
           

City of Ramsey
Agenda

Public Works Committee
Tuesday, October 19, 2021

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

             

1. Call to Order
 

2. Citizen Input
 

3. Approve Agenda
 

4. Approve Minutes
 

1.   Approve the following meeting minutes.
1. Public Works Committee meeting dated September 21, 2021.

 

5. Committee Business
 

1.   Discuss Potential Pedestrian Crossing at Hwy 47/142nd Ave
 

2.   Consider Revised Cost Share Framework for Riverdale Drive Extension Improvement Project Related to
Riverstone South; Case of Capstone Homes and Pearson Properties of Ramsey

 

3.   Receive Sound Wall Request Letter from Residents East of State Highway 47, North of Xkimo Street
 

4.   Consider Recommending City Council Authorization to Prepare Plans and Specifications for 2022
Pavement Management Program Projects.

 

5.   Consider Recommending City Council Authorization for Flashing Yellow Arrow Study at the
Intersection of Sunwood Drive and Ramsey Boulevard/CSAH 56 

 

6. Committee/Staff Input
 

1.   Receive Staff Updates on 148th Lane NW Cul-De-Sac and Easement Vacations
 

2.   Review Final Northwest Metro Regional Surface Water Supply Study
 

3.   Receive Staff Updates on Improvement Projects, Studies and Items of Interest
 

4.   Review Future Topics Calendar
 

7. Adjournment
 

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

  



   
Public Works Committee   4. 1.           
Meeting Date: 10/19/2021  
Submitted For: Grant Riemer, Engineering/Public Works 
By: MaryJo Warner, Engineering/Public Works

Title:
Approve the following meeting minutes.
1. Public Works Committee meeting dated September 21, 2021.

Purpose/Background:
Purpose: To review and approve meeting minutes.
Background: Attached are the meeting minutes for review.

Timeframe:
5 minutes.

Observations/Alternatives:
n/a

Funding Source:
n/a

Recommendation:
To review and approve meeting minutes dated September 21, 2021.

Action:
Motion to approve meeting minutes dated September 21, 2021. 

Attachments
Minutes

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Grant Riemer Grant Riemer 10/13/2021 03:40 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 10/14/2021 03:38 PM
Form Started By: MaryJo Warner Started On: 10/13/2021 09:12 AM
Final Approval Date: 10/14/2021 
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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 
CITY OF RAMSEY 
ANOKA COUNTY 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 
The Public Works Committee conducted a regular meeting on Tuesday, September 21, 2021, at 
the Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota. 
 
Members Present: Chairperson Chris Riley 
   Councilmember Debra Musgrove 
   Councilmember Matt Woestehoff 
 
Also Present:  Public Works Superintendent Grant Riemer 

City Engineer Bruce Westby 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairperson Riley called the regular meeting of the Public Works Committee to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
2. CITIZEN INPUT 
 
Councilmember Musgrove asked if there was a decision made to not hold Public Works 
Committee meetings virtually. 
 
City Engineer Westby replied that the meeting was held virtually for a bit but has not been for 
about four or five months. 
 
Chairperson Riley stated that typically staff would be aware if a resident had input to provide or 
an issue to discuss with the Committee.  He stated that the meetings are open to the public and 
asked if Councilmember Musgrove had a concern. 
 
Councilmember Musgrove stated that she did not but stated that perhaps it would be helpful to 
have the option open to residents. 
 
3. APPROVE AGENDA 
 
Motion by Councilmember Musgrove, seconded by Councilmember Woestehoff, to approve the 
agenda, as presented.   
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Musgrove and Woestehoff.  
Voting No: None. 
 
4. APPROVE MINUTES 
 
4.01: Approve July 20, 2021, Meeting Minutes  
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Motion by Councilmember Woestehoff, seconded by Councilmember Musgrove, to approve the 
following minutes: 
 
 Regular Meeting Minutes dated July 20, 2021 
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Woestehoff and Musgrove.  
Voting No: None. 
 
5. COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
 
5.01: Consider Stop Sign Installation at Garnet St and 137th Lane 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer reviewed the staff report and recommendation to not install 
additional stop signs at this intersection, based on the traffic counts and accident history.  Staff 
would recommend that the trees located in the ROW be trimmed back to improve visibility. 
 
Matt Blanchard resident, stated that he did not see a need to trim the trees further and wondered 
what the City Code states related to the required distance from the corner needed to provide 
visibility.  He stated that it would be better to place the stop sign north/south rather than east/west 
as most of the traffic speeds coming into the development, not leaving the development.  He stated 
that there are children at the intersection riding their bikes as there is a little library at the corner.  
He believed it would be safer to place stop signs.  He stated that there has been a lot of money put 
into deciding whether to place a stop sign when installing a stop sign would not have a large 
expense.   
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer estimated about 150 feet would be needed to provide 
visibility when traffic is moving at 30 mph.   
 
Mr. Blanchard stated that those trees do not even start until 75 feet from the corner, and he has the 
trees trimmed to see the intersection at 137th Avenue.  He stated that trimming the trees further 
would impede upon his privacy.  He believed that it would be safer to place a stop sign.  He noted 
that if the trees are trimmed there would still be an issue with vehicles traveling too fast and not 
stopping.  He stated that he has lived in his home for nine years and the trees have been mature 
throughout that time.  He noted that there have only been two accidents during that nine-year 
period. 
 
Councilmember Musgrove clarified the locations proposed by the resident for stop signs, which 
would stop north and south traffic.  She also asked for clarification on the location of the little 
library.   
 
Mr. Blanchard identified the location of the little library, which is on private property. 
 
Councilmember Musgrove asked if there has been any consideration for a yield sign rather than a 
stop sign, or a crosswalk. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer replied that there has not been consideration to a yield sign. 
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Mr. Blanchard stated that perhaps if there were a sign for a crosswalk, traffic would slow, but 
noted that there are not sidewalks in that location so he was unsure that would make sense.  He 
believed that a stop sign would be best. 
 
Councilmember Musgrove stated that people become dependent on a stop sign as traffic control, 
but people do not always pay attention to that.  She stated that in rural sections intersections with 
no control seem to work best as everyone has to pay attention.  She asked for staff input on a yield 
sign. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated that he believes yield signs are ineffective.  He noted 
that this is a urban section and therefore people should already be paying attention.  He noted that 
stop signs would not be placed on Garnet because that is the larger road.   
 
Mr. Blanchard stated that there is no control in place now.  He stated that if there is a problem, that 
should be controlled with a stop sign rather than tree trimming.  He commented on the high number 
of children riding bicycles in the neighborhood and stopping that traffic as it comes into the 
neighborhood would be helpful.   
 
Chairperson Riley stated that he did not believe a yield sign would provide benefit. 
 
Councilmember Woestehoff asked where the request was generated from. 
 
Mr. Blanchard stated that he suggested the stop sign. 
 
Chairperson Riley asked and received confirmation that the trees that would be trimmed are located 
in the right-of-way. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated that his concern would be that if there were an accident 
it could be mentioned that the trees should have been trimmed for visibility.   
 
Mr. Blanchard acknowledged the comment that people do not always stop at stop signs, but stated 
that if they do not stop, they would be breaking the law. 
 
Chairperson Riley commented that the number of trips and traffic counts would not support a stop 
sign.  He noted that the speed threshold was also not met.  He stated that there is another threshold 
that takes into account different circumstances such as hills or accidents and that threshold is not 
met.  He stated that the City receives many requests for stop signs, but most do not meet the criteria.   
 
Mr. Blanchard commented that a stop sign would make the neighborhood safer.  He stated that a 
stop sign was placed at the next intersection, and he was told that decision was political and 
therefore seems to be a situation of who you know.   
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer stated that his job is to provide the recommendation based 
on the criteria. 
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Mr. Blanchard stated that his opinion is that a stop sign would be safer than trimming his trees. 
 
Councilmember Woestehoff stated that placing stop signs at these type of intersections often 
provides a false sense of security for pedestrians which is why the criteria were developed.  He 
stated that he went through a similar situation when he requested a stop sign at Variolite and 161st 
because the criteria were not met.  He stated that if the stop signs were placed, they would be 
placed on 137th and not Garnet and therefore the trees would still need to be trimmed and that 
would not solve that issue.   
 
Chairperson Riley commented that the City has the responsibility to keep the right-of-way clean 
and if it is determined trees will need to be trimmed, that will be done to the minimal amount 
possible.  He stated that in the issue of the stop sign, he does not believe it is warranted.  He stated 
that the trees would still need to be trimmed within the right-of-way.   
 
Mr. Blanchard continued to provide examples of visibility from his property.  He was unsure why 
his trees would need to be trimmed when you can see to the corner.   
 
Motion by Councilmember Riley, seconded by Councilmember Musgrove, to accept the staff 
recommendation to not install additional stop signs at 137th Lane/Garnet St. based on the traffic 
counts and accident history and that trees located in the ROW be trimmed as little as possible to 
improve visibility.   
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Musgrove and Woestehoff.  
Voting No: None. 
 
5.02: Update on Street Light Request for Bear Park 
 
Public Works Superintendent Riemer reviewed the staff report and recommendation to install a 
streetlight at 15500 Roanoke St (Bear Park) as requested by the residents in that area. 
 
Councilmember Musgrove commented that she believes this is a good idea and was glad to see 
some responses were received back from residents. 
 
Motion by Councilmember Musgrove, seconded by Councilmember Woestehoff, to accept the 
staff recommendation and move forward with installation of a streetlight at 15500 Roanoke Street 
(Bear Park).   
 
Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Musgrove and Woestehoff.  
Voting No: None. 
 
6. COMMITTEE / STAFF INPUT 
 
6.01: Staff Updates on Improvement Projects and Items of Interest 
 
City Engineer Westby provided an update on current and proposed City improvement projects. 
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Public Works Superintendent Riemer provided an update on the water treatment plant process.   
 
Chairperson Riley asked when the City would be looking at the road overlays proposed for 2022. 
 
City Engineer Westby stated that staff is working on those preparations in order to tee up the 
proposed projects.  He noted that cases will go before the City Council in the near future, assuming 
there would be funding.  He stated that staff is also working on the updated CIP to bring before 
the Council and advised that those actions would come forward in similar timing.   
 
Chairperson Riley stated that the CIP is smart and provided the best information at that time but 
also recognized that some streets have deteriorated faster than others and may need to move 
forward in a faster schedule.   
 
City Engineer Westby asked if the Public Works Committee would like to review the draft CIP 
before the Council considered approving it. 
 
Chairperson Riley stated that he did not see that as necessary and noted that staff has the 
information in order to make the best decision on the order of road repairs.  He asked if the website 
tool showing when streets will be repaired will be updated when the CIP is updated. 
 
City Engineer Westby confirmed that tool would be updated once the CIP is updated and adopted. 
 
Chairperson Riley suggested that tool be placed in a more prominent location on the website. 
 
City Engineer Westby provided an update on current and proposed County and MnDOT 
improvement projects and studies, and other items of interest. 
 
Councilmember Musgrove stated that she would like to add a sound wall to the list of studies at 
the corner of Hwy 47 and CR 5.  She stated that the residents in that area do not feel that the 
existing sound wall is helpful and did not meet the intent.   
 
Chairperson Riley clarified that Councilmember Musgrove is stating that the wall was put in, but 
it is inadequate.   
 
City Engineer Westby provided background information noting that the wall was constructed as 
proposed within the approved plans.   
 
6.02: Review Future Topics Calendar 
 
Chairperson Riley referenced the first item, Sunfish Lake sedimentation basin, which has been on 
the list for about the past six years.   
 
City Engineer Westby stated that the intent was to get that going this year but there has not been 
contact from that resident and that was pushed down as there is not a great sense of urgency as 
compared to other items staff are working on.  He noted that wetland mitigation would be required 
and therefore staff wanted to present costs to determine whether it would be a worthwhile project.   
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Councilmember Musgrove asked if that is a project that could be added to the watershed 
implementation plan list. 
 
City Engineer Westby provided background information on the request and what that project 
would entail.  He noted that the project would not provide water quality benefit. 
 
7. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion by Councilmember Musgrove, seconded by Councilmember Woestehoff, to adjourn the 
Public Works Committee meeting.  
 
Motion carried.   
 
The regular meeting of the Public Works Committee adjourned at 6:38 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
______________________________ 
Grant Riemer 
Public Works Superintendent 
 
Drafted by Amanda Staple 
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 
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Meeting Date: 10/19/2021  
Submitted For: Grant Riemer, Engineering/Public Works 
By: Grant Riemer, Engineering/Public Works

Title:
Discuss Potential Pedestrian Crossing at Hwy 47/142nd Ave

Purpose/Background:
Staff received an inquiry from a resident about the possibility of a pedestrian crossing at Hwy 47 and 142nd Ave.
The resident assumed that a ped crossing was coming in the near future, because of the ADA ramps and pedestrian
refuge area installed in the median. Staff reached out to MnDOT, as they have jurisdiction over Hwy 47, to ask
what their plan was.for the crossing. There full response is attached to the case, but the next project planned for this
area is 2027, at which time they could look at upgrading the intersection to include a ped crossing. At that time the
city would make the final trail connection, if the ped crossing was approved and constructed by MnDOT.

Timeframe:
10 minutes

Observations/Alternatives:
Because of the traffic volume and speed in this area, staff feels this would not be a safe area for a ped crossing in its
current configuration. The safer alternative at this time, is to cross at the signal lights either north or south of this
location.

Funding Source:
N/A

Recommendation:
Staff recommendation would be to work with MnDot in 2027 to explore safe alternatives for a pedestrian crossing
in this area.

Action:
Motion staff to work with MnDOT in 2027 to explore safe alternatives for a pedestrian crossing at Hwy 47/142nd
Ave

Attachments
MnDot Response

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 10/14/2021 03:39 PM
Form Started By: Grant Riemer Started On: 10/13/2021 12:38 PM
Final Approval Date: 10/14/2021 
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Meeting Date: 10/19/2021  
Submitted For: Sean Sullivan, Community Development 
By: Sean Sullivan, Community Development

Title:
Consider Revised Cost Share Framework for Riverdale Drive Extension Improvement Project Related to Riverstone
South; Case of Capstone Homes and Pearson Properties of Ramsey

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to consider a revised Cost Share Framework for the Riverdale Drive Extension related
to the Riverstone South Subdivision. 

The need for this project is being driven by a development proposal known as Riverstone South by Capstone
Homes located on property owned by Pearson Properties of Ramsey on the south side of Highway 10. That being
said, the project has a broader benefit for Highway 10 Safety/Congestion and the Bowers Drive Neighborhood.

This topic was last discussed in January 2021 by the Public Works Committee and City Council. Direction was to
refine project costs and to explore grant opportunities and other funding sources to help fund the City portion of the
Riverdale Drive project and the $350,000 tree preservation credit to Capstone Homes. The Ramsey HRA fund is a
viable fund for Riverdale Drive project but cannot be used for the tree preservation credit.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill explored potential grant opportunities to help with the tree preservation credit
and was unable to find a viable grant for the tree preservation credit. The City of Ramsey did not receive the
$1.25M MnDOT Local Road Improvement Program (LRIP) grant for Riverdale Drive it applied for under the
framework approved in January. However, the City did apply for a MnDOT Local Partnership Program (LPP)
Grant of $710K and was awarded $612K which can  only be used for the construction of Riverdale Drive; not the
tree preservation credit.

Below is a summary of topics and new information for discussion as part of the revised framework attached.
Additional detail is included in the attached presentation and attachments. 

Developer/Owner object to contributing to the construction of off-site improvements (County Parcel, Bowers
Drive) and PWC and City Council agreed to this in the past framework
Acquisition/repayment of previous funding for the County Parcel (RALF and Anoka County) will be
required for ROW purchase
Planning Level Layout has been adjusted slightly and continues to be adjusted slightly to maximize
development potential.
Construction cost estimate for Riverdale Drive and related improvements have been updated and is
$1,706,000 
The estimated cost for acquisition of the ROW needed for Riverdale Drive from Anoka County has been
reduced from $950K to $283K.
Estimated City of Ramsey total Contribution for Riverdale Drive and Tree Preservation is reduced from
$1,025,520 to $1,018,486 
The City was unsuccessful in receiving the MnDOT LRIP Grant ($1.25M)
The City applied for a MnDOT LPP Grant ($710K) and received a $612K award
A solution for payment of the tree preservation credit of $350K to Capstone includes combination of HRA
($240K) and PIR Funds ($110K)

Timeframe:
30 minutes. 



30 minutes. 

Observations/Alternatives:
Assessment Method

All parties involved have verbally agreed to a split of the assessment between Capstone's residential development
and the Pearson's future commercial/industrial development along Highway 10. The assumption is that all parties
will agree to these terms in a future Assessment Agreement that eliminates any risk and/or liability from deviating
from the 'net developable acreage' method of assessment used on Puma Street on the north side of Highway 10.
Capstone and Pearson's have a separate agreement to allocate special assessments that is based on lineal front
footage along each property (outlined on Revised Cost Share Framework).

City Contribution to Collector Road 

The January 26, 2021 approved framework is attached along with minutes from Public Works Committee and City
Council for additional detail. 

A key component to the success of this project is obtaining grant money and identifying eligible funding sources
for the City contribution to this project. Resolution #21-101 directed staff to explore grant opportunities and other
funding sources to reduce the City contribution to the project. The MnDOT LPP Grant, City of Ramsey HRA
Funds, MSA Funds and City of Ramsey PIR Funds are eligible funding sources for the City contribution to this
project. This project is listed in MnDOT and Anoka County's 2014 Highway 10 Access Planning Study, and the
City's 2019 Ramsey Gateway Study. 

A portion of the full Riverdale Drive project is located on real property owned by Anoka County. This corridor was
originally planned for a river crossing across the Mississippi River to the City of Dayton. At this time, Anoka
County does not have funding available to contribute to this project (Riverdale Drive Extension). As such, Anoka
County has offered that the City can purchase the ROW needed for the construction of Riverdale Drive. This would
not be a County Road - it would be a local City Street. The cost for this ROW is estimated to be approximately
$283K.

As a sidebar, the City still desires to plan for a river crossing, the alignment simply has changed to coincide with
Armstrong Boulevard. MnDOT is currently leading a study on the feasibility of this river crossing. 

Total Assessment Amount and Preliminary Assessment Amount

Attached to this case is a detailed breakdown of the proposed Cost Share Framework.

Timelines

Capstone Homes has their schedule for subdivision approval for Riverstone South by the end of 2021 with
construction to commence in 2022. If the City Council is comfortable with the proposed revised cost share
agreement, this timeframe is feasible. The City Council could consider a higher contribution with traditional funds
or introducing an eligible Tax Increment Financing (TIF) economic development project on the
commercial/industrial parcels along Highway 10. This would extend the desired timeframe. 

At the end of the day, the City is not obligated to contribute to any portion of this project at any given time,
although there would be value in doing so. Staff has negotiated with Capstone and the Pearson's and has presented a
viable funding solution. 

Future Discussions

This case is intended to provide a recommendation to City Council for policy direction. Next steps including, but
not limited to, approval of Assessment Agreement(s), authorization to prepare plans and specifications, approval of
plans and specifications, and award of construction contracts, all of which will provide additional levels of detail.



The intent of this step is to confirm the revised Cost Share Framework or to develop another course of action. 

Alternatives

Alternative 1 - Recommend that the City Council approve the REVISED Cost Share Framework including Tree
Preservation, including the City contribution to the County Property, updating planned grant fund revenue and
ROW acquisition cost.

Alternative 2 - Recommend that the City Council approve the REVISED Cost Share Framework w/o Tree
Preservation, including the City contribution to the County Property, updating planned grant fund revenue and
ROW acquisition cost.

Alternative 3 - Direct Staff, the Pearson's and Capstone to continue negotiations.

Alternative 4 - Something else.

Funding Source:
The proposed funding for this project is proposed to be a combination of City Contributions (HRA and PIR), Grant
Funds and Developer Assessments as outlined in the Revised Framework. The funding solution presented by staff
uses a combination of HRA Funds and PIR funds to satisfy the $350K tree preservation credit to Capstone. As it
pertains to the City's Cost Share (Municipal Contribution to Collector Road + Assessment Amount for Ownership
of Real Property), several funding sources are available below if a different structure is desired. 

City's Public Improvement Revolving (PIR) Fund (generated from local property tax revenue)1.
Anoka County Redevelopment Authority (ACHRA)2.
State of Minnesota Municipal State Aid (MSA) Account3.
MnDOT LPP Grant ($612K received)4.
Tax Increment Financing (for qualifying projects in the Commercial/Industrial District) (could delay project)5.

If ACHRA funds are to be used a Resolution requesting the use of funds will need to be submitted to the ACHRA. 

Recommendation:
Staff has worked hard to bring forward a creative solution to fund the Riverdale Drive Extension and tree
preservation credit that utilizes MnDOT Grants, Ramsey HRA funds and PIR funds. This project will open up more
land for residential and commercial/industrial development and increase safety for existing and future Ramsey
residents and businesses.

Staff recommends the following:

Alternative 1 - Recommend that the City Council approve the REVISED Cost Share Framework including Tree
Preservation, including the City contribution to the County Property, updating planned grant fund revenue and
ROW acquisition cost.

Action:
Based on Discussion

Alternative 1 - Recommend that the City Council approve the REVISED Cost Share Framework including Tree
Preservation, including the City contribution to the County Property, updating planned grant fund revenue and
ROW acquisition cost.

and;

The Public Works Committee feels that a contribution to a collector road has a broader public benefit and that the
revised cost share framework is close to the original framework originally approved (non-binding) by the City
Council. 
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10.19.21 PWC Presentation Solving for 350K Tree Preservation with HRA and PIR Funding

City/Grant Fully Funding County Parcel Project Costs (including ROW)

Area Description Cost Allocation Lineal Footage % City % Capstone % Pearson%
County Parcel $612,226 1532 35.89% 100% 0 0
County ROW DRAFT $283,000 0 0 100%
Pearson Parcel $979,881 2452 57.44% 52.5% 0.0% 47.5%
Bowers Drive Modifications $113,893 285 6.68% 100% 0 0
Total $1,989,000 4269 100.00%

**Note: utilities not included - paid for by Trunk Fees**

County Parcel Pearson Parcel % Bowers Drive Total Project %
MnDOT Grant $612,000 $0 $612,000 30.8%
City Contribution (HRA) $283,226 $514,242 52.5% $113,893 $911,361 45.8%
Pearson Contribution $465,639 47.5% $465,639 23.4%
Capstone Contribution $0 0.0% $0 0.0%

$895,226 $979,881 100.0% $1,989,000 100.0%

Portion of Overall Project 35.9% 57.4% 6.7% 100.0%
Road, Trail, Storm $612,226 $979,881 $113,893 $1,706,000
ROW $283,000 $283,000

$895,226 $979,881 $113,893 $1,989,000

County Parcel + ROW = $895,226
1/3 of funding 

gap

Funding Gap $0 $0.00

Public vs. Private Dollars
Private (Capstone + Pearson) $465,639 23%
Public (City + MnDOT) $1,523,361 77%

$1,989,000
Capstone / Pearson Agreement* Party Assessment Amt %
Private Pearson Parcel Total Capstone $239,875 34%
$465,639 Pearson $465,639 66%
* Assessment amounts based on lineal footage along Riverdale Drive Pearson and Capstone

Capstone Tree Preservation Credit (Pearson) 239,875$              HRA Pay for Capstone Assessment (above)
Additional City Contribution (to Capstone) 110,125$              PIR Payment to Capstone
Tree Preservation Reconcilliation 350,000$              

Difference from 1.26.21
Total City Contribution** 911,361$           $235,841
Total Grant Contribution 612,000$           (638,000)$             
ROW Cost Estimate 283,000$           (667,000)$             
Project Costs Less County ROW 1,706,000$        31,000$                 

** This includes 350 K Tree Preservation

Sources of Funds

Uses (Project Costs)



PWC and CC Approved Framework (6a Approved via motion on 1/26/21 by CC)
City/Grant Fully Funding County ParceProject Costs (including ROW)
Area Description Cost Allocation
County Parcel $628,125
County ROW Estimate $950,000
Pearson Parcel $971,500
Bowers Drive Modifications $75,375
Total $2,625,000

**Note: utilities not included - paid for by Trunk Fees**

County Parcel Pearson Parcel % Bowers Drive Total Project %
MnDOT Grant $1,250,000 $0 $1,250,000 47.6%
City Contribution $328,125 $272,020 28.0% $75,375 $675,520 25.7%
Pearson Contribution $349,740 36.0% $349,740 13.3%
Capstone Contribution $349,740 36.0% $349,740 13.3%

$1,578,125 $971,500 100.0% $2,625,000 100.0%

Portion of Overall Project 37.5% 58.0% 4.5% 100.0%
Road, Trail, Storm $628,125 $971,500 $75,375 $1,675,000
ROW $950,000 $950,000

$1,578,125 $971,500 $75,375 $2,625,000

County Parcel + ROW = $1,578,125
1/3 of funding 

gap

Funding Gap $0 $0.00

Public vs. Private Dollars
Private (Capstone + Pearson) $699,480 27%
Public (City + MnDOT) $1,925,520 73%

$2,625,000
Capstone / Pearson Agreement * Party Assessment Amt %
Private Pearson Parcel Total Capstone $237,823 34%
$699,480 Pearson $461,657 66%
* Assessment amounts based on lineal footage along Riverdale Drive Pearson and Capstone

Talking Points

But for this development, the City would wait until other funding sources closed the gap.

If the Developer desires to accelerate the schedule, the Developer should bring additional dollars to the table.

This project derives a direct benefit to the connection to Highway 10 and associated improvements.

While not technically the Developer's responsibility, the Development relies on a connection through the County Property.

It is not feasible to phase the project.

If the Developer desires to not contribute to off site improvements, the City has less dollars to allocate to the Pearson Frontage.

Minnesota Statute allows the City to assess costs for off-site improvements that are necessary due to development impacts.

Considering contribution to Riverdale Drive + acquisition for open space preservation, City should review financials

Public Works recommended that review of financials (above) is not necessary.

