps language be added that allow a Commission or Council member to attend 
remotely if they have a medical condition.  He noted that would get away from the 
linkage to the pandemic. 

• Councilmember Specht commented that it is important that people attend in person under 
normal circumstances.   

• Deputy City Administrator Gladhill stated that there are rules around remote participation 
under normal circumstances outside of a pandemic and reviewed those guidelines.   

• City Administrator Ulrich stated that because of the pandemic the State is reviewing rules 
for remote attendance and there will likely be changes coming down in the future.  He 
stated that staff will bring this back for evaluation in three months. 

 



   
CC Work Session   3. 1.           
Meeting Date: 06/22/2021  
By: Katie Schmidt, Administrative Services

Information
Title:
Review Future Topics/Calendar

Purpose/Background:
Attached is the current list of future topics for work session discussion. Items are drawn from Council requests at
meetings, or are related to topics that have been identified in the City's strategic plan. Tentative dates have been
assigned. 

Recommendation:
N/A

Outcome/Action:
For Council review - no formal action necessary.

Attachments
Future_Topics_List

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Colleen Lasher Colleen Lasher 06/15/2021 04:33 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 06/17/2021 09:39 AM
Form Started By: Katie Schmidt Started On: 06/08/2021 02:57 PM
Final Approval Date: 06/17/2021 






	Agenda
	Review Bonding Opportunities for Water Treatment Plant
	ATT_Bonding options
	Discuss the Interview Panel and Process for the Deputy City Administrator_Community Development Director RecruitmentDirector
	Discussion Regarding Non-union Compensation
	ATT_Proposed Adj. Pay Scale
	2021

	Discussion Regarding Union Contract Negotiations for AFSCME, LELS-Patrol, LELS-Sergeants & LELS-Captains (Discussion Closed to the Public)
	ATT_Statute_13D.03
	Sec. 13D.03
	Subd. 1
	Subd. 2
	Subd. 3


	Review and Discuss the Remote Attendance Policy and Consider Taping Work Sessions
	ATT_03-09-21 WS Minutes
	ATT_Current Policy
	CITY OF RAMSEY
	Policy Regarding Remote Attendance and Participation in Council and Commission Meetings

	ATT_7-14-20 CC_Case
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	ATT_City Council Minutes dated July 14, 2020
	ATT_Highlights from March 9, 2021 City Council Discussion
	Review Future Topics_Calendar
	ATT_Future_Topics_List