Total City Contribution 675,520$              
Total Grant Contribution 1,250,000$          
ROW Cost Estimate 950,000$              
Project Costs Less County ROW 1,675,000$          

Sources of Funds

Uses (Project Costs)



10.19.21 PWC New Baseline Information 36%, 36%, 28% - No Tree Preservation

City/Grant Fully Fund County Parcel Project Costs (including ROW)

Area Description Cost Allocation Lineal Footage % City % Capstone % Pearson%
County Parcel $612,226 1532 35.89% 100% 0 0
County ROW DRAFT $283,000 0 0 100%
Pearson Parcel $979,881 2452 57.44% 28.0% 36.0% 36.0%
Bowers Drive Modifications $113,893 285 6.68% 100% 0 0
Total $1,989,000 4269 100.00%

**Note: utilities not included - paid for by Trunk Fees**

County Parcel Pearson Parcel % Bowers Drive Total Project %
MnDOT Grant $612,000 $0 $612,000 30.8%
City Contribution (HRA) $283,226 $274,367 28.0% $113,893 $671,486 33.8%
Pearson Contribution $352,757 36.0% $352,757 17.7%
Capstone Contribution $352,757 36.0% $352,757 17.7%

$895,226 $979,881 100.0% $1,989,000 100.0%

Portion of Overall Project 35.9% 57.4% 6.7% 100.0%
Road, Trail, Storm $612,226 $979,881 $113,893 $1,706,000
ROW $283,000 $283,000

$895,226 $979,881 $113,893 $1,989,000

County Parcel + ROW = $895,226
1/3 of funding 

gap

Funding Gap $0 $0.00

Public vs. Private Dollars
Private (Capstone + Pearson) $705,514 35%
Public (City + MnDOT) $1,283,486 65%

$1,989,000
Capstone / Pearson Agreement * Party Assessment Amt %
Private Pearson Parcel Total Capstone $239,875 34%
$705,514 Pearson $465,639 66%
* Assessment amounts based on lineal footage along Riverdale Drive Pearson and Capstone

Difference from 1.26.21
Total City Contribution 671,486$            ($4,034)
Total Grant Contribution 612,000$            (638,000)$                
ROW Cost Estimate 283,000$            (667,000)$                
Project Costs Less County ROW 1,706,000$        31,000$                   

Sources of Funds

Uses (Project Costs)



Assessment' Amount Lineal Footage % Cost
Roadway 1,186,000$             1,532                  35.89% 612,226$      County Parcel By % of linear foot
Storm 211,000$                2,452                  57.44% 979,881$      Pearson Parcel
Interim Sanitary 121,000$                285                      6.68% 113,893$      Bowers Drive/Trunk Highway Improvements
TH 10 Access 188,000$                4,269                  100% 1,706,000$   
Total 1,706,000$             

Trunk Sewer and Water Costs not included

High-level, non-scientific planning level division of costs. 



Alternative 6a
Capstone Proposal w/City Modifications - Capstone Pearson Even Split

Project Costs (including ROW)
County Parcel $1,578,125
Pearson Parcel $971,500
Bowers Drive Modifications $75,375
Total $2,625,000 **Note: utilities not included - paid for by Trunk Fees**

County Parcel Pearson Parcel % Bowers Drive Total
Sources
MnDOT Grant $1,250,000 $1,250,000
City Contribution $328,125 $272,020 28.0% $75,375 $675,520
Pearson Contribution $349,740 36.0% $349,740
Capstone Contribution $349,740 36.0% $349,740

100.0% $2,625,000

Portion of Overall Project 37.5% 58.0% 4.5% 100.0%
Road, Trail, Storm $628,125 $971,500 $75,375 $1,675,000 $1,675,000
ROW $950,000

$1,578,125 $971,500 $75,375 $2,625,000

Public vs. Private Dollars
Private (Capstone + Pearson) $0 $699,480 72% $0 $699,480
Public (City + MnDOT) $1,578,125 $272,020 28% $75,375 $1,925,520

$2,625,000

Talking Points

But for this development, the City would wait until other funding sources closed the gap.

If the Developer desires to accelerate the schedule, the Developer should bring additional dollars to the table.

This project derives a direct benefit to the connection to Highway 10 and associated improvements.

While not technically the Developer's responsibility, the Development relies on a connection through the County Property.

It is not feasible to phase the project.

If the Developer desires to not contribute to off site improvements, the City has less dollars to allocate to the Pearson Frontage.

Minnesota Statute allows the City to assess costs for off-site improvements that are necessary due to development impacts.

Considering contribution to Riverdale Drive + acquisition for open space preservation, City should review financials

Public Works recommended that review of financials (above) is not necessary.

Sources of Funds

Uses (Project Costs)



Talking Points 9.29.21 

• History: In November of 2019 Capstone Homes approached City Staff to discuss the interest level to 
develop a residential development to be known as Riverstone South. The City Staff recommended and 
supported to move forward with the planning process South of Hwy 10. 
 

• City Council approved, by motion, Cost Share Framework (6a) on January 26, 2021. 6a Framework has 
project costs of $2,625,000 and 1.25M in MNDOT Grant. 
 

• Development west of Llama St NW relies on the Extension of Riverdale Drive and utilities through the 
Anoka County parcel. 

• With the development of the Pearson Farm property and the extension of Riverdale Drive the city has the 
opportunity for more businesses to locate along Hwy 10 between Armstrong Blvd and Bowers Drive. 
 

• The development of the Pearson Farm property and the extension Riverdale Drive will allow the Anoka 
County remaining land parcels to be marketable. 
 

• With this development, the City and County Road infrastructure would improve the connections to Hwy 
10 and reduce safety concerns south of Hwy 10. 
 

• With this development, it allows the City to Master Plan surrounding properties for future development 
and re-development of existing neighborhoods to provide water / sewer extensions and other road 
improvements. 
 

• The reduction of the MNDOT LPP Grant of $638,000 and revised project costs results in additional 
public/private funds needed to complete the project. 
 

• City of Ramsey HRA funds are an eligible funding source for the City contribution to the Riverdale Drive 
Road Project. They cannot be used for Tree Preservation. 
 

• If the Developer desires to not contribute to off site improvements, the City has less dollars to allocate to 
the Pearson Frontage. 
 

• Minnesota Statute allows the City to assess costs for off-site improvements that are necessary due to 
development impacts. 
 

• It is not financially feasible/responsible to build Riverdale Drive in two phases.  
 

• With this development, it provides a connection through the Anoka County property to complete the 
City’s network road system to Armstrong Blvd. 
 

• Riverstone South will bring 244 units of residential development improving demographics for retail and 
provides for future workforce. 
 

• With this development, the City can seek funding sources to improve this area of town that would solve 
many infrastructure issues and provide additional Economic Development opportunities. 
 

• Review of Financials from Developer is not needed - PWC Recommendation. 



Councilmember Specht introduced thefollowing resolution andmoved foritsadoption:  

RESOLUTION #21-101

RESOLUTION DETERMINING THAT ANENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)  
ISNOTNECESSARY ANDGRANTING PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR RIVERSTONE SOUTH
ADDITION

WHEREAS, Riverstone Development LLC, hereafter referred toas “Developer”, properly
applied forPreliminary Platapproval ofthefollowing described property located intheCityofRamsey:  

ThatpartofNorthwest Quarter ofNorthwest Quarter, Section 29, Township 32, Range 25lying
northeaster ofnortheasterly rightofwaylineofBurlington Northern RailRoad andlying
westerly andsoutherly ofthenorth60feetofeast40feetofsaidQuarter Quarter, except road
subject toeasement ofrecord, Anoka County, Minnesota

and-  

TheNorthwest Quarter ofSouthwest Quarter ofSection 20, township 32, Range 25except east
40feetofsaidQuarter Quarter lyingsoutherly ofsoutherly rightofwaylineofAlpine Drive
NWandexcept north40feetofsouth 100feetofwest40 feetofeast80feetofsaidQuarter
Quarter, except roadsubject toeasement ofrecord, Anoka County, Minnesota

and-  

TheSouthwest Quarter ofSouthwest Quarter ofSection 20, Township 32, Range 25lyingwest
ofeast40feet thereof, except roadsubject toeasement ofrecord, Anoka County, Minnesota

the ‘Subject Property’);  

WHEREAS theCityandDeveloper havebeenworking onalong-range landuseplanforthe
Subject Property since theendof2019; and

WHEREAS theCityapproved acostshare framework inconcept fortheextension ofRiverdale
DriveonMarch 24, 2020; and

WHEREAS theCityapproved aplanning framework fortheSubject Property onJune23, 2020;  
and

WHEREAS theCity reviewed theSketch Planfortheproject onAugust 6, 2020; and

WHEREAS theCity received anApplication forPreliminary PlatApproval forRiverstone
South Addition onDecember 3, 2020, which includes 243detached single-family homes; and

WHEREAS Minnesota Rules 4410.4300, Subp. 19.C, requires thatanEAW beprepared for
thisproject astheproject requires aComprehensive PlanAmendment; and



WHEREAS byFebruary 9, 2021, copies oftheEAW weredistributed toallpersons and
agencies ontheofficial Environmental Quality Board (EQB) distribution listandother interested parties;  
and

WHEREAS onFebruary 9, 2021, theEAW waspublicly noticed intheEQBMonitor,  
commencing the30-daypublic comment period; and

WHEREAS apress release andpublic notice fortheEAW wassubmitted totheAnoka County
Union Herald andpublished onFebruary 5, 2021, announcing thecompletion oftheEAW, itsavailability
tointerested parties, and theprocess forsubmitting comments ontheEAW; and

WHEREAS, thePlanning Commission heldaPublic Hearing andreviewed thePreliminary Plat
onJanuary 7, 2021; and

WHEREAS thePlanning Commission denied aVariance tochange thestreet nameforUnicorn
Street.   

NOW THEREFORE, BEITRESOLVED BYTHECITY COUNCIL OFTHECITYOF
RAMSEY, ANOKA COUNTY, STATE OFMINNESOTA, asfollows:  

1. That theRamsey CityCouncil hereby grants preliminary platcontingent approval ofRiverstone
South Addition inaccordance withrelevant CityCodes, contingent upon thefollowing
conditions:  

a. Plat/Subdivision - Plans subject tocurrent StaffReview Comments and finalapproval by
CityEngineer

b. Riverdale Drive - CityApproval ofacontract fortheRiverdale DriveExtension along
withCostShare Agreement consistent withprevious CityCouncil Direction

i. Current cost share agreement isbasedoncurrent estimates. Final cost share
agreement issubject tofinalcosts based onanawarded contract forconstruction.   

ii. Mustalso include anAssessment/Petition andWaiver Agreement toassess the
Property Owner andDeveloper shares back tobenefiting properties.  

iii. InlieuofaPetition andWaiver Agreement/Assessment Agreement, theCitymay
consider anassessment project consistent withMinnesota Statutes Chapter 429.   

c. ParkDedication – ParkDedication shallbesatisfied through acombination of1Acre
Land Dedication andaParkDedication Feeof $350,000.   

d. TreePreservation – Developer shall convey a7acreparcel topreserve aportion ofthe
existing forest asindicated onthePreliminary Plat.  

i. TheCitywillwork tosecure $350,000fromanoutside funding source forthe
acquisition oftheTreePreservation Area.  

1. TheCityCouncil authorizes Staff tosubmit afunding request totheAnoka
County Housing andRedevelopment Authority (ACHRA) forthis
purpose.  

2. TheCityCouncil directs Staff tofindaCity funding source forthis
purpose iftheACHRA request isunsuccessful.  

ii. TheCitydoesnotsupport anadditional credit toParkDedication Fees tofund
this $350,000expenditure.  

Resolution #21-101
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e. Street Name Change – theCityCouncil establishes forthisareaonly.   
i. Quintana Street NWinlieuofQuagga Street NW
ii. Snowy OwlStreet NWinlieuSloth Street NW
iii. Pearson StreetNWinlieuofUnicorn Street NW

f. EaveOverhangs inEasements – except asotherwise agreed to, nopartofanystructure,  
including eaveoverhangs, shallbelocated inanyeasement.   

2. That theRamsey CityCouncil hereby determines thatanEnvironmental Impact Statement isnot
required fortheRiverstone South Addition based onthefollowing.  

a. TheEAW wasprepared incompliance with theprocedures oftheMinnesota
Environmental Policy ActandMinnesota Rules, Parts 4410.1000 to4410.1700 (2015),  

b. TheEAW satisfactorily addressed theenvironmental issues forwhich existing
information could havebeen reasonably obtained,  

c. Based onthecriteria established inMinnesota Rules 4410.1700, theproject doesnothave
thepotential forsignificant environmental effects,  

d. TheCitymakes a “Negative Declaration,”  

e. TheCityadopts theResponse toComments, Findings ofFact, andRecord ofDecision
forRiverstone Addition Environmental Assessment Worksheet (Record ofDecision) and
directs theCommunity Development Director tomaintain theRecord ofDecision andto
distribute itinaccordance with theEQBrules.  

The motion fortheadoption oftheforegoing resolution wasdulyseconded byCouncilmember Howell,  
anduponvotebeing taken thereon, thefollowing voted infavorthereof:  

Mayor Kuzma
Councilmember Musgrove
Councilmember Woestehoff
Councilmember Heineman
Councilmember Howell
Councilmember Riley
Councilmember Specht

andthefollowing voted against thesame:  

None

andthefollowing abstained:  

None

andthe following were absent:  

None

Resolution #21-101
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whereupon said resolution was declared dulypassed and adopted bytheRamsey CityCouncil this13th
dayofApril, 2021.  

Mayor

ATTEST: 

CityClerk

Resolution #21-101
Page4of4



COVER SHEET
1

 VICINITY MAP 

SITE

Ramsey, Minnesota

Know what's below.
before you dig.Call

R

RIVERSTONE   SOUTH

RIVERSTONE DEVELOPMENT, LLC
14015 Sunfish Lake B, Suite 400

Ramsey, MN 55303

RIVERSTONE SOUTH
Ramsey, MN

ofof

f:\jobs\8481 - 8500\8494 - pearson place 2nd\cad c3d\engineering\prelim plans\8494_cover.dwgSave Date: 07/20/21

25

Revisions:
1.  7/21/21 per City CommentsPrint Name:

Signature:

Date: License #:

Drawn:

Designed:

Date:

I hereby certify that this plan, specification
or report was prepared by me or under my
direct supervision and that I am a duly
Licensed Professional Engineer under
the laws of the State of Minnesota 11/25/20

ADB

11/25/20

Brian J. Krystofiak, P.E.

25063

BJK

#8494

BENCHMARKS

AutoCAD SHX Text
15" PVC

AutoCAD SHX Text
INV=854.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
12" CLVT

AutoCAD SHX Text
INV=852.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
INV=Unable to locate

AutoCAD SHX Text
INV=Unable to locate

AutoCAD SHX Text
12" CLVT

AutoCAD SHX Text
INV=852.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
18" RCP

AutoCAD SHX Text
INV=855.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
18" CMP

AutoCAD SHX Text
INV=855.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
INV=855.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT I

AutoCAD SHX Text
B U R L I N G T O N    N O R T H E R N    I N C.

AutoCAD SHX Text
U S   H I G H W A Y    N O.   1 0  &  1 6 9

AutoCAD SHX Text
RIVERDALE DRIVE NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
SNOWY OWL

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOWERS DRIVE NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOWERS DRIVE NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
13

AutoCAD SHX Text
14

AutoCAD SHX Text
15

AutoCAD SHX Text
16

AutoCAD SHX Text
17

AutoCAD SHX Text
18

AutoCAD SHX Text
19

AutoCAD SHX Text
20

AutoCAD SHX Text
21

AutoCAD SHX Text
22

AutoCAD SHX Text
23

AutoCAD SHX Text
24

AutoCAD SHX Text
25

AutoCAD SHX Text
26

AutoCAD SHX Text
27

AutoCAD SHX Text
28

AutoCAD SHX Text
29

AutoCAD SHX Text
30

AutoCAD SHX Text
31

AutoCAD SHX Text
32

AutoCAD SHX Text
33

AutoCAD SHX Text
34

AutoCAD SHX Text
35

AutoCAD SHX Text
36

AutoCAD SHX Text
37

AutoCAD SHX Text
38

AutoCAD SHX Text
39

AutoCAD SHX Text
40

AutoCAD SHX Text
41

AutoCAD SHX Text
42

AutoCAD SHX Text
43

AutoCAD SHX Text
44

AutoCAD SHX Text
45

AutoCAD SHX Text
46

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
13

AutoCAD SHX Text
14

AutoCAD SHX Text
15

AutoCAD SHX Text
16

AutoCAD SHX Text
17

AutoCAD SHX Text
18

AutoCAD SHX Text
19

AutoCAD SHX Text
20

AutoCAD SHX Text
21

AutoCAD SHX Text
22

AutoCAD SHX Text
23

AutoCAD SHX Text
24

AutoCAD SHX Text
25

AutoCAD SHX Text
26

AutoCAD SHX Text
27

AutoCAD SHX Text
28

AutoCAD SHX Text
29

AutoCAD SHX Text
30

AutoCAD SHX Text
31

AutoCAD SHX Text
32

AutoCAD SHX Text
14

AutoCAD SHX Text
13

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
13

AutoCAD SHX Text
14

AutoCAD SHX Text
15

AutoCAD SHX Text
16

AutoCAD SHX Text
17

AutoCAD SHX Text
18

AutoCAD SHX Text
19

AutoCAD SHX Text
20

AutoCAD SHX Text
21

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
15

AutoCAD SHX Text
14

AutoCAD SHX Text
13

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
29

AutoCAD SHX Text
28

AutoCAD SHX Text
27

AutoCAD SHX Text
26

AutoCAD SHX Text
25

AutoCAD SHX Text
24

AutoCAD SHX Text
23

AutoCAD SHX Text
22

AutoCAD SHX Text
21

AutoCAD SHX Text
20

AutoCAD SHX Text
19

AutoCAD SHX Text
18

AutoCAD SHX Text
17

AutoCAD SHX Text
16

AutoCAD SHX Text
15

AutoCAD SHX Text
14

AutoCAD SHX Text
13

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
40

AutoCAD SHX Text
39

AutoCAD SHX Text
38

AutoCAD SHX Text
37

AutoCAD SHX Text
36

AutoCAD SHX Text
35

AutoCAD SHX Text
34

AutoCAD SHX Text
33

AutoCAD SHX Text
32

AutoCAD SHX Text
31

AutoCAD SHX Text
30

AutoCAD SHX Text
29

AutoCAD SHX Text
28

AutoCAD SHX Text
27

AutoCAD SHX Text
26

AutoCAD SHX Text
25

AutoCAD SHX Text
24

AutoCAD SHX Text
23

AutoCAD SHX Text
22

AutoCAD SHX Text
21

AutoCAD SHX Text
20

AutoCAD SHX Text
19

AutoCAD SHX Text
18

AutoCAD SHX Text
17

AutoCAD SHX Text
16

AutoCAD SHX Text
15

AutoCAD SHX Text
14

AutoCAD SHX Text
13

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
13

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT E

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT D

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT C

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT A

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT B

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT G

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT K

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT J

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT L

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT F

AutoCAD SHX Text
7

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
9

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
11

AutoCAD SHX Text
SNOWY OWL STREET NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
QUINTANA STREET NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
STREET NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
147TH AVENUE NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
147TH AVENUE NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
PEARSON STREET NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
TIGER STREET NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
RABBIT STREET NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
STREET F

AutoCAD SHX Text
RIVERDALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRIVE NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
146TH LANE NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
QUINTANA

AutoCAD SHX Text
STREET NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
PEARSON

AutoCAD SHX Text
STREET NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
145TH 

AutoCAD SHX Text
LANE NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
145TH

AutoCAD SHX Text
AVE. NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
47

AutoCAD SHX Text
48

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
OUTLOT H

AutoCAD SHX Text
PEARSON STREET NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
(IN FEET)

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
150

AutoCAD SHX Text
300

AutoCAD SHX Text
75

AutoCAD SHX Text
LAKE

AutoCAD SHX Text
BU

AutoCAD SHX Text
BLVD

AutoCAD SHX Text
NE

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
CALL BEFORE YOU DIG

AutoCAD SHX Text
The subsurface utility information shown on this plan is utility  subsurface utility information shown on this plan is utility subsurface utility information shown on this plan is utility  utility information shown on this plan is utility utility information shown on this plan is utility  information shown on this plan is utility information shown on this plan is utility  shown on this plan is utility shown on this plan is utility  on this plan is utility on this plan is utility  this plan is utility this plan is utility  plan is utility plan is utility  is utility is utility  utility utility Quality Level D.  This quality level was determined according to  Level D.  This quality level was determined according to Level D.  This quality level was determined according to  D.  This quality level was determined according to D.  This quality level was determined according to   This quality level was determined according to  This quality level was determined according to This quality level was determined according to  quality level was determined according to quality level was determined according to  level was determined according to level was determined according to  was determined according to was determined according to  determined according to determined according to  according to according to  to to the guidelines of CI/ASCE 38-02, entitled "Standard Guideline  guidelines of CI/ASCE 38-02, entitled "Standard Guideline guidelines of CI/ASCE 38-02, entitled "Standard Guideline  of CI/ASCE 38-02, entitled "Standard Guideline of CI/ASCE 38-02, entitled "Standard Guideline  CI/ASCE 38-02, entitled "Standard Guideline CI/ASCE 38-02, entitled "Standard Guideline  38-02, entitled "Standard Guideline 38-02, entitled "Standard Guideline  entitled "Standard Guideline entitled "Standard Guideline  "Standard Guideline "Standard Guideline  Guideline Guideline for the Collection and Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility  the Collection and Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility the Collection and Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility  Collection and Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility Collection and Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility  and Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility and Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility  Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility  of Existing Subsurface Utility of Existing Subsurface Utility  Existing Subsurface Utility Existing Subsurface Utility  Subsurface Utility Subsurface Utility  Utility Utility Data."

AutoCAD SHX Text
%%U SHEET INDEX 

AutoCAD SHX Text
COVER

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.

AutoCAD SHX Text
3.

AutoCAD SHX Text
4-11.

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRELIMINARY SITE &

AutoCAD SHX Text
14.

AutoCAD SHX Text
GRADING INDEX

AutoCAD SHX Text
15-22.

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRELIMINARY PLAT 

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRELIMINARY PLAT INDEX

AutoCAD SHX Text
12-13.

AutoCAD SHX Text
UTILITY PLAN

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRELIMINARY GRADING &

AutoCAD SHX Text
23-24.

AutoCAD SHX Text
EROSION CONTROL PLANS

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING CONDITIONS

AutoCAD SHX Text
DETAILS

AutoCAD SHX Text
ALPINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRIVE

AutoCAD SHX Text
PUMA ST. NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
ARMSTRONG BLVD. NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
NK

AutoCAD SHX Text
ER

AutoCAD SHX Text
MISSISSIPPI RIVER

AutoCAD SHX Text
U.S HWY 10/169

AutoCAD SHX Text
DAYTON RIVER RD.

AutoCAD SHX Text
25.

AutoCAD SHX Text
PAD ELEVATION TABLES

AutoCAD SHX Text
L1-L4.

AutoCAD SHX Text
LANDSCAPE PLANS

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOWERS DR. NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
RIVERDALE DR. NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
LLAMA ST. NW

AutoCAD SHX Text
1. Minnesota Department of Transportation GSID Station #66054 (Name: PUMA MNDT RM 1). Elev.= 884.89 ft. 

AutoCAD SHX Text
2. Minnesota Department of Transportation GSID Station #802 (Name: H 257). Elev.= 882.78 ft. 



PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
CITYOFRAMSEY
ANOKA COUNTY

STATE OFMINNESOTA

ThePublic Works Committee conducted aregular meeting onTuesday, January 19, 2021, atthe
Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood DriveNW, Ramsey, Minnesota.  

Members Present: Chairperson Chris Riley
Councilmember Debra Musgrove
Councilmember MattWoestehoff

AlsoPresent:  CityEngineer Bruce Westby
Deputy CityAdministrator TimGladhill
Councilmember Chelsea Howell

1. CALL TOORDER

Acting Chairperson Riley called theregular meeting ofthePublic Works Committee toorderat
5:30p.m.  

2. CITIZEN INPUT

There wasnone.  

3. APPROVE AGENDA

Motion byCouncilmember Woestehoff, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove, toapprove the
agenda, aspresented.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Acting Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Woestehoff and
Musgrove.  Voting No: None.  

4. APPROVE MINUTES

4.01: Approve November 17, 2020, Meeting Minutes

Acting Chairperson Riley acknowledged thattheother members werenotpresent atthemeeting
butcommented that theminutes accurately reflect thediscussion.  

Councilmember Musgrove wasunsure that themotion could bepassed asthemembers notpresent
would needtoabstain.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill confirmed that thegroup could approve theminutes even
though notpresent.  

Public Works Committee / January 19, 2021
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Motion byActing Chairperson Riley, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, toapprove the
following minutes:  

Regular Meeting Minutes dated November 17, 2020.  

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Acting Chairperson RileyandCouncilmembers Woestehoff.  Voting
No: None.  Abstain: Councilmember Musgrove.  

5. COMMITTEE BUSINESS

5.01: Appoint Chair andViceChair ofthePublic Works Committee

CityEngineer Westby noted thataChairperson andViceChairperson would needtobeelected.  

Acting Chairperson Riley recommended appointing theChair andViceChair atthefirstPublic
Works Committee meeting oftheyear infuture years.  

Motion byCouncilmember Woestehoff, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove, toappoint
Councilmember Riley asChairperson andCouncilmember Musgrove asViceChairperson ofthe
Public Works Committee.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Acting Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Woestehoff and
Musgrove.  Voting No: None.  

5.02: Receive Update onCostShare Alternatives forRiverdale Drive Extension
Improvement Project Related toRiverstone South; CaseofCapstone Homes and
Pearson Properties ofRamsey

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill provided anupdate onapotential costshare framework for
theRiverdale Drive Extension Improvement Project.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked foradditional input onthetimeframe planned forRiverdale
Drive andtheprojected funding sources.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated that theoriginal study fromMnDOT andAnoka County
forHighway 10andthecorridor hadRiverdale Drive labeled asanopportunity ordevelopment
driven project withnospecific timeframe, therefore itwould move forward when development
occurred, orfunding wasavailable.  Henoted that iftheproject werenotdevelopment driven the
extension would belinked togrant funding, similar totheother phases ofRiverdale Drive, which
would haveestimated thatabout fiveortenyearsout.  Heprovided additional details ongrant
funding, noting that typically aproject ofthisscopewould haveafive-year planning process in
order tosuccessfully obtain grants.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked formoreclarity related tothedeveloper andassurance that the

Public Works Committee / January 19, 2021
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Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill explained that theCity looksattheproject asawhole andthe
benefit thatitprovides.  Henoted thatallcontributions totheproject arevalid, buttheCity is
concerned that itscontribution could beconsidered above industry standards andtherefore itwould
make sense tohaveunderwriting done.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifthe $350,000would notbepaid inaddition tothepreserve
land.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill provided background information ontheparkdedication for
theRiverstone South property, noting thatparkdedication focused ontheoneacreofparkand
cashcontribution of $350,000.  Henoted that theCitywill look foroutside funding toassist inthe
price for thepreserved area.  

Chairperson Riley asked ifthereason thishaschanged isrelated totheCounty parcel.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill confirmed that isalarge portion ofthediscussion butnoted
that thedeveloper alsooffered acounteroffer.  

Chairperson Riley asked iftheofferwould betobuytheentire County parcel.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated that there arethree parcels thatmakeuptheproperty in
discussion, noting that theCounty purchased thatin2008 inattempt topreserve that forafuture
rivercrossing.  Hestated that theparcel issplit inthree pieces because theCounty used different
funding sources topurchase theproperty.  Henoted thattheCitywould notbepurchasing the
entire County owned parcel, buttheentire parcel outlined inthecase.    

Chairperson Riley asked andreceived confirmation that theroadwould takeupabout onethirdof
thatproposed parcel.    

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill believed thatausercould befound fortheremainder ofthe
parcel outside oftheroad.  

Councilmember Woestehoff asked ifthere iscontingency planned ifthefunds arenotreceived
fromMnDOT.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated that thedealwould notmove forward without that
funding fromMnDOT, therefore when action istaken onthepreliminary plat, theCitywillbewell
protected.  

TomBakritges, Capstone Homes, commented that thishasbeena13-month process thusfarand
alotofdifferent iterations totheplan haveoccurred, tothegood.  Hecommented that theyhave
beencooperative withallthenecessary parties, noting thatbythetime construction would begin
theywould bemore thantwoyears into theplanning process.  Hecommented onthesevenacres
ofwooded area thatwillbepreserved, theoneacreofwooded park land, thebuffering thatwould
occur along Riverdale Drive, andthevariety ofhousing thatwould beprovided through their
development.  Hestated that thereare15acresofopenspace onthesouth sidethatprovide
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buffering between theRiverstone development andadjacent Bowers Drive neighborhood.  He
stated that theseven acres plusoneacreequate toover10percent ofthesitewhich isabove the
required parkdedication withonly landcontributions.  Hereferenced theoriginal framework for
Riverdale Drive thatusedonethirdcontributions thateveryone agreed to, acknowledging that
therewasagap.  Hestated thattheydonotagree tospend their funds onapublic improvement on
County property.  Hestated that themechanism ofthedollar amounts, andpercentages donot
change bymuch, buttheydonotwant tocontribute totheCounty property.  Hecommented that
things were added totheproject which addcostandtheydonotwant tocontribute to.  Hestated
thatstaff wasabletodevelop thenewframework which they agree to.  Hestated that theycost- 
shared ontheconstruction ofPuma with theCity inRiverdale North andisanexample ofhowthis
canwork.  Hestated that theyagreed totherecommendation ofstaff toprovide theseven acresof
wooded area, oneacreofpark landandacash parkdedication of $350,000forRiverstone South
aslongastheCitypurchases theseven acresofwooded landfor $350,000.  Hestated thatthey
havenotdiscussed about opening books throughout thisprocess andwould notagree tothat.  He
stated that theyarenotasking forTIForanything above what istypically done forpublic
improvement projects.  Hecommented that theyrealize that theCityandCounty aregoing through
theappraisal process fortheCounty parcel andthatpotential purchase would provide theCitywith
benefit down theroadwhen development ofthatsiteoccurs.  Hestated thatifCapstone hadtoput
moredollars intothisimprovement, theywould notmove theproject forward.  Hestated that the
goalwouldbefortheCitytohave itsthird-party financing inorder tomove forward inspring of
2022when Capstone isreadytomove forward onRiverstone South.  Hestated that theywant to
continue working withandcollaborating withstaffandagree totheframework butdonotagree
with theunderwriting component.   

JohnDobbs, representing thePearson family, commented that theyhavehaddirect conversations
withstaffwhich heappreciates.  Hecommented that therearetwothings different inthis
framework, thantheoriginal which split itintothirds.  Hestated that thelandvalue isdifferent
andnotaccounted for.  Hestated thatifgrant funds areallocated forlandpurchase thatprovides
theCitywith landthatwould beimproved asitwould havebothright-of-wayandroadaccess and
could besoldfordevelopment, therefore hestruggles with thepremise that theentire cost forthe
landisshown onthesheet, butthefuture value isnotaccredited tooffset that.  Hestated that the
other difference from theoriginal framework istheBowers Drive extension, cul-de-sac, andaccess
point.  Hecommented that thePearson family isdonating theright-of-wayforRiverdale Drive
andwould alsobeasked toprovide theright-of-wayandcul-de-sacareaforBowers Drive, which
isnot their responsibility todonate.  Hestated that theassociated details andcostswerenotshown
intheoriginal framework anditistheopinion that theBowers Drive right-of-wayandcul-de-sac
forBowers Drive istheresponsibility ofBowers Drive residents andnotthePearson family.  He
stated that theoriginal framework agreed toeachofthethree parties contributing onethirdofthe
cost, withanacknowledgement that therewasagapontheCounty contribution.  Hestated that
thenew framework doesnotshow thevalueofthelandthat theCitywould purchase withgrant
funds andalsoshows theBowers Drive requirements asacredit ontheCityportion.  Hestated
that the agreed totheonethirdsplitanddonotagreetotheBowers Drivecomponents.  

Steve Bona, Capstone Homes, commented that theoriginal framework included theonethirdsplit
ofcosts between theparties andCapstone stillagrees tothat.  Hestated thattheframework then
allowed thenegotiation ofthepark dedication andtreepreservation, which wasthenapproved.   

Public Works Committee / January 19, 2021
Page4of14



Henoted that those twoelements were approved, andCapstone proceeded with thepreliminary
plat inorder toreach thispoint.  Hestated that theyareconcerned because there isnowadiscussion
aboutunderwriting andthatisbeing used inamanner tosaythatifCapstone doesnotwant togo
through underwriting, itcould forego the $350,000theCityoffered topayfor thetreepreservation
areaorcould pay $272,000forRiverdale Drive.  Hestated thatmeans that theframework
originally approved assignificantly changed.  Henoted that theinitial funding gapintheoriginal
framework fortheCounty was $117,000.  

Chairperson Riley thanked Capstone forbeingpresent astheyhavebeenagreat partner and
developer inthecommunity.  Hestated thatitappears thatCapstone agrees totheframework but
isconcerned with thetreepreservation dollars andtheEhlers underwriting.  Hestated thatit
appears thePearson family isconcerned with thelandvalue.  

Mr. Dobbs commented thatheunderstands thelandvalue isanestimate butthere isnoestimate
forthepotential return oninvestment fortheCityowning thelandifthegrant fundswillallbe
used forthatacquisition.  Henoted that theBowers Drive portion alsoreduces theCitycontribution
andwasnot included intheoriginal framework.  

Councilmember Musgrove commented thatshefeels thatsheunderstands bothsidesafterhearing
input.  Sheasked iftherewould betimetogain additional outside funds associated withthetree
preservation land.    

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated thatstaffhasbeendiscussing opportunities with
different outside groups thatareproviding input totheCity.    

Councilmember Musgrove stated that itsounds likethese issues were perhaps unknowns andthey
arenowfitting theminto theframework.  Shestated thatshewould liketostick totheoriginal
framework totheextent possible andencouraged staff tocontinue tolookforfunding with the
option ofperhaps using theCounty HRAfunds aswell.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated that iftheroadwants tobebuilt, ithasbeentheinput
fromtheCounty that theCitywould needtopurchase thatparcel.  Henoted thatstaff continues to
havediscussions with theCounty toinvestigate options thatwould not include purchase ofthe
parcel.  

Councilmember Musgrove stated thatitappears there isstill time tomove forward with theoriginal
framework splitandcontinue tolookforfunds tousefortreepreservation and theCounty portion.   
Shestated that theconsensus throughout thisdiscussion hasincluded thepreserved treesandthe
developer presented thatplan.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill noted thatstaff isattempting tostayclose totheoriginal
framework andprovided details.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifacul-de-sacisneeded attheendofBowers Drive.  

Public Works Committee / January 19, 2021
Page5of14



Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated thatMnDOT isnotgoingtoallow twoaccess points
thatclose together andifthatcul-de-sacisnotprovided, the $1,250,000grantwillnotbeprovided
fromMnDOT.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked iftheroadcould bestubbed rather thanacul-de-sac.  

CityEngineer Westby commented thatashared driveway orsomething ofthatnature could be
considered butthatcomes withother issues.    

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated thatasecond connection toBowers Drive wasalready
foregone andtherefore hewould findithard tobelieve thatpublic works andpublic safety would
agree tolessthanacul-de-sac.  

Councilmember Woestehoff asked thedensity fortheCounty parcel.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated thatcurrently theparcel iszoned R-2, medium density
residential.  Hestated thatpartofthisexercise would betodetermine thehighest andbestuseof
theparcel adjacent tothesolar farm.  

Chairperson Rileystated thatitappears thateveryone agrees totheonethirdsplit forthe
framework aspresented andreviewed some oftheother assumptions.  Hestated that itappears the
consensus istocontinue tolookforoutside funds for treepreservation purchase.  Hestated that
underwriting isoften done fortheEDAbutwasunsure ifthatwastypically done forpublic works.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill confirmed thatitwould beatthediscretion oftheCityasto
whether torequire thatunderwriting.  Hestated thattheunderwriting doesnothavetobedoneand
wasprovided asatool.  

Chairperson Riley stated that twousesoffunds were identified thatcould remove theunderwriting
recommendation.    

Mr. Bakritges stated that themention ofunderwriting isnew.  Hestated that thedollars forthe
approved framework andthisframework areessentially thesameand therefore hedoesnotseea
need forunderwriting.  Hestated that theCounty parcel wasnotpartoftheframework before and
nowitis, andtheyagree thatiffunds arereceived theCitycanusetheminthatway.  Hestated
thattheydonotseeanyadditional enrichment ofdollars tothedeveloper which would justify
underwriting.  

Mr. Bona stated thatCapstone would neveropen theirbooks forprivate development.  Hestated
that theseven acresoftreepreservation issomething theCityasked themtodo.  Hestated that
Riverdale isacollector roadandtraditionally both theCityanddevelopers contribute.  Hestated
that theyarenotasking forpublic assistance thatwould justify underwriting.  

Chairperson Rileystated thatunderwriting istypically done fortheEDAanditwould essentially
bethesame ideabutrecognized thatitisnottypically done.  
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Councilmember Musgrove commented thatshedoesnotseethedeveloper gaining anything
differently because theCitywould beacquiring land inorder toconstruct aroad through that
parcel.    

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated thatunderwriting isnotrecommended because ofthe
newversion butmore related tothemore known costs.  

Councilmember Musgrove commented thatshedoesnotfullyunderstand theimplications of
underwriting.  

Chairperson Riley provided additional details ontheunderwriting process andrateofreturn onthe
investment related totheCitycontribution.    

Mr. Bona commented that theydidtwoassessment projects thatincluded Citycontributions,  
Bunker LakeandPuma, andthere wasneveradiscussion ofunderwriting orCapstone opening its
books.  Hestated thattheywould liketocontinue tofollow thatprocess.  

Councilmember Woestehoff stated thathewasunsure thatunderwriting istherightprocess for
this.  Heacknowledged thatwithout theCounty property, thisproject would diebecause the
collector roadcannot gothrough.    

Mr. Dobbs stated thatwhen theoriginal framework wasdone therequired right-of-waywasnot
known andsotheyunderstand thatmore details areknown atthistime.  Hestated thathehasalot
ofresidential, commercial, andindustrial development experience andwhile itmakes sense touse
underwriting toshow benefit oncommercial development itwould beunrealistic todothatfor
residential development.  Hestated thathedoesnotspeak forCapstone butbasedonhisexperience
indevelopment itwouldnotmakesense forCapstone toopenitsbooks forunderwriting.  

Motion byCouncilmember Musgrove, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, torecommend
CityCouncil approve thealternate costshare framework without theunderwriting.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Musgrove andWoestehoff.   
Voting No: None.  

5.03: Consider Water Treatment Plant SiteSelection Recommendation

CityEngineer Westby reviewed thestaff report andstated thatengineering andpublic works staff
recommend locating theproposed water treatment plant (WTP) onthePublic Works Sitedueto
thatsitehaving the lowest estimated construction cost; theability tomaintain control over the
cemetery access road; theability tomostcost-effectively sharesecurity infrastructure, an
emergency generator, andgarage space; andsignificant operational efficiencies andcostsavings
ofthelifeoftheWTP.  Staffalsorecommends proceeding with theproposed WTP construction
inastimelyamanner aspossible toensure theCity isabletocontinue toprovide water in
compliance withMinnesota Department ofHealth (MDH) health based values (HBV) for
manganese, The Cityhasbeen running onlytwotofourmunicipal wells tosupply water tothe
Citysincethesummer of2019, meaning thesewellsareconstantly inoperation andarenotable
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toberested ortakenoff-lineforroutine maintenance.  IftheCityelects tomove forward with
th, constructing aWTPinatimely manner, itcould beoperational byspring of2023.  OnJanuary 7

thePlanning Commission unanimously recommended CityCouncil approval ofthePublic Works
th, Sitefortheproposed WTP.  OnJanuary 14 theEconomic Development Authority unanimously

recommended approval ofthePublic Works Site fortheproposed WTP.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated thatpublic works prefer theeastsideofthesitefor
access tothecemetery.  Hestated that intermsofEDAthisisthebestsiteforeconomic
development, buttheeconomy isinamuch different position thanitwas, andthissiteprovides
themostoverall benefit.  

Councilmember Musgrove commented that thisseems tobewell thought outandthissiteseems
tobethebest location.  Sheagreed thatitwould make themostsense tousethepublic works site
because oftheefficiencies identified inthereport.  Shereferenced thefunding fortheadded project
costs andwhether thatcould come fromthesame funding source eventhough those areancillary
uses.  

CityEngineer Westby stated that thiswould allbepartofconstructing theWTP andtherefore all
thefunding could beused forthatpurpose.    

Motion byCouncilmember Musgrove, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, torecommend
CityCouncil approval ofthePublic Works Sitefortheproposed Water Treatment Plant.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Musgrove andWoestehoff.   
Voting No: None.  

5.04: Consider Recommending CityCouncil Approval ofPlans andSpecifications and
Authorization toAdvertise forBidsforRiverdale Drive Reconstruction,  
Improvement Project #21-00

CityEngineer Westby reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation torecommend approval of
plans andspecifications andauthorization toadvertise forbidsforRiverdale Drive Reconstruction,  
Improvement Project #21-00.  Staff recommendations include notconstructing concrete sidewalk
south ofRiverdale Drive aspartofthisproject, andnotconstructing theMississippi River
observation deckaspartofthisproject.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked foradditional details asitrelates totheRamsey Gateway
Highway 10improvements.  

CityEngineer Westby provided additional details noting thatdesign alternatives arebeing
reviewed fortheRamsey Gateway project, andidentified theconstruction limits ontheeastendof
Riverdale Drive, which could thenbetiedintotheHighway 10project inthefuture.    

Councilmember Musgrove commented that theHighway 10plans arestillbeing finalized.  
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CityEngineer Westby noted that theproposed termination oftheroadwould alignasclosely as
possible with theRamsey Gateway Highway 10plans.  

Councilmember Musgrove referenced thesection ofroadforthetownhome section, westof
Feldspar Street, andasked thewidth ofthatsegment andwhether thatwould match intermsof
width andlanes tothenewroadeastofFeldspar Street.  

CityEngineer Westby replied that isanarrower segment andthissegment would beabout four
feetwider.  Heidentified theplacement ofthetrailandnoted that thelaneswould alignevenwith
thedifferent widths.  

Chairperson Rileyasked theamount ofMSA funds theCityhasbeen receiving.    

CityEngineer Westby replied that theCity received around $1,600,000 lastyear intotal for
construction andmaintenance.  Heconfirmed thatallprevious loans havebeen paidback and
therefore anyMSA funds received moving forward willbeavailable forprojects.  Henoted that
theyareestimating lessinMSA funds thisyearbecause thecalculation isbased onroadusageand
therewere lesspeople ontheroad in2020duetothepandemic.    

Chairperson Riley commented that15or20years agotheCityborrowed money against future
MSAtoconstruct specific improvements.  Henoted thatthose funds havebeenpaidbackandthe
funds therefore areavailable foruseonprojects.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked iftheplans andspecifications aretypically included incasesor
onlyupon request.  

CityEngineer Westby commented thatiftheplans andspecifications arecomplete theycould be
included inthecase, butheexplained thatiftheplans are included inthecase, they become public
andanyone canaccess that information.  Heexplained thatifchanges aremadetotheplans after
that time, acontractor could then incorrectly base theirbidontheplans thatwere included inthe
case.  Hestated that theplanscanbepresented andshared with theCouncil once theyarefully
prepared.  Heacknowledged that theplandevelopment process hasbeenhurried thepast fewyears
soCouncil approvals were requested while plans werebeing finalized buthehoped that thiswould
bethelastyearbecause ofthechange infunding, which willallowStaff tostart developing projects
earlier intheyear.  Henoted that themost relevant plans would beincluded inthepresentation to
thefullCouncil when theprocess reaches thatstep.    

Motion byCouncilmember Musgrove, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, torecommend
CityCouncil approval ofplans andspecifications andauthorization toadvertise forbidsfor
Riverdale DriveReconstruction, Improvement Project #21-00.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Musgrove andWoestehoff.   
Voting No: None.  
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5.05: Consider Recommending CityCouncil Approval ofPlans andSpecifications and
Authorization toAdvertise forBids for2021Crack Seal Improvements,  
Improvement Project #21-06

CityEngineer Westby reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation torecommend approval of
plans andspecifications andauthorization toadvertise forbidsfor2021Crack Seal Improvements,  
Improvement Project #21-06 ascrack sealing remains themostcost-effective maintenance
operation available.  

Chairperson Rileynoted thatitisscheduled tocrack seal therejuvenated section inStanhope and
asked ifthatwould betheintended process.  

CityEngineer Westby noted that theprojects areunrelated.  Heexplained when therejuvenation
would typically occur andnoted thatonce that iscompleted crack sealing could occur anytime.    

Councilmember Musgrove stated thatwithin thecaseshenoticed similar lengths ofareawith
different materials proposed andasked ifthat isrelated totheageofthestreet.  

CityEngineer Westby replied that thepounds ofthematerial areadjusted based onthecondition
oftheroad.  Hestated thatstaffestimate thepounds thatwillbeneeded inorder toaddress the
disparity ofthecracking.    

Councilmember Musgrove referenced areas within theRiverstone development, noting that those
arenewstreets andasked howthose roads would already need crack sealing.  Shestated thatwhen
shehasdrivenontheroads, they lookreally niceandshewassurprised toseethemonthelist.  

CityEngineer Westby replied thatstaff attempts tocrackseal pavements three years after
construction andthese roadswere constructed in2017.  Hecommented thatthecracking should
beminimal, buttheyareattempting tobeproactive inmaintenance.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifother areasoftheCitywould bemore inneed thanthisnewer
area.    

CityEngineer Westby replied that theprimary focus istobeproactive withmaintenance inorder
tokeep thegood streets good.  Hecommented thatsome streets intheCityarepast thepointof
maintenance andstaffwilldosomething iftheycan, butthepriority will remain onextending the
lifespan ofthenewroads.  

Councilmember Howell asked howstaffdetermines thatquality workwillbereceived frombids.  

CityEngineer Westby replied thatexperience isthebestteacher, noting that typically theCity
receives bidsfromthesamecontractors thattheyknowtodoagood job.  Hestated thatifa
contractor isnotknown, staff reaches outfor input fromother municipalities todetermine ifthere
havebeen past issues.  Hestated thatvery rarely does theCity findacontractor theydonotwant
toworkwith.  Hestated that theCity istypically required toaward tothelowbidder.  Henoted
that therearespecifications andtheminimum requirements thatalowbidder mustmeet.    
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Chairperson Rileystated that theCityhasbecome strictoninspections toensure thatroadisbuilt
tospecification.  

Councilmember Musgrove referenced theMSAroads included forcrack sealandasked ifthat
would befunded through crack sealorMSAfunds.  

CityEngineer Westby replied thatcrack sealfunds budgeted arehistorically usedforcrack sealing,  
regardless ofwhether aroad isanMSAroad.  Hestated thattheintent istouseMSAfunds for
reconstruction oroverlay projects.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifadditional crack sealworkwould beanticipated later thisyear
usingMSA maintenance dollars.  

CityEngineer Westby replied that thebudget forthisyearuses theMSA fundsforreconstruction
andoverlay projects.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked fordetails onthe14percent indirect costs associated inthecase.   
Shealsoasked fordetails ontheconsortium thatexists forroad improvements.  

CityEngineer Westby replied thathecould bring additional information back tothegroup related
totheconsortium.  Hestated thatRamsey isnotapartner city, butheisontheemail listand
receives shared information.  Hebelieved therewerecurrently 11members intheconsortium with
Coon Rapids leading thegroup andorganized maintenance activities.  Hestated thatRamsey has
beenwatching theconsortium todetermine iftheyshould join formaintenance, butthusfar
Ramsey hasreceived lower bids, including the14percent indirect costswhich includes plan
preparation andinspection.  Henoted thatbeing independent alsoallows forgreater flexibility in
scheduling thework, which canbenefit abutting property owners.    

Motion byCouncilmember Woestehoff, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove, torecommend
CityCouncil approval ofplans andspecifications andauthorization toadvertise forbids for2021
Crack Seal Improvements, Improvement Project #21-06.    

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Woestehoff andMusgrove.   
Voting No: None.  

5.06: Consider Recommending CityCouncil Approval ofResolution Adopting Minimum
Requirements forPublic Utilities Installed inPublic Right-of-Ways andEasements

CityEngineer Westby reviewed thestaff report and recommendation toapproval ofaresolution
adopting minimum requirements forpublic utilities installed inpublic right-of-wayandeasements.  

Chairperson Riley stated thathelikeswhere thisisheaded.  Heasked ifthiswere inplace would
itbehamstringing theCityandfuture developers.    
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CityEngineer Westby replied that theCityprefers gravity sewer, andtheRiverwalk sitewastoo
lowtomake thatwork.  Hereviewed thedifferent options thatcould beusedandnoted that the
developer chose thecheapest routewith theintentofthedeveloper maintaining that line.  Hestated
thatifthatoption werechosen inafuture development, oneliftstation would needtobecreated
withapressurized system going tothegravity system.  Herecognized that therewould be
additional cost toadeveloper forthat.  

Councilmember Woestehoff asked ifthis issomething thatshould berunbyEDAandthePlanning
Commission before going before theCouncil.  

Chairperson Riley commented that this ismoreofapolicy decision.  

Councilmember Woestehoff stated that therearesites thatmay fall into thiscategory andasa
previous member ofthePlanning Commission hedidnotrecall thisbeing anissue when Riverwalk
wasproposed.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill explained that thecore function oftheEDAisbusiness
retention andsubsidy, andthis levelofdetail isnot intended tobeafunction ofthePlanning
Commission.  Hecommented thatadditional feedback could begathered fromthose groups, but
Public Works Committee would betheappropriate group toreview thisandmakea
recommendation totheCouncil.    

Councilmember Musgrove commented thataspartof thisdraft resolution, perhaps theexcluded
areasoftheCityshould belisted.  SheaskedifRiverwalk would betheonlydevelopment ofthat
nature.  

CityEngineer Westby replied that therearenumerous undeveloped parcels thatwould fallinto
thiscategory andrequire some levelofapressurized system toreach theCitysystem.    

Councilmember Musgrove clarified thatshedidnotwant tomisconstrue that thisactionwould
maketheCity responsible foranyothersystems.    

Chairperson Riley stated that thelanguage isgeneric inutility andtrunk linesandasked ifthat
would accurately cover water andsewer.  

CityEngineer Westby replied thatitishisunderstanding thatitistheintentoftheCity tomaintain
infrastructure under theroadway and/orright-of-wayand therefore theCitywould want toensure
that thepipes areadequately sized.  

Chairperson Riley asked iftherewould beadownside.  

CityEngineer Westby replied thathedidnotnotice adownside butwould double check with
Public Works Superintendent Riemer before bringing thisforward toCouncil.  Henoted that this
was intended tobeastarting pointandtherefore broad language wasusedandconfirmed thatstaff
would verify toensure that theCitywould notbeatrisk.  
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Councilmember Musgrove asked ifaresolution isneeded orwhether theCitysimply needs to
update thepolicy/designs.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated thathaving thebacking oftheCouncil through
resolution helpswithdeveloper discussions.  Hestated that thelanguage isbroad enough yet
specific enough fornegotiations andcodeenforcement.  

CityEngineer Westby replied that theCouncil doesnotadopt thedesign standards perse, therefore
theresolution provides thepolicydirection toguide those standards.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill explained that thisdirection andpolicy fromtheCouncil is
helpful onthefrontendtoprevent asituation likeRiverwalk fromoccurring.  

Motion byCouncilmember Musgrove, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, torecommend
CityCouncil approval ofaresolution adopting minimum requirements forpublic utilities inpublic
right-of-wayandeasements asdiscussed.      

Further discussion: Chairperson Riley commented that ifstaff feels thatadditional language is
needed fortheresolution itshould beadded asdiscussed.  Councilmember Woestehoff commented
thathewould becomfortable withstaffmaking theamendments inlinewiththediscussion.  

Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Chairperson Riley, Councilmembers Musgrove andWoestehoff.   
Voting No: None.  

6. COMMITTEE / STAFF INPUT

6.01: StaffUpdates onImprovement Projects and ItemsofInterest

CityEngineer Westby provided anupdate oncurrent andproposed City, County andMnDOT
improvement projects andstudies andother itemsofinterest totheCommittee.   

6.02: Review Future Topics Calendar

CityEngineer Westby stated thatstaff isdoing itsbest toreach thetopics onthelistonceother
projects arecleared off.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifanyoftheprojects onthelistwould qualify forWatershed
Based Funding.    

CityEngineer Westby stated thatstaffwill look through theCIPtodetermine ifanyoftheprojects
would qualify.    

7. ADJOURNMENT

Motion byCouncilmember Musgrove, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, toadjourn the
Public Works Committee meeting.   
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Motion carried.    

Theregular meeting ofthePublic Works Committee adjourned at8:23p.m.  

Respectfully submitted,  

Grant Riemer
Public Works Superintendent

Drafted byAmanda Staple
TimeSaver OffSiteSecretarial, Inc.  
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CITY COUNCIL
CITYOFRAMSEY
ANOKA COUNTY

STATE OFMINNESOTA

TheRamsey CityCouncil conducted aregular meeting onTuesday, January 26, 2021, atthe
Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota.  

Members Present: Mayor Mark Kuzma
Councilmember Chelsee Howell
Councilmember Debra Musgrove
Councilmember ChrisRiley
Councilmember DanSpecht
Councilmember MattWoestehoff

Members Absent: None

AlsoPresent:  CityAdministrator KurtisUlrich
Police Chief JeffKaters
Deputy CityAdministrator Timothy Gladhill
CityEngineer Bruce Westby
Economic Development Manager Sean Sullivan

1. CALL TOORDER

Mayor Kuzma called theregular meeting oftheRamsey CityCouncil toorderat7:10p.m.,  
followed bythePledge ofAllegiance ledbyMayor Kuzma.  

CityAdministrator Ulrich readastatement related totheCOVID-19pandemic and local stateof
emergency.  Indeclaring thisLocal StateofEmergency, theCityofRamsey hasdetermined that
inperson meetings andmeetings conducted underMinnesota Statutes Section 13D.02 arenot
practical orprudent because ofthedeclared health pandemic emergency.  

2. PRESENTATION

There werenone.  

3. CITIZEN INPUT

None.  

4. APPROVE AGENDA

Motion byCouncilmember Riley, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove, toapprove theagenda
aspresented.   
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Motion carried.  Voting Yes:  Mayor Kuzma, Councilmembers Riley, Musgrove, Howell, Specht,  
andWoestehoff.  Voting No: None.  

5. CONSENT AGENDA

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

5.01: Note theFollowing Boards, Commissions andCommittee Meeting Minutes:  
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated November 5, 2020
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes dated December 3, 2020
Economic Development Authority Meeting Minutes dated November 12, 2020
ParkandRecreation Commission Meeting Minutes dated November 12, 2020
Public Works Committee Meeting Minutes dated November 17, 2020

5.02: Approve thefollowing Meeting Minutes:  
1) CityCouncil Work Session dated January 12, 2021
2) CityCouncil Regular dated January 12, 2021

5.03: Approve Rental Licenses
5.04: Award SignAddition forLoral IArmstrong Delaney Ramsey Central Park
5.05: Adopt Resolution #21-033Approving Cash Disbursements Made andAuthorizing

Payment ofAccounts Payable Invoicing Received During thePeriod ofJanuary 7, 2021
through January 20, 2021

5.06: Adopt Resolution #21-014Approving anInterim UsePermit forStorage Containers and
thGravel Parking at8049146 Avenue NW (Project 20-137); CaseofJBRRamsey, LLC

onbehalf ofRichard Lee
5.07: Adopt Resolution #21-024Prohibiting Parking onRiverdale Drive between Feldspar

Street andSunfish LakeBoulevard forImprovement Project #21-00
5.08: Adopt Resolution #21-025Approving Second Amendment toPurchase Agreement and
RightofRe-Entry Agreement withGigi’sSalon andSpa, Inc. (Portions ofcasemaybeclosed to
thepublic)  
5.09: Adopt Resolution #21-028Authorizing Partial Payment #4toRJMConstruction for
Improvement Project #20-07NewPublic Works Facility
5:10: Adopt Resolution #21-029Authorizing FinalPayment toNorthern Lines Contracting, Inc.  
forImprovement Project #18-09, CORInfiltration Basin Improvements
5:11: Adopt Resolution #21-032Authorizing Partial Payment #6toParkConstruction for
Improvement Project #20-01, Variolite Street Reconstruction Project
5:12: Adopt Resolution #21-034toApprove theCity’s2021Union Contracts forLELS Patrols
andLELS Sergeants
5:13: Adopt Resolution #21-035Directing Staff toSubject the2021 PayEquity Report

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

6. PUBLIC HEARING
There werenone.  
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7. COUNCIL BUSINESS

7.01: Adopt Resolution #21-027Approving Request forInterest (RFI) foraDynamic
Display Billboard forRetail Advertising onHighway 10Near TheCOR

Economic Development Manager Sullivan reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation ofthe
EDAthat theCityCouncil beginaprocess seeking interest inconstruction ofadynamic display
billboard onHighway 10.  

Councilmember Riley referenced thecostofthesignandasked ifthatwould befunded through
private investment rather thanbytheCity.  

Economic Development Manager Sullivan confirmed that theCitywould askthedeveloper to
incur thecost.  

Councilmember Woestehoff asked ifthesignwould meet thecurrent requirements foraverage
signage ifitwere located onprivate property.  

Economic Development Manager Sullivan stated that included intheRFI there islanguage related
toadjusting orworking within thesignordinance.  Hecommented thathewould imagine that the
Citywould need topotentially tweak theregulation ifitmakes sense.  

Councilmember Musgrove stated thatshebelieves thisaction would bepremature.  Sheasked if
theplanwould beforthistobelocated onprivate orpublic land.  

Economic Development Manager Sullivan commented that theCitywould beasking these
companies toprovide suggestions astothebestplacement ofthesign.  Hestated that thegoal
would betohavecompanies present information that theCitycould evaluate, andthiswould not
commit theCitytoanyaction.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated that thedesign process forHighway 10willprovide a
better understanding oftheright-of-wayneeds, which could alsocreate opportunities.  Hestated
thatheunderstands theconcern but recognized that thisprocess would take timeandtheright-of- 
wayneeds should beknown bythat time.  

Mayor Kuzma commented thathesawthepresentation attheEDAmeeting, andthiswould really
help thebusinesses inRamsey tohave thatadditional exposure opportunity andtherefore hewould
beinterested inreceiving proposals.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifitwould bemore favorable tochange therestrictions for
business signage rather thanhaving those businesses payforspace onabillboard.  Sheasked if
thesignordinance istoorestrictive.  

Mayor Kuzma stated that theEDAdidnotdiscuss thatandinstead focused onwhat thedynamic
signcould bring.  Hecommented that thesignwould sell tonational chains butwould alsomake
advertising available onascale thatsmall businesses couldsupport.  Hestated thatthisprocess
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would identify opportunities that theCitycould review, anditwould notbindtheCitytoany
action.  

Councilmember Specht stated thathelikes that theRFIstates thatspace mustbereserved forCity
andlocaladvertising andasked fordetails onthetypeofadvertising that theCitymaydo.  

Economic Development Manager Sullivan replied that theyareopen toanyandallCity messaging
thatcouldenhance themessage theCity isattempting tospread, using theexample oflocalevents
that theCityadvertises.  Hestated thatiftheCity isgoingtomove forward, itwould beimportant
toidentify City inputandrestrictions along with thetimeandspace thatwould bereserved for
Ramsey businesses.  Heused theexample ofthesigninChamplin, which identifies aminimum
amount oftimeandspace forlocalChamplin businesses.  Hestated that theCitycanalsoprohibit
content thatitdoesnotfeelappropriate through ordinance.  

EDAChairperson Steffen commented thatbringing retail andrestaurants toTheCOR hasbeena
long-termgoaloftheEDAandCouncil.  Hestated that inthepastsixyears theCityhasadded
rooftops andtherefore hedoes notbelieve that lackofrooftops isacontinued barrier thattheCity
oncefaced.  Henoted that theArmstrong Interchange hasalsonotbeen thegolden ticket in
attracting those typesofbusinesses.  Hestated that theissueatthistime seems toberelated to
visibility andlackofexposure.  Hestated thatRDH hascontacted almost every national retailer
andrestaurant inthecountry andcontinues tohear that thebusinesses arenot interested because
ofthelackofexposure.  Hestated that thisprocess issimply arequest forinformation for
something thatwould havezerocost totheCity.  Hestated thatmany businesses donothave the
ability tohaveasignontheirproperty, iflocated ontheinterior ofTheCOR, thatcouldbevisible
fromthehighway.  Hestated that thisrequest forinterest willanswer someofthequestions that
havebeen brought forward tonight.  

Councilmember Specht stated thatoriginally, hewasnotafanofthis ideabased onhowthiswould
look, butashehears thefeedback fromstaff, theEDA, andbusinesses, hewould respect theidea
ofgathering more information.  Hestated thathewillsupport thiseffort togather additional
information.    

Councilmember Woestehoff stated thatheagrees with thecomments ofCouncilmembers Specht
andMusgrove.  Hestated thathehashesitations because ofthecurrent sign regulations which do
notallow billboards butishappy toentertain what thismight look likeandhowitcould helpand
attract businesses.  

Councilmember Howell stated thatshewasalsohesitant about this idea.  Sheasked theradius of
local businesses thatwould beallowed toadvertise onthesign.  

Economic Development Manager Sullivan commented that thesignwould beavailable toall
Ramsey businesses andnotjust those within TheCOR.  Hestated thatwhatever thedesign ofthe
sign, itwould becomplimentary totheexisting signage.    
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Motion byCouncilmember Riley, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, toAdopt Resolution
21-027Approving Request forInterest foraDynamic Display Billboard forRetail Advertising

Along Highway 10Near theCOR.  

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

7.02: Adopt Resolution #21-022Approving Plans andSpecifications andAuthorizing
Advertisement forBidsforRiverdale DriveReconstruction, Improvement Project
21-00

CityEngineer Westby reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation toadopt Resolution #21-022
approving plans andspecifications andauthorizing advertisements forbidsforRiverdale Drive
Reconstruction, Improvement Project #21-00inaccordance with theapproved 2021-2030CIP.    

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifitisnormal tohave90percent plans.  

CityEngineer Westby replied thatstaffwould lovetohave100percent plans every timeitpresents
toCouncil, buttheyaretrying toexpedite theprocess.  Hestated thattypically thebestbidsare
received during thewinter (January/February) before contractors have filled theirproject slate for
theyearasthatrelates tobetter pricing.  Hestated thatiftheCitywaitsuntilMarch/April tobid
projects, ittypically receives higher bids.  Hestated thatstaff iscomfortable presenting these plans
tonight andwillhave plans100percent complete bythebidtime.    

Councilmember Riley commented that therepair crewspent about three weeks onthissection of
roadandabout three weeksonVariolite, which hasalready been reconstructed.  Hestated that the
restoftheCitywillbenefit byhaving thissection ofroadreconstructed aswellasthatfreesupsix
weeks forpatchwork inother areasofthecommunity.  

Motion byCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove, toAdopt Resolution
21-022Approving Plans andSpecifications andAuthorizing Advertisements forBidsfor

Riverdale DriveReconstruction, Improvement Project #21-00.  

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

7.03: Adopt Resolution #21-023Approving Plans andSpecifications andAuthorizing
Advertisements forBidsfor2021 Crack Seal Improvements, Improvement Project
21-06

CityEngineer Westby reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation toadopt Resolution #21-023
approving plans andspecifications andauthorizing advertisements forbidsfor2021Crack Seal
Improvements, Improvement Project #21-06.  
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Motion byCouncilmember Howell, seconded byCouncilmember Specht, toAdopt Resolution
21-023Approving Plans andSpecifications andAuthorizing Advertisements forBidfor2021

Crack Seal Improvements, Improvement Project #21-06.  

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

7.04: Introduce Ordinance #21-01Amending CityCode Sections 117-111 (R-1Residential
District) and117-112 (R-2Residential District) Clarifying Sub-Districts Based onLot
Size

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill reviewed thestaff reportandrecommendation ofthePlanning
Commission toadopt Ordinance #21-01.  

Councilmember Riley asked foradditional information asthiswould appear tomove50foot lots
fromR-2toR-1.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill replied that theCouncil would stilldictate where the
subdistrict would gothrough rezoning.  Hestated thatstaffwasfinding thatthe50-foot-wide lots
werenotreaching thedensity range inR-2andtherefore itbetter fits inthedensity allowed inR- 
1.  Heconfirmed that thePlanning Commission heldapublic hearing onthis issueand
recommended approval.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked thedifference between R-1-1andR-1-3.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill recognized thattherewasatyponoting thatitshould state
MUSA-80, MUSA-65, andMUSA-50.  Hestated thatstaff would make thatcorrection before the
ordinance comes back foradoption.  Hestated thatbydefault, R-1would remain at80-foot-wide
lotsandifsomething lessisrequested, thedeveloper would stillneed togothrough arezoning
request.    

Councilmember Musgrove stated that thisreferences residential MUSA areas andasked ifthere
areareasoutside ofthat.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill confirmed that thereareotherareas outside ofresidential
MUSA thatwould remain unchanged.  

Councilmember Specht asked ifthischange would makeiteasier fordevelopers torequest this
smaller lotsize.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated that thischange would not impact theCity’sability to
remain more restrictive, itsimply provides another tool intheboxfortheCity.    

Councilmember Woestehoff commented thatthischange would cleanupthezoning mapand
would notchange anything.  Henoted thatR-1would become allsingle family, R-2would be
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townhomes, andR-3would becondominiums.  Hecommented that thiswould thenbeacleaner
waytodescribe thedifferent zones.    

Motion byCouncilmember Woestehoff, seconded byCouncilmember Riley, toIntroduce
Ordinance #21-01Amending Article IIDivision 4Section 117-89 (Districts), 117-111 (R-1
Residential District), and117-112 (R-2Residential District).  

Further discussion: Councilmember Musgrove asked ifthiswould beahousekeeping itemtobetter
clarify theareas.  Councilmember Woestehoff stated thatheviews thisasupdating theglossary of
terms.  Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill confirmed thatthiswould notmake anychanges and
would simply bemore toolsandplacing things intherightarea.  Heconfirmed that theCouncil
would stillholdcontrol over theultimate landuse.  

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

7.05: Introduce Ordinance #21-02Amending CityCode Section 117-148Entitled
Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill reviewed thestaff reportandrecommendation ofthePlanning
Commission toadopt Ordinance #21-02.  

Councilmember Riley commented that there isawhole neighborhood thatwascolored green and
asked ifthatarea would become lawful nonconforming.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill replied that theneighborhood already conforms with therules
asitisdeveloped under rural character.  Hestated thatifthere wasadeficiency thatwould create
lawful nonconforming, asubdistrict would beapplied.  

Councilmember Riley stated thathewould notbeready tomove forward until there ismore time
todigest theinformation andtheramifications ofthesedecisions.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked ifthetiming forthisispartoftheDNRtiming orwhether itis
needed forRiverstone South.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill replied that theCity isrequired tohave thisadopted bythe
endof2022, ashebelieved Ramsey ispartofthesecond wave.  Hestated that theCityoriginally
didnotanticipate aproject coming forward, therefore Riverstone isadriving factor.  Henoted that
theordinance anddevelopment areunder review bytheDNR.  Hestated thatstaff isattempting to
meet theschedule ofthedeveloper.  

Councilmember Musgrove stated thatshewould alsohaveconcerns moving forward tonight and
would likeadditional time toreview theinformation andwhat itwould mean fortheCityof
Ramsey and theimpacted developments.  Shestated thatshedoes notwant todeter development
butwants toensure thebest decisions aremade.  

CityCouncil / January 26, 2021
Page8of13



Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill confirmed thatstaffwould welcome additional timefor
review.  Hestated that theCouncil could postpone thisdiscussion andforward thistoafuture
worksession.  

Motion byCouncilmember Riley, seconded byCouncilmember Musgrove, topostpone Ordinance
21-02Amending CityCode Section 117-148Entitled Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area

andforward ittoafuture worksession.  

Further discussion: Councilmember Specht asked ifpostponing thisaction would impact the
Riverstone South development.  Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill provided anupdate onthe
caseontonight’sagenda andnoted thataction couldstill occur tonight.  Hestated that there is
additional timebefore theCouncil reviews thePreliminary Plat.  

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

7.06: Receive Request fromPlanning Commission toReconsider Bowers Drive Connection

Planning Commissioner Randy Bauer reviewed thestaff report andstated thatuponavoteof3-2,  
thePlanning Commission recommended thattheCityCouncil reconsider theconnection toBowers
Drive, atsome form, forpublic safety reasons.  Heasked forinput frommembers ofpublic safety
and/orpublic works related totheir concerns fornothavingasecond access onBowers Drive
because thatwasthedriving force behind thePlanning Commission recommendation.  

Police Chief Katers replied thatpublic safety hasbeenconsistent intheir recommendations for
access.  Hestated thatforpolice, twoaccesses are better thanoneandconnection between
neighborhoods isgood.  Hebelieved that firealsorequires adequate turning radius anddedication
offireaccess roads.  Hecommented thatforpublic works itiseasier toplowathrough street rather
thanadeadend.  Hestated thathefully understands that thisisanonconforming existing
residential neighborhood and that theresidents areopposed tothisconnection.  

Councilmember Musgrove stated thatsheappreciates theconcern fromthemembers ofthe
Planning Commission, butwhen thispreviously cameforward totheCityCouncil through apublic
hearing, theCouncil agreed that thedevelopment should move forward without that second access.   
She askedhowmany Bowers Drive residents areaware that this isupfordiscussion tonight, noting
thatshewould hatetomakeadecision onthiswithout allowing those residents toagain provide
input.  Shecommented thatherposition onthisissue hasnotchanged.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill stated that thestepsprior tothispoint havebeenconcept
planning andsetup forPreliminary Plat review.  Hestated that thePlanning Commission held the
fullpublic hearing anditslast review oftheproject, therefore theCommission canmake that
recommendation asthey arearecommending body.  Hestated thatstaffdidnotchoose tonotify
thepublic forthisdiscussion.  Hestated thatifthedecision oftheCouncil changes, theresidents
would againbenotified forthenext review.  Hestated thatiftheCouncil chooses totakenoaction
andmove forward without thatadditional connection, thatwould befine.  
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Councilmember Specht commented thathehasreceived phone callswithconcern overasecond
connection andmany residents spoke atthelastpublic meeting expressing their concerns.  He
stated thathisposition remains unchanged.  

Motion byCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Howell, toaffirm theprevious
direction oftheCouncil tonot require asecond connection toBowers Drive.  

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

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill confirmed that thisaction reaffirms theprevious direction of
theCouncil andwould most likely satisfy theBowers Drive residents thatmaybepresent atthe
meeting tonight.  

Councilmember Specht acknowledged that residents took timeoutoftheirnight toattend and
welcomed anyinput they maywishtoprovide.  

Carol Larson, 14480 Bowers Drive, commented that shehasbeenaresident onBowers Drive for
nearly 57years andhasseenmanychanges.  Shestated thatadding 12homes toBowers Drive has
added asignificant amount oftrafficandmany young children.  Shestated thatshewasconcerned
that leveloftrafficandpedestrian traffic would increase significantly ifBowers Drive were
connected toRiverstone South which would create asafety issue.  Shewasthankful that the
Council isnotaccommodating thatconnection.  Shethanked theCouncil foritscontinued support.  

7.07: Consider Preliminary Approvals Related toRiverstone South; CaseofCapstone
Homes/Riverstone Development

1. Adopt Resolution #21-015Approving Comprehensive PlanAmendment fromLow
Density Residential toMedium Density Residential forDetached Townhome Section

2. Introduce Ordinance #21-03Approving Zoning Amendment fromR-1Residential
MUSA – 80) District toR-1Residential (MUSA – 65) District, R-1Residential
MUSA – 50) District andR-2Residential (Detached Townhome) District

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill reviewed thestaff reportandrecommendation ofthePlanning
Commission toapprove theComprehensive Plan Amendment andZoning Amendment.  Forfuture
reference, thePlanning Commission recommends approval ofthePreliminary Platatafuture date
following completion oftherequired EAW andwith thecontingencies noted inthecase.  

Councilmember Specht commented that this isagoodplanandanarea thatcanaccommodate
smaller lots, especially intheareanear thesolar farm.  Hebelieved thatthis isagood compromise
fortheadjacent residents ofBowers Drive andsupports thechanges.  

Councilmember Howell stated thatsheisconcerned withthesmaller lotsizes.  Shecommented
thatsherecognizes that this isacompromise andlikes theacreage thatwould besetasidebutis
concerned with theCity’sability tomaintain thatandtherefore ishesitant tosupport this.  
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CityAdministrator Ulrichclarified that thesecond action would betointroduce theordinance
rather thanadopt ittonight.  

Motion byCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Riley, to Introduce Ordinance
21-03Amending Section 117-90 “Map” ofChapter 117oftheCityCodeofRamsey, Minnesota,  

andAdopt Resolution #21-015Granting Comprehensive PlanAmendment Approval, Preliminary
PlatApproval andDetermining thatanEnvironmental Impact Statement isnotNecessary for
Riverstone Addition.  

Further discussion: Councilmember Musgrove asked iftherightaction wouldbetointroduce both
items.  Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill confirmed that therecommended action inthecase and
asproposed iscorrect, tointroduce theordinance andadopt theresolution.  

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

7.08: Approve Revised CostShare Framework forRiverdale Drive Extension
Improvement Project Related toRiverstone South; Case ofCapstone Homes and
Pearson Properties ofRamsey

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill reviewed thestaff report andrecommendation ofthePublic
Works Committee toapprove therevised CostShare Framework without theneedforfinancial
underwriting.  ThePublic Works Committee feels thatacontribution toacollector roadway hasa
broader public benefit andthattherevised costshare framework isclose totheoriginal framework
originally approved (non-binding) bytheCityCouncil and thatadditional underwriting is
unnecessary.    

Councilmember Riley commented thatPublic Works Committee hadarobust discussion onthis
item.  Henoted that theprevious concept split thecost intothirds between thethreeparties.  He
stated that theonlychange isrelated totheCounty parcel, butthecoststill remains close tothe
onethird splitwith thepotential grant funds thatcould beused forthatpurpose.  Hestated thatall
parties continue tosupport theframework splitasproposed.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked iftheCitymust purchase theproperty rather thanhaving aright- 
of-way.  

Deputy CityAdministrator Gladhill replied that theproperty waspurchased through theRALF
program withtheCounty astheleadparty forthepurpose ofapotential rivercrossing.  Hestated
that thereaction oftheCounty isifimprovements aremade tothatproperty thataren’trelated to
the river crossing those RALF dollars would needtobepaidback.  Hestated thatstaffwill
continue topushonthatandcontinue discussions.  

Councilmember Musgrove asked howthesolargarden interplays withthat.  Shecommented that
shehasahard timewith theCounty landbeingahurdle.  She recognized that iftheparcel is
required tobepurchased, theCitycould haveadditional revenue potential fromdevelopment in
thefuture.  
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DeputyCityAdministrator Gladhill replied thatthesolarfarmisalease, similar toCityleasesthat
existwithinproperties theCitypurchased withRALFfunds.  Hestated thatright-of-waywould
beacquisition, whichisdifferent thanalease.  HestatedthattheCountydoesnothavefundsto
contribute through itscapital improvement planandtherefore theirsolution wasthattheCity
purchase thelandtoprovide thatconnection fortheroadway.    

CityAdministrator Ulrichnotedthatthedraftresolution wasnotincluded inthecaseandthe
motionwouldactuallybetoapprove therevisedCostShareFramework asoutlined inalternative
6A.     

Councilmember Spechtaskedifmoredetails fortheroadlayoutwouldbeidentified inthefuture.  

DeputyCityAdministrator Gladhill confirmed thatthisisaconceptual higher levelplanning layout
anddetailswouldbedetermined asthiscontinues toprogress.  

MotionbyCouncilmember Specht, seconded byCouncilmember Woestehoff, toApprove the
RevisedCostShareFramework fortheRiverdale DriveExtension RelatedtoRiverstone South as
described inalternative 6A.  

Motioncarried.  VotingYes:  MayorKuzma, Councilmembers Specht, Woestehoff, Musgrove,  
andRiley.  VotingNo: Councilmember Howell.  

8. MAYOR, COUNCIL ANDSTAFFINPUT

CityAdministrator Ulrichannounced upcoming meetingsandevents.  

Councilmember Spechtencouraged peopletotrythePoliceCitizens Academy, notingthatitisan
amazing opportunity.    

9. ADJOURNMENT

MotionbyCouncilmember Musgrove, seconded byCouncilmember Howell, toadjourn the
meeting.  

Motioncarried.  

TheregularmeetingoftheCityCouncil adjourned at9:02p.m.  

Respectfully submitted,  

KurtisG. Ulrich
CityAdministrator
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ATTEST:  

KatieM. Schmidt
DeputyCityClerk

DraftedbyAmanda Staple
TimeSaver OffSiteSecretarial, Inc.  

Arecording ofthismeeting isavailable forviewingonlineat www.qctv.org
http://www.qctv.org>.  Recordings areavailable for36monthsafterthedateofthemeeting.  
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Public Works Committee   5. 3.           
Meeting Date: 10/19/2021  
By: Bruce Westby, Engineering/Public

Works

Title:
Receive Sound Wall Request Letter from Residents East of State Highway 47, North of Xkimo Street

Purpose/Background:
Attached is a copy of an email recently received by the City Engineer/Interim Community Development Director
from residents along Xkimo Court NW, east of State Highway 47 and north of Xkimo Court, after meeting with the
residents on site. The email respectfully requests the following items be pursued by the City of Ramsey:

· Partner with MNDOT to determine if building an appropriate, effective noise wall would be their responsibility or
the City’s

· If MNDOT has the responsibility, then to partner and advocate for them to seek funding to build an effective noise
wall on par with the height above street level of, and extending
to, the existing noise wall further north along cty 47

· If the City has the responsibility, pursue approval and prioritize allocating funding to build an effective noise wall
on par with the height above street level of, and extending to, the existing noise wall further north along cty 47

· Establish a noise ordinance to discourage vehicles from excessive acceleration or jake-breaking at the 47/5
intersection

· Seek partnership with Ramsey PD and/or the Anoka County Sheriff, to establish a presence in the area [even if
simply parking in-between calls or completing paperwork]
to discourage the above behavior

· Post signs on Hwy 47 to notify drivers of the noise ordinance and that it is enforced by the City of Ramsey

· Provide a plan timeline, along with regular communication on progress, regarding the above to the residents of
Xkimo Ct. Nw.

Staff has not yet begun to work on a response letter, and is awaiting Committee direction.

If the Committee would like an estimate of the costs to construct sound walls as requested, Staff can prepare an
estimate and present it at the next regular Public Works Committee meeting.

Attached is an email from MnDOT with responses to Staff's questins regarding external funding sources. At this
time it does not apprea that external funds are available to extend the sound wall. However, Staff will continue to
explore external funding sources for such sound wall improvements. 

It is too late in the year to begin construction of a sound wall in 2021, so at best this work could be completed in
2022. This would require the collection of topo survey this fall or next spring to determine where a sound wall
could effectively be constructed along this corridor. In order for a sound wall to be affective it should be
constructed at a height extending at least 6-feet above the pavement of northbound Highway 47.

Attached is a figure showing how long the sound wall would need to extend to the north of the Ramsey Villas North



Attached is a figure showing how long the sound wall would need to extend to the north of the Ramsey Villas North
plat to connect to the existing sound wall approximately 900 feet north. 

Timeframe:
Staff estimates 25 minutes will be needed to present this case and respond to questions. 

Observations/Alternatives:
Observations:
Staff informed the residents that submitted the email that this case would be presented at this evening’s Public
Works Committee meeting so Staff anticipates there will be several residents in attendance. 

Alternatives:
Alternative #1 – Motion directing Staff to prepare a response letter addressing the requested actions per the email
received from the residents of Xkimo Court NW, and to present a draft response letter for action at the next regular
Public Works Committee meeting.

Alternative #2 – Motion of other. 

Funding Source:
To be determined based on the Committee’s direction to Staff. 

Recommendation:
Staff does not have a recommendation to offer at this time. 

Action:
Motion directing Staff to prepare a response letter addressing the requested actions per the email received from the
residents of Xkimo Court NW, and to present a draft response letter for action at the next regular Public Works
Committee meeting. 

Attachments
Xkimo Court Residents email
MnDOT Sound Wall email
Staff email to Xkimo Court residents
Sound Wall Gap Figure

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Grant Riemer MaryJo Warner 10/14/2021 04:08 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 10/14/2021 04:13 PM
Form Started By: Bruce Westby Started On: 10/14/2021 02:51 PM
Final Approval Date: 10/14/2021 



From: Richardx.Bailey
To: Bruce Westby
Cc: Ted Blakley; Megan Blakley; angel.hughes129@gmail.com; Bertin Chabene; Richardx.Bailey
Subject: Xkimo Ct Nw Noise Wall Follow up and letter
Date: Friday, October 8, 2021 4:41:41 PM
Attachments: RE EXTERNAL RE Project 20-117.msg

Noise Wall 4.jpg
Noise Wall 1.jpg
Noise Wall 2.jpg
Noise Wall 3.jpg

Hi Bruce,

Thanks again for stopping out last week to discuss the ongoing noise issues we’ve been experiencing and for offering to take forward a letter highlighting our concerns, to help move
towards resolution. Please find this letter below. Attached you’ll find the email we referred to during our discussion regarding the originally communicated noise wall length as well as
photos of what was built.

Please let us know if you have any questions…

******************************************************************************************************************************************************

Hello,

First off, thank you for taking the time to review the below concern and related requests from us, the residents of Xkimo Court Nw.

The chief concern, which we have raised before, is the increased noise levels in our cul-de-sac, which directly affects the 20+ people that call Xkimo Ct Nw ‘home’.

We first began noticing the increased traffic noise when the city approved the construction of Stoney River directly across, and elevated above, Highway 47 from us; as there exists no
noise barrier on our side of 47, we feel the effects of traffic noise deflected from Stoney River directly into our neighborhood.

Last year we were notified of the approved sale of the land on the west side of the cul-de-sac to a third party home builder. Since this meant the removal of what little natural noise
protection [mature trees/growth] we had on those lots, we raised our concerns regarding the noise impact we anticipated and, unfortunately, have since realized. The cumulative traffic
noise level is so high at times that it can be heard clearly inside homes and even requires pausing conversations when outside.

Prior to the development being approved, we had inquired regarding having a noise wall included with the construction on the site, and were subsequently provided a plat drawing/photo
[see attached email] which indicated a noise wall would be built and would extend for a considerable length of the property as well as mirror the size the noise wall farther north along
47. Since we were advised this was the plan, we were satisfied with the accommodations to protect the interests of our families.

Unfortunately this accommodation was not followed through upon, to the detriment of our neighborhood and directly affects our quality of life. We were advised after the sale was
approved, that a ‘mistake’ was made and the drawing shared wasn’t actually correct; the noise wall would not equal the length we were told it would, but instead be less than ½ as long.
In addition the “noise wall” that was constructed by the builder is completely ineffective and quite frankly, unacceptable. As shown by the photographs attached, the wall was not built
using the street level as the baseline, but instead followed the undulating topography of the land itself; this resulted in an inferior “noise wall” who’s top, in places, is below street level
and can be described, at best, as an exercise in futility and who’s appearance doesn’t do any favors for the aesthetics or reputation of the city.

To rectify the above we respectfully request the following items be pursued by the City of Ramsey:

· Partner with MNDOT to determine if building an appropriate, effective noise wall would be their responsibility or the City’s

· If MNDOT has the responsibility, then to partner and advocate for them to seek funding to build an effective noise wall on par with the height above street level of, and extending
to, the existing noise wall further north along cty 47

· If the City has the responsibility, pursue approval and prioritize allocating funding to build an effective noise wall on par with the height above street level of, and extending to, the
existing noise wall further north along cty 47

· Establish a noise ordinance to discourage vehicles from excessive acceleration or jake-breaking at the 47/5 intersection

· Seek partnership with Ramsey PD and/or the Anoka County Sheriff, to establish a presence in the area [even if simply parking in-between calls or completing paperwork]
to discourage the above behavior

· Post signs on Hwy 47 to notify drivers of the noise ordinance and that it is enforced by the City of Ramsey

· Provide a plan timeline, along with regular communication on progress, regarding the above to the residents of Xkimo Ct. Nw.

Thank you in advance for your review and partnership on this matter that is of high importance to us; please let us know how we can support you in this pursuit.

mailto:Richardx.Bailey@target.com
mailto:bwestby@ci.ramsey.mn.us
mailto:tblakley@pm.me
mailto:ryroos_mom@hotmail.com
mailto:angel.hughes129@gmail.com
mailto:Chabenebertin1@gmail.com
mailto:Richardx.Bailey@target.com

RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117

		From

		Chloe McGuire Brigl

		To

		Richardx.Bailey

		Cc

		'rjeo13@gmail.com'; Ted Blakley; Tim Gladhill

		Recipients

		Richardx.Bailey@target.com; rjeo13@gmail.com; tblakley7@hotmail.com; tgladhill@ci.ramsey.mn.us



I’ve cc’d Tim Gladhill, Deputy City Administrator, to see what that process would be to request it from the City Council or see if it’s in any of our current plans!

 

The good news is that the noise wall should cover your homes, it will extend along the blue property line on the west along 47, which extends a bit north of your homes. However, I do understanding having it the full length of 47 would help as well. 

 

 

 

From: Richardx.Bailey &lt;Richardx.Bailey@target.com&gt; 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 1:13 PM
To: Chloe McGuire Brigl &lt;CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' &lt;rjeo13@gmail.com&gt;; Bruce Westby &lt;bwestby@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;; Marsha Weidner &lt;MWeidner@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;; Ted Blakley &lt;tblakley7@hotmail.com&gt;; Richardx.Bailey &lt;Richardx.Bailey@target.com&gt;
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117

 

Thanks Chloe,

 

What would be the process to request the city continue the noise barrier from the edge of the property line to where the existing noise barrier is [I believe it’s about a block further up 47]? The reason I ask is we’ve continued to experience a significant amount of road noise since the Stoney River facility was built up across 47 [assuming due to reverberation], so would like to request the city take the opportunity to improve this too.

 

Thank you~

 

From: Chloe McGuire Brigl &lt;CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt; 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:46 AM
To: Richardx.Bailey &lt;Richardx.Bailey@target.com&gt;
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' &lt;rjeo13@gmail.com&gt;; Bruce Westby &lt;bwestby@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;; Marsha Weidner &lt;MWeidner@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;; Ted Blakley &lt;tblakley7@hotmail.com&gt;
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117

 

Great question –

 

We will require it be the same treatment, height, and size as the adjacent noise wall to the north so it will look consistent to the adjacent properties. The noise wall adjacent to this project measures at: approximately 69” tall posts, with 6 foot long seconds of 3 inch deep panels. It will extend to the edge of the property line for this project (we can’t require that they build outside the property lines).

 

Best,

Chloe

 

From: Richardx.Bailey &lt;Richardx.Bailey@target.com&gt; 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:40 AM
To: Chloe McGuire Brigl &lt;CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' &lt;rjeo13@gmail.com&gt;; Bruce Westby &lt;bwestby@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;; Marsha Weidner &lt;MWeidner@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;; Ted Blakley &lt;tblakley7@hotmail.com&gt;; Richardx.Bailey &lt;Richardx.Bailey@target.com&gt;
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117

 

Thanks Chloe! One added question regarding the noise barrier- has the height/length/type been shared yet?  I’m assuming it will extend further north along 47 beyond just where the new homes will be built, but wanted to confirm too.  [I’m cc’ing my neighbor Ted whose property is directly next to the new builds as well].

 

Thanks!

 

From: Chloe McGuire Brigl &lt;CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt; 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:36 AM
To: Richardx.Bailey &lt;Richardx.Bailey@target.com&gt;
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' &lt;rjeo13@gmail.com&gt;; Bruce Westby &lt;bwestby@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;; Marsha Weidner &lt;MWeidner@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117

 

Hi Rick –

 

Thanks for reaching out, and good timing. Tomorrow night, the development agreement for this project is slated to be approved by the City Council. This agreement gives the City an assurance that the project will be completed to City standards, and we hold a financial security to ensure that. After that is approved, our Engineering Team holds an internal pre-construction meeting to talk through some of the items you’ve noted below.

 

I’ve cc’d our City Engineer, Bruce Westby, on this email, who hosts those meetings for the City.  

 

I will work to get some preliminary answers to your questions, and then after our pre-construction meeting, we will have more firm answers for you.

 

Thanks,

Chloe

 

From: Richardx.Bailey &lt;Richardx.Bailey@target.com&gt; 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:02 AM
To: Chloe McGuire Brigl &lt;CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' &lt;rjeo13@gmail.com&gt;; Richardx.Bailey &lt;Richardx.Bailey@target.com&gt;
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117

 

Hi Chloe,

 

I hope you’re doing well!  I was wondering if you could provide an overall update regarding the below project.  I also am wondering specifically regarding:

·       Expected start date/duration

·       Anticipated hours/days of work— I wanted to make sure with the nice weather there is some balance so we’re not hearing construction early in the morning until late at night.

·       Sequence of activity if able [one house @ a time, or all three @ once, when is the Noise Barrier going in etc]

·       How traffic/congestion within the cul de sac will  be handled during construction, or will construction vehicles be able to park on the CTY 47 side vs. within the cul de sac?

 

Thanks!

 

From: Chloe McGuire Brigl &lt;CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt; 
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 8:21 AM
To: Richardx.Bailey &lt;Richardx.Bailey@target.com&gt;
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' &lt;rjeo13@gmail.com&gt;
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117

 

This Rick –

 

Thanks for your email. There is an agenda item for this project here, which you may find helpful. It answers a lot of your questions. But I’ll also answer them specifically below.

 

·       Noise: Staff has recommended a noise barrier along 47 included in the next step.

·       Traffic: I will request that something is considered to this end with the preliminary plat submittal. Likely this number of homes is not enough to trigger a traffic study, but we could request a stacking diagram to ensure that the cul-de-sac functions properly. Staff has recommended a reduction in the number of homes from 4 to 3, which may help alleviate some of your concerns in terms of morning traffic. 

·       Home Type:  Proposed at this time are 4 detached villa (single family) patio homes. The grading plan isn’t completed yet, but the engineer for the project indicated that it is likely one or two of the homes will have basements to help accommodate the sloping onsite. The homes will be held to the same standards as a home like yours in terms of height, building materials, etc. These are not multi-unit properties – but instead single family homes on slightly smaller lots.

·       Is the final review/approval something that citizens have a vote regarding: Short answer is no. Development projects like this are reviewed by Staff, then they are reviewed by the Planning Commission (Thursday’s meeting) who makes a recommendation to the City Council. The City Council makes the final decision. For a project like this where the zoning isn’t changing, if the project meets all of our standards, we approve it. This site is zoned for R-2 residential and guided for Medium Density Residential (4-7 units per acre) which is typically attached townhomes or detached villas.

·       Is this city owned property or privately held: Privately held.

·       What is the timing of  the development: We are in the first stage of the project, and the project has no approvals yet. Land is subdivided through a three step process:

1.       Sketch Plan (this step) – high level drawing so the City can identify red flags, and note items that should be included in the full plan set submitted in the next step. So far, the items Staff has identified are noise, as you noted, as well as a recommendation to reduce the number of lots onsite from 4 to 3 to better match the neighborhood.

2.       Preliminary Plat – engineering plans

3.       Final Plat – construction documents and legal agreements

 

Best,

Chloe

 

 

Chloe McGuire Brigl, AICP  |  cmcguire@cityoframsey.com 

Senior Planner

City of Ramsey | Community Development

P: 763-433-9821  |  F: 763-433-9848

7550 Sunwood Drive NW  |  Ramsey, MN 55303

www.cityoframsey.com

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

 

 

 

 

 

From: Richardx.Bailey &lt;Richardx.Bailey@target.com&gt; 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 4:26 PM
To: Chloe McGuire Brigl &lt;CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us&gt;
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' &lt;rjeo13@gmail.com&gt;
Subject: Project 20-117

 

Hi Chloe,

 

 

My name is Rick Bailey, and I live @ 5021 Xkimo Ct. Nw.  We received the notice of the sketch plan application for Project #20-117 in our cul-de-sac, and had a few questions/concerns I’m hoping you can assist with. 

 

The biggest question/concern around the project for us is a potential increase to an already problematic noise level.  Since the building of Stoney River across County 47 (which seems to deflect traffic noise in our direction), coupled with a noticeable increase in traffic in general, noise volumes are already undesirably high.  The only noise buffer we have between us and 47 are the woods  on the property being discussed for development.  Regarding this, could there be included a requirement of any developer to preserve some of the woods as well as have them be responsible for building a high quality noise barrier, similar to what exists farther up 47 towards Alpine?  I’m hoping something of this nature would both help control the noise issue as well as preserving a balance of urban and rural/nature that Ramsey values.

 

A second question/concern, would be around the increase in traffic.  Xkimo St., which we intersect with, has a particularly high level of traffic given the presence of Holiday, and as it’s used as a thoroughfare for other neighborhoods, causing a bottleneck near the traffic lights.  What this means for us, is that it can be a challenge to get out of the cul-de-sac because traffic actually blocks our street depending on the time of day.  Adding 4 more households seems like it would exacerbate the issue, not to mention the morning traffic may cause the driveways of the new homes to be blocked while others in the cul-de-sac wait to enter traffic onto Xkimo St. 

 

I also wanted to find out more on the type of homes that are being considered.  Is there a photo/ nearby development that could be a reference for what these would look like?  Can you confirm if these will be single family owned homes vs. multi-unit or rented properties?

 

Other questions would be:

 

Is the final review/approval something that citizens have a vote regarding?  

 

Is this city owned property or privately held?

 

What is the timing of  the development?

 

Thanks in advance!

 

Rick

 

Rick Bailey | ¤Target  |  Sr. Manager | Planning, Alignment, &amp; Program Management |FRS Operations and Product Team

Office 612.696.0878 | Email RichardX.Bailey@Target.com
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From: Ries, Natalie (DOT)
To: Bruce Westby
Cc: Barnes, Melissa (DOT); Wiltgen, Jennifer (DOT)
Subject: RE: TH 47 noisewall extension north of Xkimo Street in Ramsey
Date: Tuesday, July 13, 2021 4:56:21 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

Hi Bruce,
 
There could be an option to build the wall within MnDOT’s ROW. But I think the preference would be
for the wall to be on the private property, especially if there is still an opportunity for the developer
to build the wall as part of a new development.  Here’s the official language: 
If a municipality wishes to construct a barrier on MnDOT’s right of way, they must submit plans
certified by a registered engineer or landscape architect to be reviewed by MnDOT before
constructing. Per State Statute 429.021 subdivision 1, the municipalities are given the power to
make these improvements.
 
I’m not aware of any funding availability for this type of work.  Residential developments must be
built prior to 1997 in order to be eligible for the Metro Standalone Noise Wall Program (aka retrofit
program/ranking list), so a new development wouldn’t be eligible for program funding.  The only
other time MnDOT would analyze noise abatement for this area is if we had a Type 1 federally-
funded project on TH 47 that expanded capacity or significantly shifted the roadway.
 
Just to clarify – I don’t think that either of the walls you mentioned are MnDOT noise walls, correct? 
I’m not seeing any MnDOT-owned assets along this stretch of TH 47 in or asset database.  The older
wall looks like it could be on MnDOT property but it doesn’t look like our typical noise wall design:
https://www.google.com/maps/@45.234705,-93.3998485,3a,75y,125.04h,75.4t/data=!3m6!1e1!3
m4!1sAlTVzXq8Gsdfdz4QlIpBRQ!2e0!7i13312!8i6656
 
Thanks!
 
Natalie Ries
Noise/Air Quality Program Supervisor
MnDOT Metro District
Address: 1500 West County Road B2 • Roseville, MN 55113
Email: Natalie.Ries@state.mn.us
Phone: (651) 234-7681

 

From: Bruce Westby <bwestby@ci.ramsey.mn.us> 
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2021 4:09 PM
To: Ries, Natalie (DOT) <natalie.ries@state.mn.us>
Subject: TH 47 noisewall extension north of Xkimo Street in Ramsey
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This message may be from an external email source.
Do not select links or open attachments unless verified. Report all suspicious emails to Minnesota IT Services Security
Operations Center.

 

 

Natalie:
 
Some residents are asking for the noisewall that was constructed along Highway 47 north of Xkimo
Street as part of the Ramsey Villas North development this spring/summer to connect to the existing
wall located over 900-feet north of Xkimo Street. I am wondering if MnDOT would allow the wall to
be constructed within their right-of-way, or whether the wall would need to be constructed on
private property. Also, are you aware of any funding that might exist for such work?
 
Thanks, Bruce
 

Bruce Westby, P.E., City Engineer
7550 Sunwood Drive NW | Ramsey, MN  55303
763-433-9825 (Direct) | 763-647-4485 (Cell)
bwestby@cityoframsey.com
www.cityoframsey.com

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

mailto:bwestby@cityoframsey.
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinkprotect.cudasvc.com%2Furl%3Fa%3Dhttp%253a%252f%252fwww.cityoframsey.com%26c%3DE%2C1%2CC3m9JqLdzQGoiQjZy3WxzZ4C5PS-GiEqVS5vcCayihOrqPbNSISiWMX8FqFqd5D1FKbUXrhL8h2Rc-LSRGt8Fy9CztLlVbQb4_Xm7U5hc5kqoKXlkR2FQIRW%26typo%3D1&data=04%7C01%7Cnatalie.ries%40state.mn.us%7C65ce614ef2304894719608d94578ff6b%7Ceb14b04624c445198f26b89c2159828c%7C0%7C0%7C637617210361002071%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=iASPv5x1bZEIb%2BY%2FzotLmhaK3MItUOrLRT22pPc1B%2Bg%3D&reserved=0


From: Chloe McGuire Brigl
To: Richardx.Bailey
Cc: "rjeo13@gmail.com"; Ted Blakley; Tim Gladhill
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117
Date: Monday, March 22, 2021 1:24:26 PM
Attachments: image004.png
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image003.png

I’ve cc’d Tim Gladhill, Deputy City Administrator, to see what that process would be to request it
from the City Council or see if it’s in any of our current plans!
The good news is that the noise wall should cover your homes, it will extend along the blue property
line on the west along 47, which extends a bit north of your homes. However, I do understanding
having it the full length of 47 would help as well.

From: Richardx.Bailey <Richardx.Bailey@target.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 1:13 PM
To: Chloe McGuire Brigl <CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us>
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' <rjeo13@gmail.com>; Bruce Westby <bwestby@ci.ramsey.mn.us>; Marsha
Weidner <MWeidner@ci.ramsey.mn.us>; Ted Blakley <tblakley7@hotmail.com>; Richardx.Bailey
<Richardx.Bailey@target.com>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117
Thanks Chloe,
What would be the process to request the city continue the noise barrier from the edge of the
property line to where the existing noise barrier is [I believe it’s about a block further up 47]? The
reason I ask is we’ve continued to experience a significant amount of road noise since the Stoney
River facility was built up across 47 [assuming due to reverberation], so would like to request the city
take the opportunity to improve this too.
Thank you~

From: Chloe McGuire Brigl <CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us> 
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Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:46 AM
To: Richardx.Bailey <Richardx.Bailey@target.com>
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' <rjeo13@gmail.com>; Bruce Westby <bwestby@ci.ramsey.mn.us>; Marsha
Weidner <MWeidner@ci.ramsey.mn.us>; Ted Blakley <tblakley7@hotmail.com>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117
Great question –
We will require it be the same treatment, height, and size as the adjacent noise wall to the north so
it will look consistent to the adjacent properties. The noise wall adjacent to this project measures at:
approximately 69” tall posts, with 6 foot long seconds of 3 inch deep panels. It will extend to the
edge of the property line for this project (we can’t require that they build outside the property lines).
Best,
Chloe

From: Richardx.Bailey <Richardx.Bailey@target.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:40 AM
To: Chloe McGuire Brigl <CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us>
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' <rjeo13@gmail.com>; Bruce Westby <bwestby@ci.ramsey.mn.us>; Marsha
Weidner <MWeidner@ci.ramsey.mn.us>; Ted Blakley <tblakley7@hotmail.com>; Richardx.Bailey
<Richardx.Bailey@target.com>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117
Thanks Chloe! One added question regarding the noise barrier- has the height/length/type been
shared yet? I’m assuming it will extend further north along 47 beyond just where the new homes will
be built, but wanted to confirm too. [I’m cc’ing my neighbor Ted whose property is directly next to
the new builds as well].
Thanks!

From: Chloe McGuire Brigl <CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us> 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:36 AM
To: Richardx.Bailey <Richardx.Bailey@target.com>
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' <rjeo13@gmail.com>; Bruce Westby <bwestby@ci.ramsey.mn.us>; Marsha
Weidner <MWeidner@ci.ramsey.mn.us>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117
Hi Rick –
Thanks for reaching out, and good timing. Tomorrow night, the development agreement for this
project is slated to be approved by the City Council. This agreement gives the City an assurance that
the project will be completed to City standards, and we hold a financial security to ensure that. After
that is approved, our Engineering Team holds an internal pre-construction meeting to talk through
some of the items you’ve noted below.
I’ve cc’d our City Engineer, Bruce Westby, on this email, who hosts those meetings for the City.
I will work to get some preliminary answers to your questions, and then after our pre-construction
meeting, we will have more firm answers for you.
Thanks,
Chloe

From: Richardx.Bailey <Richardx.Bailey@target.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:02 AM
To: Chloe McGuire Brigl <CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us>
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Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' <rjeo13@gmail.com>; Richardx.Bailey <Richardx.Bailey@target.com>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117
Hi Chloe,
I hope you’re doing well! I was wondering if you could provide an overall update regarding the below
project. I also am wondering specifically regarding:

· Expected start date/duration
· Anticipated hours/days of work— I wanted to make sure with the nice weather there is some

balance so we’re not hearing construction early in the morning until late at night.
· Sequence of activity if able [one house @ a time, or all three @ once, when is the Noise Barrier

going in etc]
· How traffic/congestion within the cul de sac will be handled during construction, or will

construction vehicles be able to park on the CTY 47 side vs. within the cul de sac?
Thanks!

From: Chloe McGuire Brigl <CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 8:21 AM
To: Richardx.Bailey <Richardx.Bailey@target.com>
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' <rjeo13@gmail.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Project 20-117
This Rick –
Thanks for your email. There is an agenda item for this project here, which you may find helpful. It
answers a lot of your questions. But I’ll also answer them specifically below.

· Noise: Staff has recommended a noise barrier along 47 included in the next step.
· Traffic: I will request that something is considered to this end with the preliminary plat

submittal. Likely this number of homes is not enough to trigger a traffic study, but we could
request a stacking diagram to ensure that the cul-de-sac functions properly. Staff has
recommended a reduction in the number of homes from 4 to 3, which may help alleviate
some of your concerns in terms of morning traffic.

· Home Type: Proposed at this time are 4 detached villa (single family) patio homes. The grading
plan isn’t completed yet, but the engineer for the project indicated that it is likely one or two
of the homes will have basements to help accommodate the sloping onsite. The homes will
be held to the same standards as a home like yours in terms of height, building materials,
etc. These are not multi-unit properties – but instead single family homes on slightly smaller
lots.

· Is the final review/approval something that citizens have a vote regarding: Short answer is
no. Development projects like this are reviewed by Staff, then they are reviewed by the
Planning Commission (Thursday’s meeting) who makes a recommendation to the City
Council. The City Council makes the final decision. For a project like this where the zoning
isn’t changing, if the project meets all of our standards, we approve it. This site is zoned for
R-2 residential and guided for Medium Density Residential (4-7 units per acre) which is
typically attached townhomes or detached villas.

· Is this city owned property or privately held: Privately held.
· What is the timing of the development: We are in the first stage of the project, and the

project has no approvals yet. Land is subdivided through a three step process:
1. Sketch Plan (this step) – high level drawing so the City can identify red flags, and

mailto:rjeo13@gmail.com
mailto:Richardx.Bailey@target.com
mailto:CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us
mailto:Richardx.Bailey@target.com
mailto:rjeo13@gmail.com
https://agendas.cityoframsey.com:8085/agenda_publish.cfm?id=&mt=ALL&get_month=7&get_year=2020&dsp=agm&seq=11028&rev=0&ag=21759&ln=55719&nseq=11035&nrev=0&pseq=&prev=#ReturnTo55719


note items that should be included in the full plan set submitted in the next step.
So far, the items Staff has identified are noise, as you noted, as well as a
recommendation to reduce the number of lots onsite from 4 to 3 to better
match the neighborhood.

2. Preliminary Plat – engineering plans
3. Final Plat – construction documents and legal agreements

Best,
Chloe

Chloe McGuire Brigl, AICP | cmcguire@cityoframsey.com
Senior Planner
City of Ramsey | Community Development
P: 763-433-9821 | F: 763-433-9848
7550 Sunwood Drive NW | Ramsey, MN 55303
www.cityoframsey.com

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

From: Richardx.Bailey <Richardx.Bailey@target.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 4:26 PM
To: Chloe McGuire Brigl <CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us>
Cc: 'rjeo13@gmail.com' <rjeo13@gmail.com>
Subject: Project 20-117
Hi Chloe,
My name is Rick Bailey, and I live @ 5021 Xkimo Ct. Nw. We received the notice of the sketch plan
application for Project #20-117 in our cul-de-sac, and had a few questions/concerns I’m hoping you
can assist with.
The biggest question/concern around the project for us is a potential increase to an already
problematic noise level. Since the building of Stoney River across County 47 (which seems to deflect
traffic noise in our direction), coupled with a noticeable increase in traffic in general, noise volumes
are already undesirably high. The only noise buffer we have between us and 47 are the woods on
the property being discussed for development. Regarding this, could there be included a
requirement of any developer to preserve some of the woods as well as have them be responsible
for building a high quality noise barrier, similar to what exists farther up 47 towards Alpine? I’m
hoping something of this nature would both help control the noise issue as well as preserving a
balance of urban and rural/nature that Ramsey values.
A second question/concern, would be around the increase in traffic. Xkimo St., which we intersect
with, has a particularly high level of traffic given the presence of Holiday, and as it’s used as a
thoroughfare for other neighborhoods, causing a bottleneck near the traffic lights. What this means
for us, is that it can be a challenge to get out of the cul-de-sac because traffic actually blocks our
street depending on the time of day. Adding 4 more households seems like it would exacerbate the
issue, not to mention the morning traffic may cause the driveways of the new homes to be blocked
while others in the cul-de-sac wait to enter traffic onto Xkimo St.
I also wanted to find out more on the type of homes that are being considered. Is there a photo/
nearby development that could be a reference for what these would look like? Can you confirm if
these will be single family owned homes vs. multi-unit or rented properties?
Other questions would be:
Is the final review/approval something that citizens have a vote regarding?
Is this city owned property or privately held?

mailto:cmcguire@cityoframsey.com
http://www.cityoframsey.com/
mailto:Richardx.Bailey@target.com
mailto:CMcGuire@ci.ramsey.mn.us
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What is the timing of the development?
Thanks in advance!
Rick
Rick Bailey | ¤Target | Sr. Manager | Planning, Alignment, & Program Management |FRS Operations and
Product Team
Office 612.696.0878 | Email RichardX.Bailey@Target.com

mailto:RichardX.Bailey@Target.com


Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, METI, Esri
China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), NGCC, (c) OpenStreetMap contributors, and the
GIS User Community, LOGIS

7/12/2021, 3:59:38 PM
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Public Works Committee   5. 4.           
Meeting Date: 10/19/2021  
Submitted For: Joe Feriancek, Engineering/Public Works 
By: Joe Feriancek, Engineering/Public Works

Title:
Consider Recommending City Council Authorization to Prepare Plans and Specifications for 2022 Pavement
Management Program Projects.

Purpose/Background:
Purpose:
The purpose of this case is to consider recommending City Council authorization to prepare plans and
specifications for 2022 Pavement Management Program Projects.

Background:
The proposed 2022 – 2031 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) identifies three reconstruction projects and two
overlay improvements for 2022;

IP 22-01 Sunwood Drive and Waco Street Reconstruction (MSA)
IP 22-02 Autumn Heights Street Reconstructions
IP 22-03 2022 MSA Pavement Overlay Improvements (MSA)
IP 22-04 2022 Neighborhood Pavement Overlay Improvements
IP 22-06 Wood Pond Hills 2nd – 5th Street Reconstructions

Street segments summaries and an Improvement Project Map are attached to this case.

Preliminary Design
On July 13, 2021, City Council passed Resolution #21-194, Ordering the City Engineer to request proposals for
Topographic Surveys, Geotechnical Evaluations and Utility Testing for 2022 Pavement Management Program
Projects.

Topographic Surveys
City Council awarded four proposals for topographic surveys to Hakanson Anderson on August 8, 2021. Staff has
since received the surveys and performed a basic review which confirmed the requested surveys are complete and
thorough. The surveys will be used to create an existing ground surface and locate features once project design
begins.

Geotechnical Reports
City Council awarded three proposals for geotechnical reports to Haugo Geotechnical Services on August 8, 2021.
The reports were for each reconstruction project and will be used to help determine the required pavement section,
if any soil corrections will be anticipated, and if utility work will require special backfill or groundwater
considerations. Staff has received all three reports and has done an initial review, which determined the reports were
complete and met the requirements of the proposals.

Sewer Cleaning and Televising
City Council awarded two proposals to Hydro-Klean, LLC for cleaning and televising sanitary sewer and storm
sewer on August 24, 2021. The proposals were for Improvement Projects 22-01 and 22-04, both of which are urban
section roadways with sanitary and storm sewer. Autumn Heights is a rural section, and the existing street crossing
culverts are anticipated to be replaced, therefore cleaning and televising would not be beneficial. To date Staff has
received approximately 95 percent of the televising reports, which are being reviewed. Based upon the initial



review some minor storm sewer pipe repairs will be required on Sunwood Drive. More review of the sanitary sewer
is required to determine if repairs will be necessary.

Watermain Leak Testing
City Council awarded two proposals to Water Conservation Services, Inc. for watermain leak testing on August 24,
2021. The proposals were for Improvement Projects 22-01 and 22-04, both of which have city water throughout.
The leak testing has been complete and no leaks were discovered.

Anticipated Project Scopes
IP 22-01 Sunwood Drive and Waco Street Reconstruction: This project proposes reconstruction of Sunwood Drive
between Trunk Highway 47 and Waco Street and Waco Street between Sunwood Drive and 150th Avenue. The
streets are 45 feet wide urban section, and total 0.48 miles in length. Sunwood Drive has an Average Daily Traffic
(ADT) count of 1,800, Waco Street has an ADT of 600. Staff is anticipating using the full-depth reclamation
process for both street segments, however, Staff recommends reducing the width of Waco Street to 32 feet wide, to
match Waco Street to the south of Sunwood Drive. Waco Street to the north of 150 th Avenue is a 24-foot wide
rural section. To conform to MSA Standards, reducing the width of the street would require no parking on one side
of the road. Storm sewer repairs are anticipated, however, sanitary sewer and watermain repairs are not anticipated.
Estimated project costs are $405,000 ($368,000 MSA Funds, and $37,000 Storm Water Funds).

IP 22-02 Autumn Heights Street Reconstructions: This project proposes reconstruction of the streets within the
Autumn Heights subdivision, which is generally located in the northwest corner of the city, spanning both sides of
Armstrong Boulevard. The streets are 24 feet wide rural section, and total 1.61 miles in length. Staff performed 5
traffic counts, focusing on streets leading into and out of the neighborhood. Counts ranged from 71 to 160 ADT,
which is typical for residential streets. Staff is anticipating using the full-depth reclamation process where possible.
Staff has further review of the geotechnical report to perform, but is anticipating a portion of the project to require
soil corrections to remove undesirable materials from below the street. No sewer and water exist in the project area
and is not proposed. The existing drainage ditches along the roadway are performing well to Staff’s knowledge,
this will be explored further during project design. Staff is proposing to replace the existing street crossing culverts
with the project. Estimated project costs are $984,000 ($895,000 Pavement Management Funds, and $89,000 Storm
Water Funds).

IP 22-03 2022 MSA Pavement Overlay Improvements: This project proposes mill and overlay of Riverdale Drive
between the Armstrong Boulevard Interchange and Llama Street. Staff will determine the exact project end point
during design, but anticipates the project limits stopping east of Llama Street to accommodate the Riverdale Drive
extension to Bowers Street. Riverdale Drive is 0.24 miles in length, urban section with bituminous curb. Traffic
counts were taken west of the interchange and found an ADT of 450. Staff is not proposing any repairs to
watermain or sanitary sewer with this project, minor storm sewer structure repairs, typically re-grouting catch
basins, is proposed. Estimated project costs are $69,000 ($63,000 MSA Funds, and $6,000 Storm Water Funds).

IP 22-04 2022 Neighborhood Pavement Overlay Improvements: This project proposes mill and overlay of four
subdivisions within the City; Sunfish Lake Business Park 2nd, Sunflower Ridge, The Ponds of Ramsey, and Tiger
Meadows. The project totals 2.69 miles in length, all proposed areas are urban sections with varying street widths.
Staff is not proposing any repairs to watermain or sanitary sewer with this project, minor storm sewer structure
repairs, typically re-grouting catch basins, is proposed. Additionally, any pedestrian ramps will be brought up to
current ADA compliance. Estimated project costs are $624,000 ($567,000 Pavement Management Funds, and
$57,000 Storm Water Funds).

IP 22-06 Wood Pond Hills 2nd – 5th Street Reconstructions: This project proposes reconstruction of the streets
within the Wood Pond Hills 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th subdivisions, which are generally located southwest of Nowthen
Boulevard and Sunwood Drive. The streets are 32 feet wide urban section, and total 0.88 miles in length. Staff
performed four traffic counts, and found ADT ranging from 175 to 300. Staff is anticipating using the full-depth
reclamation process and performing spot concrete curb and gutter repairs for the majority of the project. Staff is
aware of more severe curb and gutter damage within the Junkite Street cul-de-sac, south of 145th Court, and will
determine the best treatment during the design process. Minor storm sewer repairs are proposed, typically



re-grouting catch basins. Watermain repairs and sanitary sewer repairs are not currently proposed. Further review
of the televising reports is required before final determination if sanitary sewer repairs are required. Estimated
project costs are $550,000 ($500,000 Pavement Management Funds, and $50,000 Storm Water Funds). Any
sanitary sewer repairs would be proposed to be paid with Sewer Utility Funds, and are not included in the current
cost estimate.

Project Timelines
City Staff is proposing to prepare plans and specifications for 2022 pavement management program projects
in-house, as part of their normal duties. The following are the proposed general project timelines:

October 26, 2021 City Council Authorization to prepare plans and specifications
Nov. 2021 - Jan. 2022 Staff prepares plans and specifications
Jan. - Feb, 2022 City Council approve plans, authorize bidding
Feb. - Mar. 2022 Bid opening, City Council award contracts
May - June, 2022 Begin Construction
September 2022 Finish Construction

Staff proposes to bid projects separately, but to bid and award projects as close together as practical, which
generally allows for a better bidding environment for the City. 

Timeframe:
Staff anticipates this case will take approximately 10 minutes to present and respond to questions.

Observations/Alternatives:
Observations:
Estimates are CIP level and will be updated during the design process.

Alternatives:
Alternative #1: Motion to recommend City Council authorization to prepare plans and specifications for 2022
Pavement Management Program projects.

Alternative #2: Motion of other.

Funding Source:
Funding for these projects is proposed to be a combination of Pavement Management Funds, Municipal State Aid
Funds, and Storm Water Funds as identified in this case and within the proposed 2022 – 2031 Capital Improvement
Program.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends alternative #1.

Action:
Motion to recommend City Council authorization to prepare plans and specifications for 2022 Pavement
Management Program projects.

Attachments
2022 PMP Project Map
22-01 Street Summary
22-02 Street Summary
22-03 Street Summary
22-04 Street Summary



22-06 Street Summary

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Bruce Westby Bruce Westby 10/14/2021 11:45 AM
Grant Riemer Grant Riemer 10/14/2021 01:03 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 10/14/2021 03:38 PM
Form Started By: Joe Feriancek Started On: 10/12/2021 12:53 PM
Final Approval Date: 10/14/2021 
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Street Segment Description
Length

(feet)
Curb

2020 

PASER
Year Built

Maint.

1

Maint.

2

Maint.

3

Avg

HMA

(inches)

Avg 

Agg. Base

(inches)

Avg 

Section

(inches)

Sunwood Drive TH 47 / Waco Street 1,826 conc. 4 1985
SC

1992

SC

2006

SC

2013 4.20 3.25 7.38

Waco Street Sunwood Drive / 150th Avenue 705 conc. 3 1992
SC

2006
3.86 n/a* n/a*

Total Length 2,531 0.48 mi.

IP 22‐01 Sunwood Drive & Waco Street Reconstruction

Street Segment Summary

Street History GPR SummaryStreet Description

* GPR not able to detect Agg. Base
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Street Segment Description
Length
(feet)

Section
(Urban / 
Rural)

2020 
PASER

Year Built
Maint.

1
Maint.

2
Maint.

3
Maint.

4

Avg
HMA

(inches)

Avg 
Agg. Base
(inches)

Avg 
Section
(inches)

167th Lane Armstrong Boulevard / 168th Lane 1494 Rural 2 1984
SC

1991
OL
1998

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.5 3.5 7.0

167th Lane Puma Street / Armstrong Boulevard 919 Rural 2 1977
SC

1983
OL
1990

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.5 3.7 7.2

167th Lane W EOP / Puma Street 1191 Rural 2 1983
SC

1990
OL
1997

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.9 4.0 7.9

168th Avenue Puma Street / CDS 331 Rural 2 1985
SC

1992
OL
1999

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.5 3.4 6.9

168th Avenue Rabbit Street / CDS 386 Rural 2 1981
SC

1988
OL
1995

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.5 3.4 6.9

168th Avenue Rabbit Street / Puma Street 457 Rural 2 1980
SC

1987
OL
1994

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.5 3.4 6.9

168th Lane 167th Lane / N EOP 1387 Rural 2 1978
SC

1985
OL
1992

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.6 3.1 6.7

168th Lane Nutria Street / 167th Lane 355 Rural 2 1979
SC

1986
OL
1993

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.6 3.1 6.7

169th Avenue W EOP / Rabbit Street 640 Rural 2 1977
SC

1984
OL
1991

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.5** 3.4** 6.9**

Nutria Street 168th Lane / CDS 401 Rural 3 1986
SC

1993
OL
2000

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.4 n/a * n/a *

Nutria Street N EOP / 168th Lane 242 Rural 3 1982
SC

1989
OL
1996

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.4 n/a * n/a *

Puma Street 167th Lane / 168th Avenue 226 Rural 2 1987
SC

1994
OL
2001

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.9 n/a * n/a *

Rabbit Street 168th Avenue / Armstrong Boulevard 473 Rural 2 1988
SC

1995
OL
2002

SC
1997

SC
2004

3.3 3.1 6.4

Total Length 8,502 1.61 mi.

IP 22‐02 Autumn Heights Street Reconstructions
Street Segment Summary

Street History GPR SummaryStreet Description

* GPR not able to detect Agg. Base
** Estimated Depths, GPR not available



Street Segment Description
Length
(feet)

Section
(Urban / 
Rural)

2020 
PASER

Year Built
Maint.

1
Maint.

2
Maint.

3
Maint.

4

Avg
HMA

(inches)

Avg 
Agg. Base
(inches)

Avg 
Section
(inches)

Riverdale Drive W PC / Llama Street 1279 Urban 6 1997
SC

2002
SC

2012
3.6 4.8 8.4

Total Length 1,279 0.24 mi.

IP 22‐03 2022 MSA Pavement Overlay Improvements
Street Segment Summary

Street History GPR SummaryStreet Description

* GPR not able to detect Agg. Base
** Estimated Depths, GPR not available



Subdivision Street Segment Description
Length
(feet)

Section
(Urban / 
Rural)

Curb
(Bit / 
Conc.)

2020 
PASER

Year Built
Maint.

1
Maint.

2
Maint.

3
Maint.

4
Maint.

5

Avg
HMA

(inches)

Avg 
Agg. Base
(inches)

Avg 
Section
(inches)

Azurite Street Bunker Lake Boulevard / Sunwood Drive 2123 Urban Conc. 8 2002
SC

2009
SC

2016
3.5* 6.0* 9.5*

2123

154th Avenue Iodine Street / W EOP 305 Urban Conc. 8 2003
SC

2008
SC

2017
3.9 5.4 9.3

154th Lane Iodine Street / E EOP 488 Urban Conc. 8 2007
SC

2008
SC

2017
3.7 5.3 9.0

Germanium Street Iodine Street / E EOP 434 Urban Conc. 8 2003
SC

2008
SC

2017
3.9 4.5 8.4

Iodine Street Alpine Drive / 155th Lane 1613 Urban Conc. 8 2003
SC

2008
SC

2017
3.8 5.7 9.5

2840

Rabbit Street 170th Avenue / Nutria Street 1230 Urban Conc. 8 2003
SC

2008
SC

2017
4.2 3.6 7.8

Rabbit Street 170th Avenue / N EOP 409 Urban Conc. 8 2003
SC

2008
SC

2017
4.2 3.6 7.8

170th Avenue Tiger Street / Rabbit Street 1240 Urban Conc. 8 2003
SC

2008
SC

2017
4.2 4.4 8.6

2879

IP 22‐04 2022 Neighborhood Pavement Overlay Improvements
Street Segment Summary

Street History GPR SummaryStreet Description

Sunfish Lake 
Business Park 2nd

Sunfish Lake Business Park 2nd Total 0.4 mi.

0.55 mi. *GPR not available, depth based off asbuilts

Sunflower Ridge

Sunflower Ridge Total 0.54 mi.

Tiger Meadows

Tiger Meadows Total

Page 1 of 2



Subdivision Street Segment Description
Length
(feet)

Section
(Urban / 
Rural)

Curb
(Bit / 
Conc.)

2020 
PASER

Year Built
Maint.

1
Maint.

2
Maint.

3
Maint.

4
Maint.

5

Avg
HMA

(inches)

Avg 
Agg. Base
(inches)

Avg 
Section
(inches)

144th Avenue Iodine Street / CDS 210 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2013
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

144th Avenue Iodine Street / Fluorine Street 731 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

144th Avenue Iodine Street E / Fluorine Street 203 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

144th Court 144th Avenue / CDS 223 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

144th Way Iodine Street N / Iodine Street S 806 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

145th Avenue Fluorine Street / CDS 157 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

145th Avenue Iodine Street / Fluorine Street 615 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

Fluorine Court 145th Avenue / 144th Avenue 486 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

Iodine Street 144th Avenue E / 144th Avenue W 1769 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

Iodine Street 144th Avenue W / W EOP 313 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

Iodine Street 144th Way S / 144th Way E 258 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

Iodine Street 145th Avenue / 144th Way 327 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

Iodine Street Nowthen Boulevard / 145th Avenue 242 Urban Conc. 7 2002
SC

2007
SC

2018
2.5* 4.0* 6.5*

6340

The Ponds of Ramsey

The Ponds of Ramsey Total Length 1.2 mi. *GPR not available, depth based off asbuilts

Street Description Street History GPR Summary

IP 22‐04 2022 Neighborhood Pavement Overlay Improvements
Street Segment Summary

Page 2 of 2



Street Segment Description
Length

(feet)

Section

(Urban / 

Rural)

2020 

PASER
Year Built

Maint.

1

Maint.

2

Maint.

3

Maint.

4

Avg

HMA

(inches)

Avg 

Agg. Base

(inches)

Avg 

Section

(inches)

145th Circle Iodine Street / CDS 425 Urban 5 1996
SC

1998

SC

2005

SC

2013
2.4 5.3 7.4

145th Court Junkite Street / W EOP 625 Urban 5 1994
SC

1998

SC

2005

SC

2013
2.7 3.6 6.3

146th Circle Junkite Street / CDS 226 Urban 3 1993
SC

1998

SC

2005
4.0 3.0 7.0

Helium Court 146th Avenue / CDS 301 Urban 7 1996
SC

1998

SC

2005

SC

2013
2.0 5.7 7.7

Iodine Street 145th Circle / S EOP 92 Urban 7 1996
SC

1998

SC

2005

SC

2013
2.0 3.6 5.6

Iodine Street 146th Avenue / 145th Circle 569 Urban 7 1996
SC

1998

SC

2005

SC

2013
3.1 3.6 6.7

Iodine Street Sunwood Drive / CDS 612 Urban 3 1992
SC

1998

SC

2005
3.1 4.4 7.5

Junkite Street 145th Court / 146th Avenue 164 Urban 3 1994
SC

1998

SC

2005
2.8 4.4 7.2

Junkite Street 145th Court / CDS 197 Urban 3 1994
SC

1998

SC

2005

SC

2013
2.8 4.4 7.2

Junkite Street 146th Avenue / S EOP 39 Urban 3 1993
SC

1998

SC

2005

OL

2012
2.8 4.4 7.2

Junkite Street 146th Circle / 146th Avenue 521 Urban 3 1993
SC

1998

SC

2005
2.8 4.4 7.2

Junkite Street Sunwood Drive / 146th Avenue 406 Urban 3 1993
SC

1998

SC

2005
2.8 4.4 7.2

Krypton Court Sunwood Drive / CDS 466 Urban 3 1993
SC

1998

SC

2005
3.2 5.9 9.1

Total Length 4,643 0.88 mi. ** Estimated Depths, GPR not available

Wood Pond Hills 2nd, 3rd, 4th & 5th Street Reconstructions

Street Segment Summary
Street History GPR SummaryStreet Description

* GPR not able to detect Agg. Base



   
Public Works Committee   5. 5.           
Meeting Date: 10/19/2021  
By: Bruce Westby, Engineering/Public

Works

Title:
Consider Recommending City Council Authorization for Flashing Yellow Arrow Study at the Intersection of
Sunwood Drive and Ramsey Boulevard/CSAH 56 

Purpose/Background:
Purpose:
The purpose of this case is two-fold. First, Staff will provide updates to the Committee on Anoka Counties plans
for updating their signal systems to include flashing yellow arrow operations. Second, the Committee will consider
a recommendation to the City Council to authorize a feasibility study for adding flashing yellow arrow operations
to the existing signal system at the intersection of Sunwood Drive and Ramsey Boulevard/CSAH 56. 

Background:
In December 2009, after extensive testing, the Federal Highway Administration authorized use of flashing yellow
arrows nationwide. A study conducted by the National Cooperative Highway Research Program determined that
drivers had fewer crashes with flashing yellow left-turn arrows than with traditional yield-on-green signal
configurations. 

Flashing yellow arrow traffic signals feature a flashing yellow arrow in addition to the standard red, yellow and
green arrows. When illuminated, the flashing yellow arrow allows waiting motorists to make a left-hand turn after
yielding to all oncoming traffic and to any pedestrians in the crosswalk. Oncoming traffic has a green light. Drivers
must wait for a safe gap in oncoming traffic before turning. When not illuminated, signals with flashing yellow
arrows work the same as traditional signals.

Flashing yellow arrows offer more opportunities to make a left turn than with the traditional three-arrow, red,
yellow and green indications. They also provide traffic engineers with more options to handle variable traffic
volumes. A flashing yellow arrow signal has the same meaning it always has: left turns may proceed with caution
after yielding to oncoming traffic. In the past, flashing yellow arrows in Minnesota were only used when the entire
traffic signal was in flash-mode. Use of the flashing yellow arrow has been shown to have several benefits
including minimizing delays and enhancing safety by reducing driver errors.

The majority of newly installed traffic signals are constructed to allow flashing yellow arrow operations, though
sometimes the flashing yellow arrow heads are not immediately installed. The flashing yellow arrow may be used
at any intersection at any time but the most typical use will be at intersections and times-of-day that have lower
volumes, lower speeds and other favorable conditions. Retrofitting existing signals to include flashing yellow
arrows can be costly and are typically only done on a limited basis, when necessary.

Attached is two-page brochure produced by the Minnesota Department of Transportation with additional
information on flashing yellow arrows. 

2022 Proposed Anoka County Flashing Yellow Arrow (FYA) Upgrades
Anoka County typically budgets up to $200,000 each year to add flashing yellow arrow operations to their 200+
existing signal systems across the County, most of which were not constructed to accommodate FYA operations
since they were constructed before FYA operations existed.

In 2022, Anoka County proposes to construct FYA improvements to their signal systems at 14 intersections in the
City of Coon Rapids as follows; 



City of Coon Rapids as follows; 

CSAH 52/109th
CSAH 52/Quail Creek
CSAH 78/113th
CSAH 18/131st
CSAH 18/133rd
CSAH 116/Rose St.
CSAH 116/Heather St.
CSAH 116/CR 18
CSAH 116/Jay St.
CSAH 51/91st
CSAH 51/101st
CSAH 51/Egret Blvd.
CSAH 51/105th
CSAH 51/109th

Anoka County is employing SEH, Inc. to prepare feasibility studies to evaluate the use of FYA operations at each
of these intersections, including estimating costs to modify each signal system to include FYA operations, and to
prepare plans and specifications for constructing the required FYA improvements. Anoka County expects to receive
final studies for each intersection in early 2022 to allow construction to occur in the summer/fall of 2022.

Anoka County is not proposing to complete any FYA improvements to signal systems in the City of Ramsey in
2022. No improvements are currently proposed at the intersections of Alpine Drive & Sunfish Lake
Boulevard/CSAH 57 and Alpine Drive & Nowthen Boulevard/CSAH 5, which have been a topic of discussion in
recent years.

FYA Operations at Sunwood Drive & Ramsey Boulevard/CSAH 56
During the regular City Council meeting on September 22, 2020, the City Council received a request from a
resident to install FYA’s at the intersection of Sunwood Drive & Ramsey Boulevard/CSAH 56. The resident stated
that he frequently waits at this signal system to turn left when no vehicles are approaching from the other direction.

In 2017, the City of Ramsey worked with Anoka County to install FYA improvements at the intersection of
Armstrong Boulevard/CSAH 83 and Sunwood Drive. To start this process, the City was first instructed to hire SEH,
Inc. to complete a feasibility study for modifying the signal system to include FYA operations, including estimating
costs to modify the signal system to include FYA operations, and to prepare plans and specifications for
constructing the required FYA improvements. This cost for this study was $1,700. The current estimated cost to
complete a feasibility study for one intersection is around $1,800 if counts are available, and $3,500 if SEH, Inc. is
required to collect traffic counts.

If Staff is directed to pursue this, City Staff will contact SEH to request a proposal to study the feasibility and costs
of installing FYA improvements at the intersection of Sunwood Drive & Ramsey Boulevard/CSAH 56, similar to
the process followed at Sunwood Drive & CSAH 83/Armstrong Boulevard, and will present the proposal to the
City Council as soon as possible to request authorization to proceed. Staff will then work with Anoka County to
add this work to Anoka County’s 2022 FYA improvement projects.

Copies of SEH's study proposal and Feasibility Study are attached. 

Timeframe:
Staff anticipates 20 minutes will be needed to present and discuss this case. 

Observations/Alternatives:
Observations:



Observations:
Below are a few other concerns and questions that have been raised regarding FYA improvements in the City of
Ramsey. 

Hours of FYA Operations
Over the last year or two one or more Planning Commission members have questioned the need to turn flashing
yellow arrow operations off during rush hours. Anoka County does not routinely evaluate signal systems to
determine if FYA’s can be operated all hours of the day. Their standard process for evaluating FYA operations is to
monitor all new FYA operations for a period of several years after FYA improvements are made, then to review
crash data and traffic volumes to determine if FYA operation modifications are warranted. In general, most signal
systems with FYA operations do not permit FYA operations during rush hours. Typically, the only intersections
where FYA operations are permitted during rush hours are at intersections with low traffic volumes and low posted
speed limits. City Staff will continue discussing options for allowing 24/7 FYA operations at signal systems in the
City of Ramsey with Anoka County Staff.

FYA Operations at Sunwood Drive and Bunker Lake Boulevard/CSAH 116
The new signal system at this intersection will be equipped with FYA improvements, but as of today the County is
not certain which legs will utilize FYA operations and/or what the timing of the FYA operations will be where
FYA operations are utilized. In summary, a significant number of left turning traffic crashes are not anticipated and
sight distance is good so it is anticipated that FYA operations can be utilized at this intersection during several
hours of a typical day. Below are recommendations from the County’s consultant related to time of day FYA
operations for both roads. 

CSAH 116 - Due to higher posted speeds on CSAH 116, FYA operations are not recommended for CSAH
116 during peak traffic periods. During non-Trunk Highway 10 impacted traffic periods, their consultant is
recommending that the signal system operate with protected left turns between the hours of 6:00 am - 9:00 am
and also between 3:00 pm and 7:00 pm. During Trunk Highway 10 construction, their consultant is
recommending that both CSAH 116 approaches operate with protected left turns for all hours between 6:00
am - 10:00 pm due to much higher anticipated traffic volumes on CSAH 116 and higher posted speeds. 
Sunwood Drive - If the County implements FYA operations for Sunwood Drive, these should be able to be
operated all hours of the day given lower traffic volumes and lower posted speeds. 

Alternatives:
Alternative #1 – Motion recommending City Council authorization to hire SEH, Inc. to analyze the feasibility of
modifying the signal system at the intersection of Sunwood Drive and Ramsey Boulevard/CSAH 56to add flashing
yellow arrow operations.

Alternative #2 – Motion of other. 

Funding Source:
The final construction cost for the FYA modifications to the signal system at Armstrong Boulevard & Sunwood
Drive/147th Avenue was $29,760. The estimated average cost to modify an existing signal system to include FYA
operations is $20,000 to $50,000.

Plans and specifications would be required to advertise for bids for construction of any FYA modifications, which
would require future City Council approval. Costs to prepare plans and specifications for the FYA improvements at
Armstrong Boulevard & Sunwood Drive/147th Avenue were around $6,500.

Traffic volumes and patterns will likely change after the grade separation improvements occur at CSAH 56/Ramsey
Boulevard & Highway 10 in 2024/2025, and after a signal system is installed at CSAH 116/Bunker Lake
Boulevard and Sunwood Drive this fal/winter. These improvements will also likely have an impact on FYA
operations at Sunwood Drive & CSAH 56/Ramsey Boulevard, which may result in a future Anoka County request
to modify the FYA improvements. This will be addressed as part of the study. 

The estimated cost for studying the feasibility of adding FYA operations to this intersection is $1,800 if the City



provides traffic counts, and $3,500 if SEH needs to provide traffic counts. The Public Improvement Revolving
Fund is proposed to fund the study. 

Recommendation:
Staff supports either alternative. 

Action:
Motion recommending City Council authorization to hire SEH, Inc. to analyze the feasibility of modifying the
signal system at the intersection of Sunwood Drive and Ramsey Boulevard/CSAH 56 to add flashing yellow arrow
operations. 

Attachments
MnDOT FYA brochure
SEH Proposal CSAH 83 and Sunwood Dr
SEH Feas Study CSAH 83 and Sunwood Dr

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Grant Riemer Grant Riemer 10/14/2021 02:28 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 10/14/2021 03:32 PM
Form Started By: Bruce Westby Started On: 10/05/2021 12:02 PM
Final Approval Date: 10/14/2021 



A safer, 
more 
efficient 
left-turn 
signalA safer, more efficient

left-turn signal

Safer
A national study demonstrated that drivers found 
flashing yellow left-turn arrows more understand-
able than traditional yield-on-green indications 
(individual traffic signal lights).

Less delay
There are more opportunities to make a left turn 
with the flashing yellow left-turn arrow than with 
the traditional three-arrow, red, yellow and green 
indications.

More flexibility 
The new traffic signals provide traffic engineers 
with more options to handle variable traffic 
volumes.. 

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Office of  Traffic, Safety and Technology
1500 West County Road B2
Roseville, MN  55113
Jerry Kotzenmacher
Phone: 651-234-7054

E-mail: jerry.kotzenmacher@state.mn.us



Solid red arrow: 
Drivers intending to turn left 
must stop and wait. They should 
not enter an intersection to turn 
when a solid red arrow is being 
displayed.

Solid yellow arrow: 
The left-turn signal is about to 
change to red and drivers 
should prepare to stop or 
prepare to complete a left turn 
if  they are legally within the 
intersection and there is no 
conflicting traffic present. 

Flashing yellow arrow: 
Drivers are allowed to turn left 
after yielding to all oncoming 
traffic and to any pedestrians in 
the crosswalk. Oncoming traffic 
has a green light. Drivers must 
wait for a safe gap in oncoming 
traffic before turning.

Solid green arrow: 
Left turns have the right of  way. 
Oncoming traffic has a red light.

What the arrows mean Flashing yellow arrow benefits

A flashing yellow arrow signal has the same 
meaning it always has: left turns may proceed 
with caution after yielding to oncoming traffic.

In the past, flashing yellow arrows in Minnesota 
were only used when the entire traffic signal was 
in flash-mode. Use of  the flashing yellow arrow 
has been shown to have several benefits includ-
ing minimizing delays and enhancing safety by 
reducing driver errors. Flashing yellow arrow 
signals have been approved for widespread use 
by the Federal Highway Administration..

Where will the flashing yellow 
arrow be used?

The majority of  newly installed MnDOT traffic 
signals will have the flashing yellow arrow option. 
The flashing yellow arrow may be used at any 
intersection at any time but the most typical use 
will be at intersections and times-of-day that 
have lower volumes, lower speeds and other 
favorable conditions.

A better left- 
turn signal

Flashing yellow arrow 
signals have been shown 
to help drivers make 
fewer mistakes. They keep 
motorists safer during 
heavy traffic and reduce 
delays when traffic is light.















































   
Public Works Committee   6. 1.           
Meeting Date: 10/19/2021  
By: Bruce Westby, Engineering/Public

Works

Title:
Receive Staff Updates on 148th Lane NW Cul-De-Sac and Easement Vacations

Purpose/Background:
In 2020, the property owners from 5805 148th Lane NW, Michael and Sarah St. Clair, constructed a pole barn on
their property. In order to receive a permit to complete this work, the Planning Commission was asked to grant a
variance on April 2, 2020, to allow construction of the pole building to encroach on the side corner setback due to
an existing 33-foot wide road easement that encumbers the southern 33-feet of their property. Attached is a survey
showing this easement. Attached is a copy of the meeting minutes from the April 2, 2020, Planning Commission
meeting. 

This led to a broader discussion about the likelihood of 148th Lane ever been extended. In the end, the Planning
Commission directed Staff to initiate an easement vacation of the roughly 600 western most feet of this easement
and to retain the existing turn around in its current configuration.

The driveway to the St. Clair’s property is located off the north side of 148th Lane NW, which is a gravel road. See
attached aerial pictures. The driveway is gravel and accesses the gravel ‘cul-de-sac’ that terminates just east of this
property. This existing “cul-de-sac” is not large enough for use by snow plows or emergency vehicles. Staff would
therefore prefer that a more standard cul-de-sac be provided on 148th Lane to allow these vehicles to safely turn
around during the course of their duties. 

On July 20, 2021, the St. Clair’s attended the Public Works Committee. They inquired where the City was at in the
easement vacation process, and reiterated that they do not want their road paved and that they still want to vacate
the road easement. 

On September 22, 2021, the City Administrator, Public Works Superintendent, and City Engineer met with Michael
and Sarah St. Clair on their property at 5805 148th Lane NW from 9 - 10 AM to review the existing gravel road,
driveways, trees and landscaping in considering a design concept for a permanent cul-de-sac/turnaround capable of
accommodating Public Works and Public Safety vehicles, as well as school buses, trash trucks, and other service
vehicles as needed. A concept design is needed to help guide the potential easement vacations on the west end of
148th Lane NW as discussed at the April 20, 2020, Planning Commission meeting, and also at the July 20, 2021,
Public Works Committee meeting.

During the onsite meeting, the St. Clair’s provided a layout to Staff showing areas of their property that they are
willing to allow a cul-de-sac/turnaround to be constructed on. See attached. IN fact, the St. Clair’s even offered to
construct the turnaround if the City were to provide the surfacing materials.

The group also discussed the potential for vacating the road easements, which would require input and direction
from their neighbor to the south, who has 33-feet of easement on the north edge of part of their property. 

The purpose of this case is to provide an update to the Committee and discuss next steps. Public Works Staff are
hoping to work with the property owners to construct a cul-de-sac/turnaround before winter.

Timeframe:
Staff anticipates 15 minutes will be required to present this case and respond to questions. 



Staff anticipates 15 minutes will be required to present this case and respond to questions. 

Observations/Alternatives:
N/A

Funding Source:
N/A

Recommendation:

Action:
Dependent on discussions. 

Attachments
Planning Commission 040220 minutes
5805 148th Ln Survey
2020 Aerial 148th Ln NW
2020 Aerial cul de sac

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Grant Riemer MaryJo Warner 10/14/2021 04:08 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 10/14/2021 04:11 PM
Form Started By: Bruce Westby Started On: 10/05/2021 12:07 PM
Final Approval Date: 10/14/2021 



PLANNING COMMISSION

CITY OF RAMSEY

ANOKA COUNTY

STATE OF MINNESOTA

The Ramsey Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting on Thursday, April 2, 2020, at
the Ramsey Municipal Center, 7550 Sunwood Drive NW, Ramsey, Minnesota.

Members Present: Chairperson Randy Bauer
Commissioner Bruce Anderson

Commissioner Cheri Gengler

Commissioner Eric Peters

Commissioner Gary VanScoy
Commissioner Matt Woestehoff

Members Absent: Commissioner Torrey Johnson

Also Present:       Senior Planner Chloe McGuire Brigl

Deputy City Administrator Tim Gladhill
City Planner Chris Anderson
City Council Liaison Debra Musgrove

1. CALL TO ORDER

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

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill explained that the City is under a declaration of emergency
and therefore City Hall has been closed to the public and meetings are being held by telephonic
means.   He provided details on how members of the public can provide input and how the
meeting will run.

2.       PRESENTATIONS

2. 01:   Receive Update on COVID- 19 Emergency Declaration and Public Meeting Impacts

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill provided board updates on the impacts of public meetings
due to local, County, State and Federal Emergency Declarations as it pertains to the work of
Boards and Commissions.  He reported that City Hall is closed to the public through at least May
4th.

2. 02:   Receive Update on Postponed Land Use Applications and Impacts of Minnesota

Statutes Chapter 15. 99 ( 60 Day Rule)

Planning Commission/ April 2, 2020
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City Planner McGuire Brigl reviewed the staff report and provided an update to the Commission
on the current cases and the impact of the State of Emergency on ongoing functions and the 60
Day Rule.

Chairperson Bauer asked for an update on any changes the State may make.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill stated that the development community is concerned that
municipalities would use this as a tool to continually delay action.  He provided an update on
recent legislative activity, noting that the League of Minnesota Cities continues to work on the
topic in attempt to find language that could satisfy both parties.

3. CITIZEN INPUT

None.

4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Motion by Commissioner Woestehoff seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to approve the
agenda as presented.

A roll call vote was conducted by the Deputy City Administrator:

Commissioner Peters aye

Commissioner VanScoy aye

Commissioner Gengler aye

Commissioner Woestehoff aye

Commissioner Anderson aye

Chairperson Bauer aye

Motion Carried.

5. CONSENT AGENDA

5. 01:   Approve the March 5, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes:

Chairperson Bauer noted a few typos on the minutes that he could provide to staff.

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Gengler, to approve the consent
agenda with the changes suggested by Chairperson Bauer.

Commissioner Anderson abstain

Commissioner Woestehoff aye

Commissioner Gengler aye

Commissioner Peters aye

Commissioner VanScoy aye

Planning Commission/ April 2, 2020
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Chairperson Bauer aye

Motion Carried.

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS/ COMMISSION BUSINESS

6. 01:   Public Hearing: Consider Resolution # 20-060 Approving a Variance for 5805 148th
Ln NW (Project 20- 106); Case of Mike and Sarah St Clair

Public Hearing

Chairperson Bauer called the public hearing to order at 7: 20 p.m.

Presentation

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl presented the staff report stating that staff recommends that the
Commission adopt Resolution # 20- 060 approving a Variance for a detached garage at 5805 148th
Ln NW.

Commissioner VanScoy referenced the easement and asked if the City is considering vacating the
easement.

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl stated that public works is open to walking through the process,
but there has not been communication with the southern property owner.  She stated that the St

Clair family was open to vacating the easement.   She explained that the process to vacate an

easement is lengthy and may be an option for the future, but staff believed that this was the best
option to move forward.

Commissioner VanScoy stated that this lot and adjacent lots along the road could be subdivided
and if the road were constructed it could serve all the homes along 148t".  He noted that if the

property were developed, beyond this, and the road were put in, that could create major issues for
future development.  He asked if there is a way to put the structure on the property without a
variance.

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl stated that it is unlikely that the road would ever be built in this
area.  She explained that the goal would be to vacate the easement in the future.  She stated that

the variance is an intermediate step that would allow this to move forward in the building season.
She explained that once the easement is vacated, the variance would not be necessary.  She stated
that staff feels that the requests meets the variance criteria.  She explained that the easement on

the property is unique as it a road easement with a full cul- de- sac that has never, and likely will
never, be built upon.  She commented that the City Attorney felt that this was the cleanest way to
move forward at this time.

Commissioner VanScoy asked where the full turnaround could occur to the west of this property.

Planning Commission/ April 2, 2020
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Senior Planner McGuire Brigl provided additional details on the existing dead- end of the road
that could be expanded to a cul- de- sac.

Citizen Input

Mr.  St Clair, applicant, stated that this is the only location for the structure that would be
accessible from the road because of the topography of the property and location of the mature
trees.  He stated that this also makes sense with the layout of the existing home and detached
garage.  He stated that the proposed location of the building is setback at least 53 feet from the
property line.   He stated that their front yard is the west side of the property, noting that the
detached garage was approved without a variance.  He explained that the 53 feet would include

the 33- foot easement with an additional 20- foot setback.    He stated that they have been
beekeepers for three seasons and provided additional information on the bees and upkeep.

Commissioner Anderson commented that the site does have a lot of trees and hills and there is

already sand in the area they would be constructed the pole barn.  He stated that this appears to

be the only location the structure could be built without tree removal.  He noted that he would

prefer to issue a variance than to lose trees.

Councilmember Musgrove thanked the applicants for reaching out to their neighbors for input.
She commented that this seems to be a reasonable request.  She stated that if the applicants had a

vehicle with a trailer, she would prefer to see it parked in the pole barn as proposed, rather than
in the driveway and therefore believes this to be a good fit.

Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner VanScoy, to close the public
hearing.

Commissioner Gengler aye

Commissioner Peters aye

Commissioner Anderson aye

Commissioner Woestehoff aye

Commissioner VanScoy aye

Chairperson Bauer aye

Motion Carried.

Chairperson Bauer closed the public hearing closed at 7: 54 p. m.

Commission Business

Commissioner VanScoy stated that it sounds like a lot of this presumes that the road would never
be built.  He stated that if the area is developed in the future there would be issues that arise with

the accessory building.   He believed that there are other locations on the property that could
support the structure without a variance but recognized that would be less convenient.  He stated

Planning Commission/ April 2, 2020
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that he finds it difficult to support the variance because convenience is not an element of the
variance criteria.  He stated that all residential properties have easements and therefore does not
find that unique.

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl stated that variances do not set precedent and are individual to the
property.    She recognized that while most residential properties have drainage and utility
easements, those are not counted in setbacks.   She explained that the drainage and utility
easements are simply included in the setbacks required from the property line, whereas this is a
road easement.

Commissioner VanScoy asked if there would never be any further development in this area, as he
believed that is an opportunity in the future.   He explained that if the area is developed, the
screening would be removed.

Chairperson Bauer recognized that while the existing property owners may have no desire to
subdivide, future property owners may.  He asked if the Commission could suggest that the City
strongly look to vacate the road easement.

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl stated that the Commission could choose to approve the variance
if desired, and then direct staff to look into vacating the road easement and noted that she would
not suggest making one action contingent upon the other.  She noted that neither property can
currently subdivide.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill stated that if the goal is to vacate the easement, this is a step
that would allow the applicants to move forward with their request and staff can continue to
pursue the vacation of the easement.

Commissioner Anderson stated that the variance is required because the side yard is turning into
the front yard.  He asked if there is a way to make the side yard the actual side yard, as a variance
would not be required.

Deputy City Administrator Gladhill confirmed that if the easement is vacated, that would provide
that resolution but noted that is a lengthy process and therefore staff suggested this step to allow
the applicants to move forward during the building season.

Chairperson Bauer noted that granting the variance would allow the applicants to move forward
with construction while the City goes through the process of vacating the easement.

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy to Deny Resolution # 20- 060 Approving the Issuance of a
Variance to Construct a Detached Accessory Building within the Required Front Yard Setback at
the Property at 5805 148th Ln NW.

The motion failed for lack of a second.

Planning Commission/ April 2, 2020
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Motion by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Gengler, to Adopt Resolution
20- 060 Approving the Issuance of a Variance to Construct a Detached Accessory Building

within the Required Front Yard Setback at the Property at 5805 148`h Ln NW.

Commissioner Peters aye

Commissioner Gengler aye

Commissioner Woestehoff aye

Commissioner Anderson aye

Commissioner VanScoy nay

Chairperson Bauer aye

Motion Carried.

Motion by Commissioner VanScoy, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to recommend City
staff begin the process of vacating the road easement.

Commissioner Anderson aye

Commissioner Woestehoff aye

Commissioner Gengler aye

Commissioner Peters aye

Commissioner VanScoy aye

Chairperson Bauer aye

Motion Carried.

7. COMMISSION BUSINESS

Following the motion recommending that the city vacate the easement, there was a discussion
regarding the construction of a turnaround as supported by Fire and Police for safety reasons. It
was determined that the current width of the easement will allow sufficient room for a

turnaround. Any action to vacate the easement should allow for room for the construction of the

turnaround. The Commission and the applicant were all supportive of this proposal.
None.

8. COMMISSION/ STAFF INPUT

8. 01:    Receive Staff Update

Senior Planner McGuire Brigl noted that residents can find updated information on the City
website related to COVID- 19 and development related updates.  She reminded all residents to fill

out their census forms.

9.       ADJOURNMENT
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Motion by. Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Woestehoff, to adjourn the
meeting.

Commissioner Anderson aye

Commissioner Woestehoff aye

Commissioner Gengler aye

Commissioner Peters aye

Commissioner VanScoy aye

Chairperson Bauer aye

Motion Carried.

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 8: 11 p. m.

Respectfully submitted,

OlVq9 IAA W(3on,
Chloe McGuire Brigl

Senior Planner

ATTEST:

Ilk

el1.nn Shaw

ommunity Development Assistant

Drafted by Amanda Staple
TimeSaver OffSite Secretarial, Inc.
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About this Report 

The 2005 Minnesota Legislature directed the Metropolitan Council to “carry out planning activities 
addressing the water supply needs of the metropolitan area,” including the development of a Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area Master Water Supply Plan (Minn. Stat., Sec. 473.1565). After completing that 
plan, the Council took on many technical and outreach projects that strengthen local and regional water 
supply planning efforts. These projects have also elevated the importance of water supply in local 
comprehensive planning, which is carried out by local communities. 

This study is one of several being led by the Metropolitan Council to support activities identified by the 
Minnesota Legislature to address the water supply needs of the seven-county metropolitan area. This 
study is funded from the Clean Water Legacy Fund (Minn. Laws 2013 Ch. 137, Art. 2, Sec. 9). 

The Metropolitan Council retained Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc. (SEH), in partnership with workgroup 
communities, to complete this technical assessment of different approaches to a regional water supply 
in the Northwest Metro regional area. 

 

Recommended Citation 

Metropolitan Council. 2020. Northwest Metro Area Regional Water Supply System Study. Prepared by 
Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc. Metropolitan Council: Saint Paul. 
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Executive Summary 
The primary source of drinking water in the Northwest Metro is the Tunnel City-Wonewoc (TCW) 
aquifer.  Concerns with groundwater use in the region include naturally occurring manganese, a 
potential health concern, and aquifer drawdown due to increased future demands.   It is possible that 
groundwater may not be able to meet all of the future drinking water demands.  

The primary objective of this study is to understand the relative costs and implementation 
considerations of different approaches to long term water supply within the study area.  The study area 
includes the Northwest Metro cities of Corcoran, Dayton, Ramsey and Rogers.   

The study will be referenced to support future planning of metro area water supplies and water 
sustainability practices.  As cities face increased demands on their water supplies in the future, this 
report provides concept level options for consideration.   

This report meets the requirements of Minnesota Statutes, section 473, subdivision 1565, which calls 
for the Council to “carry out planning activities addressing the water supply needs of the metropolitan 
area”.  Special funding for this project was provided through the Clean Water Fund. 

This study evaluates four approaches to meet future water demands in the study area: 

 Approach 1:  Regional Surface Water Treatment Plant 
 Approach 2:  Regional Groundwater Treatment Plant 
 Approach 3:  Conjunctive Use of Surface Water and Groundwater 
 Approach 4:  Status Quo – Individual Lime Softening Water Treatment Plants 

This study provides communities concept level costs and considerations for various water supply 
approaches. It is not meant to prescribe specific solutions for implementation. Rather these approaches 
serve as examples to stimulate future planning that could involve a hybrid of the alternatives identified 
in this study or in combination with water conservation measures and other sustainability approaches. 

Study Area Community Information 
The communities in the study area represent different levels of development. All the communities have 
significant growth forecasted for 2040, with the study area population estimated to grow by 250%. The 
average day water demand for the study area is expected to increase from 3.3 million gallons per day 
(MGD) to 7.8 MGD in 2040. The maximum day demand for the four communities is estimated to 
increase from 7.4 MGD to 21.8 MGD. Community projections for ultimate buildout conditions for the 
study area predict an average day demand of 29 MGD and maximum day demand of 73 MGD.  

Regional Water System Capacity 
In planning for a regional water system with a single, centrally treated supply, the maximum day 
demand is the criteria used to establish the capacity of most system components. For approaches 1 
and 2 with a central water treatment plant, the design capacity is assumed to be 25 MGD for 2040 and 
75 MGD for ultimate conditions. For Approach 3, the central water treatment system capacity is based 
on the average day demand and peak day demands are served by each community’s well system. The 
2040 water treatment plant (WTP) capacity is assumed to be 12 MGD and the capacity serving ultimate 
demands would be 40 MGD.  

Phased Approach 
For water distribution systems, the trunk watermain is typically sized for the ultimate system capacity. 
To provide reliability of service, typically there is a “loop” trunk system. Given the different levels of 
development for the four communities and the distances involved, a looped trunk watermain sized for 
the ultimate capacity is a significant investment that would be underutilized for a long time.  
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The concept plan for the distribution system and WTPs is segmented into four phases for two different 
WTP location sites as demonstrated on Figure ES-1.  The phased watermain and water treatment plant 
locations are shown on Figures ES-2 and ES-3.   

Figure ES-1. Phased Approach to Trunk Watermain Construction 

 

Approach 1 – Regional Surface Water Treatment Plant 
Several Minnesota communities have the Mississippi River as their source of drinking water, including 
St. Cloud, St. Paul Regional Water Services, and Minneapolis.  It was determined that the Mississippi 
River in the vicinity of the Northwest Metro has sufficient capacity and water quality to serve the 
ultimate water demands of the communities.  Two locations were considered for a potential regional 
surface water treatment plant, including a location in Ramsey and a location in Dayton.   

To protect public health from pathogens, surface water used for drinking water is required to follow the 
US EPA’s Surface Water Treatment Rule.  To meet maximum day demands, the 2040 capacity of the 
water treatment plant is 25 MGD and the ultimate capacity is 75 MGD.   

Approach 2 – Regional Groundwater Treatment Plant 
A regional groundwater treatment plant would utilize wells in a central wellfield for its source water.  To 
reduce chlorides in wastewater from home softeners and compare the groundwater WTP against a lime 
softening surface WTP, it is assumed that the potential regional groundwater WTP is a lime softening 
WTP.  The groundwater treatment plant is proposed to be located in Dayton because it is centrally 
located, less developed than Rogers or Ramsey, and the Tunnel City Wonewoc aquifer is available 
throughout the entire City. 

The concept regional groundwater WTP is proposed to provide a capacity of 25 MGD and would serve 
the maximum day demands for the Northwest Metro communities through 2040.  After 2040, the 
groundwater WTP will be expanded to 75 MGD to meet ultimate water demands. 

Approach 3 – Conjunctive Use 
A hybrid option for the Northwest Metro to utilize some of its groundwater infrastructure is to build a 
new water treatment facility with a surface water source for conjunctive use with the existing 
groundwater systems.  Conjunctive use is using treated surface water to meet average day demands 
and peaking with existing groundwater wells.   

Approach 3 consists of constructing a 12 MGD surface WTP to meet 2040 demands and a 28 MGD 
expansion (total of 40 MGD) to meet ultimate demands.  The 2040 average day demand for the 
Northwest Metro is 7.8 MGD and the ultimate average day demand is 29 MGD.  The WTP capacities 
are designed to be larger than the average day demands so that the water treatment plant does not 
need to be operated 24 hours per day. 
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Figure ES-2. Phased Regional Water System with a WTP in Ramsey. 
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Figure ES-3. Phased Regional Water System with a WTP in Dayton. 
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Approach 4 – Status Quo – Individual Lime Softening Water Treatment Plants 
In the absence of a project driver or an incentive to do something different, the Northwest Metro cities 
will most likely continue to utilize groundwater in separate water systems.   

To provide an equivalent comparison to Approaches 1-3, it is assumed that the Northwest Metro cities 
will continue to drill wells as needed and construct lime softening WTPs.  A potential driver for selecting 
a lime softening treatment process for community drinking water systems is a future wastewater 
discharge limit for chlorides in the Twin Cities metro area receiving waters.  The majority of the chloride 
in wastewater comes from the regeneration process of home water softeners.   

The number of new wells and the capacities of the lime softening water treatment plants in Approach 4 
is based on the 2040 and ultimate water demands of the individual Northwest Metro cities.  To meet 
ultimate demands using only groundwater, it is estimated that an additional 54 wells will be needed.   

Approach Comparison 
The four approaches are compared through an analysis using 20-year and 60-year planning horizons. 
The 2040 Regional System Plan is based on meeting the 2040 demands for Dayton, Ramsey and 
Rogers and assumes that the ultimate water trunk main is extended to Corcoran by 2040. For the 60-
year planning period, the system capacity is expanded from 2040 to accommodate the ultimate or 
buildout conditions of all four communities. 

Table ES-1 summarize the lifecycle costs for water system facilities to meet 2040 demands. The three 
regional drinking water system approaches and continuing with the ‘status quo’ of separate community 
systems are compared. 
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Table ES-1. Concept Level Capital and O&M Costs for 2040 Demand 

Item 

Approach 1 
Regional 
Surface 
Water 

Approach 2 
Regional 

Groundwater 
Lime 

Softening 

Approach 3 
Conjunctive 

Use 

Approach 4 
Status Quo 

Lime 
Softening 

Capital Costs     
Distribution System 
(Watermain/Booster 
Stations) 

    

Phase A, Scenario 1 $61,000,000  $61,000,000  
Phase A, Scenario 2  $59,300,000   
Phase B $5,800,000 $5,800,000 $5,800,000  
Phase C $18,600,000 $18,600,000 $18,600,000  
     

WTP and Wells 
$132,000,000 $176,000,000 

$102,000,00
0 

$197,000,000 

Capital Cost Total1 

$217,000,000 $260,000,000 
$187,000,00

0 
$190,000,000 

Annualized Capital 
Cost (20 year) 

$14,600,000 $17,500,000 $12,500,000 $12,700,000 

O&M Annual Costs     
WTP/Well O&M $5,900,000 $5,500,000 $5,250,000 $6,100,000 
Booster Station O&M $100,000 $100,000 $100,000  
WTP/Well Repair & 
Replacement (2%) 

$2,600,000 $3,500,000 $2,000,000 $3,900,000 

Distribution Repair and 
Replacement (1%) 

$900,000 $800,000 $900,000  

O&M Cost Total1 $9,500,000 $9,900,000 $8,250,000 $10,000,000 
     

Total Annualized 
Cost1 $24,100,000 $27,400,000 $20,750,000 $22,700,000 

 1 Costs based on 2020 dollars; no escalation to date of construction.   

Table ES-2 summarizes the lifecycle costs for water system facilities to meet ultimate demands. The 
three regional drinking water system approaches and continuing with the ‘status quo’ of separate 
community systems are compared. 

  



 

Page – ES-7  |  METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 
 

Table ES-2. Concept Level Capital and O&M Costs for Ultimate Demand 

Item 
Approach 1 

Regional 
Surface Water 

Approach 2 
Regional 

Groundwater 
Lime 

Softening 

Approach 3 
Conjunctive 

Use 

Approach 4 
Status Quo 

Lime 
Softening 

Capital Costs     
2040 Capital Costs $217,000,000 $260,000,000 $187,000,000 $190,000,000 
Distribution System     

Phase D, Scenario 1 $67,000,000  $67,000,000  
Phase D2, Scenario 2  $62,000,000   

WTP and Wells $164,000,000 $272,000,000 $202,000,000 $410,000,000 
Capital Cost Total1 $448,000,000 $594,000,000 $456,000,000 $600,000,000 

Annualized Capital Cost 
(60 year) 

$16,100,000 $21,500,000 $16,400,000 $21,700,000 

O&M Annual Costs     
WTP O&M $17,500,000 $16,400,000 $15,600,000 $18,100,000 
Booster Station O&M $440,000 $440,000 $440,000  
WTP Repair & 
Replacement (2%) 

$5,900,000 $8,900,000 $6,000,000 $12,100,000 

Distribution Repair and 
Replacement (1%) 

$1,600,000 $1,300,000 $1,600,000  

O&M Cost Total1 $25,000,000 $27,000,000 $24,000,000 $30,000,000 
     
Total Annualized Cost1 $41,300,000 $48,500,000 $40,400,000 $51,700,000 

      1 Costs based on 2020 dollars; no escalation to date of construction.   

Summary of Findings and Implementation Considerations 
Key takeaways from this concept level study of alternative approaches to a Northwest Metro area 
regional drinking water supply system include: 

 The average day water demand in the Northwest Metro is projected to increase from 3.3 MGD in 
2015 to 7.8 MGD in 2040 (140% increase). 

 The ultimate average day water demand in the Northwest Metro is 29 MGD (approximately 800% 
increase from 2015).   

 If the Northwest Metro cities continue to utilize only groundwater to meet water demands, an 
additional 54 wells will likely be needed to meet ultimate demands.  A 2016 MCES report indicated 
drawdown in the Tunnel City-Wonewoc aquifer in 2040 when demands are only 27% of the ultimate 
demands.  It is possible that the aquifer cannot sustain the ultimate demands of the Northwest 
Metro.   

 The Mississippi River has sufficient water quantity to serve the Northwest Metro communities.  The 
water quality in the Mississippi River appears to be acceptable for a conventional surface water 
treatment plant.  St. Could, St. Paul, and Minneapolis utilize the Mississippi River as their source of 
drinking water.   

 A regional surface WTP has the advantages of being a cost effective approach, eliminates the need 
for numerous addition wells, increases groundwater sustainability, provides fully softened water, 
and reduces chloride discharges to the Mississippi River.  The disadvantages of a regional surface 
WTP is that it changes water taste and odor and relies heavily on one water source. 

 A regional lime-softening groundwater WTP has the advantages of providing fully softened water 
and reduces chloride discharges to the Mississippi River.  The disadvantages of a regional lime 
softening groundwater WTP is that it is one of the most expensive approaches evaluated, may not 
be feasible due to groundwater drawdown, and relies heavily on one water source. 
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 A regional conjunctive use WTP has the advantages of being a cost effective approach, increases 
groundwater sustainability, provides mostly softened water, reduces chloride discharges to the 
Mississippi River, and does not rely on one water source.  The disadvantages of a regional 
conjunctive use WTP is that it changes water taste and odor and does not provide fully softened 
water in the summer. 

 Constructing individual lime softening groundwater WTPs (Status Quo) has the advantages of 
providing fully softened water and reduces chloride discharges to the Mississippi River. The 
disadvantages of individual lime softening WTPs is that it is the most expensive approach and relies 
on one water source.   

 A cost of service example indicates that grant funding will be an integral part of implementing a 
regional surface water supply system to make the project viable. 

 In the absence of a project driver, Northwest Metro cities are likely to continue to utilize 
groundwater and construct iron and manganese removal water treatment plants.  At this point, none 
of the Northwest Metro cities have water treatment plants, although 2 are in the planning stages 
(Ramsey and Corcoran). 

 The Northwest Metro communities are embarking on this study at an optimal time. The water 
systems are not fully developed and significant growth is planned.  
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES) has partnered with communities to study regional 
water supply sustainability initiatives in the Twin Cities metropolitan area.  One of these initiatives is the 
Northwest Metropolitan Area Regional Surface Water Supply System Study (Study).  This study is a 
collaborative and cooperative effort between MCES and the Cities or Corcoran, Dayton, Ramsey, and 
Rogers (Northwest Metro).  The scope of this study was developed in conjunction with the Northwest 
Metro communities. 

The approaches evaluated in the study are not meant to be prescriptive, but serve as examples to 
stimulate future planning that could involve a hybrid of alternatives identified in the study, or in 
combination with water conservation measures and other sustainability approaches. 

1.1 Study Objectives 
The primary objective of this study is to understand the relative costs and implementation 
considerations of different approaches to a regional water supply in the Northwest Metro regional area. 

This study evaluates four approaches to water supply: 

 Approach 1: Regional Surface Water Treatment Plant 
 Approach 2: Regional Groundwater Treatment Plant 
 Approach 3: Regional Conjunctive Use System (Surface Water Augmented with Groundwater) 
 Approach 4: Status Quo 

The approaches were selected in consultation with the study partner communities. The project 
components developed for each approach should be viewed as examples. The best option for moving 
forward may be a hybrid of the examples considered in this study and could involve approaches that 
were not considered in this study. The “status quo” approach assumes that all communities continue 
with separate water supply systems and provides a comparison to the three regional water supply 
approaches evaluated. 

This study does not provide a “shovel-ready” project for implementation. The projects defined by each 
approach are at a concept-level, with the intent to compare relative differences in costs between 
approaches, and more importantly to explore the implementation issues associated with each 
approach.  

Joint water system governance and cost sharing options are also explored as part of the 
implementation considerations evaluation. 

1.2 Evaluation Process 
This study defines concept level water infrastructure systems to deliver the approaches identified in the 
study objectives. The basic elements of the evaluation include: 

 Description of concept system alternatives 
 Concept level costs 
 Considerations for implementation 
 Comparison of potential benefits of alternative / approach combinations to the sustainability of water 

resources and system reliability in the Northwest Metro area 

1.3 Study Area 
The Northwest Metro study area is delineated in Figure 1-1. The communities in the study area include 
the cities of Corcoran, Dayton, Ramsey and Rogers.  
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1.4 Water Demand 
Existing water and projected 2040 water demands for each of the study area communities is presented 
in Table 1-1. In 2040, projected average daily water use by the entire study area is estimated to be 8 
million gallons per day (MGD), while maximum day water demand is expected to be 22 MGD. 

The total study area population is expected to grow by about 250% by 2040. The 2040 projected water 
demands for Rogers are within their permitted well appropriation but Ramsey will exceed their current 
appropriation. Dayton and Corcoran are supplied water by Maple Grove and have water contracts 
through 2036 and 2038, respectively. Dayton has a current appropriation of 35 MGY and Corcoran 
currently has no permitted community drinking water wells. 

Table 1-1. Historic and Projected Population and Drinking Water Demand for Northwest Metro Communities. 

City 
2015 

Population1 
2040 

Population1 

2015 Avg 
Day Demand 

(MGD)2 

2040 Avg 
Day Demand 

(MGD) 3 

2015 
Max Day 
Demand 
(MGD) 3 

2040 Max 
Day 

Demand 
(MGD) 3 

Rogers 9,400 20,050 1.3 2.5 2.9 6.2 
Ramsey 13,774 26,988 1.8 3.5 4.5 10.3 
Dayton 1,667 7,317 0.2 0.7 0.4 1.9 
Corcoran 48 7,650 0.01 1.1 NA 3.4 
Total 24,899 62,005 3.3 7.8 7.4 21.8 

1Served by Municipal Water System (estimated) - 2DNR Water Appropriations database – 3Community comprehensive plans. 

This concept level study requires projecting beyond the typical 20-year planning horizon. Communities 
provided their projections for buildout conditions and the potential “ultimate” water demand. The 
ultimate average annual demand is estimated to be around 30 MGD and the ultimate maximum day 
demand could be greater than 70 MGD. Table 1-2 provides the estimated ultimate demand provided by 
each community. 

Table 1-2. Ultimate Water Demand for Northwest Metro Communities. 

Year 
Ultimate Avg 
Day Demand 

(MGD)  

Ultimate Max 
Day Demand 

(MGD)  
Rogers 4.8 12 

Ramsey 8.0 20 

Dayton 7.7 19.3 

Corcoran 8.8 22 

Total 29 73 
 

Sources: Community provided based on ultimate growth projections. 

An important water infrastructure planning criteria is the ratio of maximum day water use to average 
day use. Peak demands occur during warmer months, and are mainly attributed to irrigation and 
outdoor water use needs. This ratio provides one method of assessing a community’s water use 
efficiency.  Table 1-3 summarizes the projected 2040 water demand and peak ratios. 
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Table 1-3. 2040 Average and Maximum Day Demands by Community. 

City 
Avg Day1 2040 
Demand (MGD) 

Max Day2 2040 
Demand (MGD) 

Peak 
Ratio3 

% Total Study Area 
Avg Day Demand 

Rogers 2.5 6.2 2.5 32% 
Ramsey 3.5 10.3 2.9 45% 
Dayton 0.7 1.9 2.7 9% 
Corcoran 1.1 3.4 3.1 14% 
Total 7.8 21.8 2.8  

1 Average day demand is defined as the total annual water use for a system divided by 365 days, thus the annual average demand. 
2 Maximum day demand is defined as the largest daily water use over the course of a calendar year.  This is an important criterion for the 

sizing of infrastructure systems for reliable service. 
3 Peak Ratio is the maximum day demand divided by the average day demand.   

 

1.5 Existing Water Infrastructure 
There are 17 municipal wells listed within the study area. All of these wells draw from the Tunnel City-
Wonewoc (TCW) aquifer. The sum appropriation for these wells is 1,635 MGY. Table 1-4 provides a 
summary of well information, along with storage capacity and distribution system interconnects for each 
community. Well locations and other water infrastructure are shown in Figure 1-2. 

Table 1-4. Northwest Metro Municipal Wells and Supply System Features 

City 
No. of 
Wells 

Aquifers 
Total 

Capacity 

Firm 
Capacity 

(MGD) 

Storage 
(MG) 

Interconnects 

Rogers 7 TCW 7.8 6.3 3.15 Dayton 

Ramsey 8 TCW 11 9 4 Anoka 

Dayton 2 TCW 2.1 0 0.5 
Rogers, 

Champlin, Maple 
Grove 

Corcoran 0 - - - - 
Maple Grove, 

Medina 
TCW = Tunnel City Wonewoc 

Pressure zones across the communities range from a low of 1030 in Ramsey to a high of 1170 in a 
small high pressure zone in Rogers.  New pressure zones are anticipated in the southern portion of 
Dayton and the City of Corcoran which are not currently served by those cities.  Portions of Dayton and 
Corcoran are currently served by Maple Grove.   

1.6 Community Development and System Capacity 
The communities in this study represent different stages of development, as summarized in Figure 1-3. 
Using maximum day demand as an equivalent to drinking water system capacity, the capacity 
requirements of the communities can be compared. Rogers and Ramsey currently have community 
drinking water systems serving large portions of their population. It is estimated that the existing 
maximum day demand (based on 2015 data) for Rogers and Ramsey is approximately 25% of their 
projected ultimate demand. Dayton and Corcoran represent less developed communities. Dayton has a 
community water supply system serving a small portion of the city and Corcoran has none. Both 
currently purchase drinking water from Maple Grove. The existing maximum day demand for Dayton is 
estimated to be only 2% of the ultimate maximum day demand, and for Corcoran it is less than 0.2%.   

Another way to look at it: the capacity of a regional drinking water system in operation today (based on 
2015 data) would be based on Rogers and Ramsey at 95% of the capacity. In 2040, this decreases to 
75%, and to less than 45% for buildout conditions represented by an ultimate study area demand. 
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Figure 1-3. Growth and Water Demand Projections for the Study Area. 
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Chapter 2 – Water Supply Quality and Quantity 
The regional water supply approaches evaluate two sources of water: the Mississippi River and 
groundwater, focusing on the Tunnel City-Wonewoc aquifer. This section provides information about 
the water quality and quantity of each supply in the study area vicinity of relevance to designing a 
drinking water system. 

2.1 Mississippi River 
The following sections discuss Mississippi River water quality, constituents of concern, and regulated 
constituents.   

2.1a Water Quality 
In the Twin Cities metro area, the Mississippi River serves as the primary drinking water source for 
Minneapolis and St. Paul and the communities they serve with wholesale or retail water. These long-
serving drinking water systems provide a historic record of water quality and treatment practices as a 
reference to define system components for a Northwest Metro area regional surface water treatment 
system. It is common practice to treat Mississippi River water using a lime softening process with 
various filtration methods. 

The closest water quality monitoring site to a potential intake for a new regional water treatment plant is 
located in Anoka, less than 2 miles downstream of the Dayton/Ramsey border. MCES has been 
collecting field and laboratory analyzed samples at this site for over 45 years. The Anoka monitoring 
site is the primary reference source for water quality characterization in this study. Other data sources 
reviewed include data maintained by the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) at Fridley, MCES’ 
monitoring at Fridley and MDH data for St. Cloud, to provide a reference point upstream of the Crow 
River confluence.  

This study focused on a subset of constituents important when considering surface water as a source 
for drinking water. Constituents of interest in planning for conventional drinking water treatment 
processes are categorized in this study as primary constituents of interest. This list is expanded to 
summarize the full list of constituents regulated for public drinking water supplies. Historic data is also 
reviewed for other monitored constituents not currently regulated for drinking water supplies to identify 
any constituents that may have been detected. Appendix A provides information on the data sources, 
monitoring site locations, data analysis methods, and a more comprehensive compilation of water 
quality data. 

Surface water sources, including the Mississippi River, have a wider range of potential contaminants 
than groundwater due to intentional and unintentional discharges to the river.  This could include runoff, 
wastewater treatment discharges, and accidental releases.  A discussion of regulated contaminants 
and potential future regulations is presented in Section 2.1c. 

2.1b Primary Constituents of Interest 
Historic data for constituents of interest in selecting and designing drinking water treatment processes 
are listed in Table 2-1. The average concentrations and variability are generally similar to what is 
observed for other surface WTPs along this upper stretch of the Mississippi River. Conventional 
treatment processes with accepted best practices are able to treat these constituent concentration 
ranges.  
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Table 2-1. Primary Constituent Summary 

Constituent Unit Avg St Dev Min  
95th 

Percentile 
Max 

No. 
Samples 

Alkalinity 
mg/L 

CaCO3 
178 31 90 227 374 296 

Hardness mg/L 208 37 86 274 332 145 
Iron mg/L 0.51 0.26 0.17 1.2 1.3 27 

Manganese mg/L 0.0001 0.00005 0.000045 NA 0.0002 12 
Total Dissolved 

Solids 
mg/L 269 48.3 119 348 720 972 

Total Organic 
Carbon 

mg/L 9.4 2.5 5.1 NA 14.5 20 

Nitrate mg/L 0.90 0.78 0 2.4 5.4 1313 
Nitrite mg/L 0.011 0.04 0 0.05 1 1314 

Total Kjeldahl 
Nitrogen 

mg/L 0.93 0.34 0 1.5 3.6 1109 

Phosphorus, Total mg/L 0.11 0.08 0 0.24 1 1349 
Turbidity NTU 6.6 7.2 1.3 15 200 1086 

Total Suspended 
Solids 

mg/L 16.7 14.2 0 40 165 1320 

E. Coli #/100mL 117 283 0 419 2420 572/4ND 
Giardia* cysts/L 0.24 0.30 0 0.90 1.1 43/16 ND 

Cryptosporidium* cysts/L 0.06 0.10 0 0.30 0.30 48/33 ND 

Sources: 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services, Conventional River Water Monitoring Program, Anoka site, data 
downloaded 8/29/2019. 

*Minnesota Department of Health, Fridley site, water quality data request received 11/22/2019. 

Notes: 

NA=Not available/calculated given limited data set. 

ND=no detection; example entry for E. Coli - 572/4ND of 572 samples analyzed, 4 had no E. Coli detected. 

Laboratory analysis: Use of unfiltered samples, except for TOC which included filtered samples. 

Refer to Appendix A for more detailed information. 
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Total organic carbon (TOC) is an key surface water treatment parameter because it can impact 
treatment processes, taste and odor, and disinfection byproducts. TOC measurement at the Anoka site 
has not had the frequency of sampling as at the intakes of the St. Cloud and Minneapolis WTPs. Table 
2-2 and Figure 2-2 summarize the TOC along the Mississippi River, indicating the number of samples 
and range of dates characterizing the summary statistics. This set of data indicates the average TOC 
concentrations at the three sites are very similar, from 9.2 to 9.4 mg/L, and can range from 5 to 18 
mg/L.  

Table 2-2. Total Organic Carbon Summary at Multiple Sites 

 St. Cloud - MDH Anoka - MCES Fridley - MDH 

Avg, mg/L 9.20 9.37 9.41 
St Dev 2.3 2.3 2.51 

Min, mg/L 5.6 5.1 5.6 
Max, mg/L 18 14.5 18 

Num. Samples 122 20 115 
95th Percentile 13.9 NA 14.0 

Sample Start Date 1/6/2010 4/29/1996 1/5/2010 
Sample End Date 11/4/2019 4/15/2019 11/5/2019 

 

Figure 2-2. Average Total Organic Carbon at Multiple Sites 

 

 

2.1c Drinking Water Regulated Constituents 
None of the constituents measured in the Mississippi River at Anoka, except those treated by 
conventional treatment for solids and pathogens, exceed the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) 
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL). MCES also analyzed the Mississippi River for other constituents 
as part of their priority pollutant monitoring requirements. There were no organic compounds or metals 
(not already reported for the SDWA list) present at levels that exceed the SDWA MCLs. Appendix A 
provides the summary statistics for the complete set of constituents analyzed at each of the MCES and 
MDH monitoring stations.  

The US EPA maintains a Contaminant Candidate List (CCL) for contaminants that may need to be 
regulated, which is published every five years.  The current CCL includes 97 chemicals or chemical 
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groups and 12 microbiological contaminants.  The list includes chemicals used in commerce, 
pesticides, biological toxins, disinfection byproducts, and waterborne pathogens. The contaminants on 
the list are not currently regulated by existing Primary drinking water standards.  The CCL should be 
reviewed when considering a surface water source for drinking water.   

2.1d Water Quantity  
The Mississippi River flow in the Northwest Metro study area averages 7,000 cfs and typically ranges 
between 4,800 cubic feet per second (cfs) and 8,700 cfs. The average WTP flow in 2040 is 12 cfs (7.8 
MGD) and 45 cfs (29 MGD) at ultimate buildout. The proposed withdrawals for a regional surface WTP 
would be less than 1% of the seasonal flow. DNR begins to restrict water usage from the Mississippi 
River at 2,000 cfs near Ramsey.  

2.2 Groundwater 
The Northwest Metro communities currently gets the majority of its drinking water from 17 wells drilled 
in the Tunnel City-Wonewoc (TCW) aquifer.  The remainder of the water is purchased from the City of 
Maple Grove. 

2.2a Regional Aquifers  
Several groundwater aquifers exist in the Northwest Metro study area including from shallowest to 
deepest; Quaternary aquifers, St. Peter, Prairie du Chien-Jordan, Tunnel City-Wonewoc, and the Mt. 
Simon-Hinckley.  Only the TCW and Mt. Simon-Hinckley aquifers exist over the majority of the 
Northwest Metro area and can relied upon for municipal scale drinking water wells.  The Mt. Simon-
Hinckley aquifer is a protected resource in the Metro area and new high capacity wells are generally not 
permitted by Minnesota Law.  If a communities does not have other viable options, a variance can be 
granted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources for Mt. Simon-Hinckley wells.   

New wells in this report are assumed to be drilled in the TCW aquifer because it is the aquifer that is 
consistently available and legally allowed.    

2.2b Regional Groundwater Supply 
In 2016, the Metropolitan Council along with the support of HDR completed a study on the groundwater 
supply within the Northwest Metro regional area (Regional Water Supply, Enhanced Groundwater 
Recharge, and Stormwater Capture and Reuse Study (Northwest Metro Study Area) Report, December 
2016). The study was one of  several studies to support an update to the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area 
Master Water Supply Plan (Minn. Stat., Sec. 473.1565) and other activities identified by the 2005 
Minnesota Legislature to address water supply needs of the seven-county metro area.  As part of these 
activities, the Metropolitan Council modeled the existing source water aquifers to evaluate current and 
future drawdown of the aquifers and discussed the potential for using alternative water sources or 
increasing water recharge to the source water aquifers.  

The 2016 study concluded that the existing source water aquifers are expected to see an increase in 
drawdown at existing municipal well sites under the predicted 2040 water demand. Areas within the 
Northwest Metro area could see drawdown in their bedrock aquifers between 10 - 40 feet. To 
compensate for the excessive drawdown, the report discusses the use of alternative water supplies 
such as surface water, stormwater reuse, and the potential for enhanced groundwater recharge. 
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Chapter 3 – Concept Regional Drinking Water Distribution System  
Creating one overall water system from the four individual community systems will require a network of 
trunk watermain and booster stations to connect the systems and accommodate the different pressure 
zone elevations (hydraulic grade lines).  Figure 1-2 in Section 1-5 shows the existing water 
infrastructure for the Northwest Metro communities. 

The basis for the regional water system assumes that a regional system utility will own and operate the 
following infrastructure: 

 Water supply and treatment plant 
 Trunk watermain constructed to connect the member communities 
 Booster stations 

It is assumed the individual communities will continue to own and operate their water towers and water 
distribution systems (watermain, hydrants, services, etc.).   

3.1 Assessment Methods 
The following sections describe assessment methods for water modeling and cost estimating used in 
this report.   

3.1.a Hydraulic Water Model 
To determine the layout and sizes of trunk watermain and booster stations, a hydraulic water model 
was constructed using WaterCAD®.  The existing water systems were imported into the water model 
and a future water supply, trunk watermain, and booster stations were added to create a functioning 
water system.  Steady state scenarios were run to verify that system pressures and pipe velocities 
remained within acceptable limits. 

3.1.b Basis for Concept Level Costs 
The concept level costs for the water treatment plants were developed using the book Cost Estimating 
Manual for Water Treatment Facilities, McGiveney and Kawamura, Wiley 2016.  The concept level 
watermain costs were developed based on bid tabs and experience with similar types of projects.  All 
costs are based on 2020 dollars and no escalation is included for date of construction.    

3.2 Phased Watermain Approach 
Constructing the entire network of trunk watermain to meet ultimate demands for the Northwest Metro 
communities before it is needed would be very expensive and make a potential project not feasible.  To 
spread the costs out so that the infrastructure is being constructed when it is needed, a phased 
approach was developed.   

Four different phases (Phases A-D) were identified as summarized in Figure 3-1 for two different water 
treatment plant (WTP) location sites. In Scenario 1, the WTP is located in Ramsey and is only a surface 
WTP.  The WTP in Scenario 1 can only be a surface WTP because it is assumed that the TCW aquifer 
in Ramsey cannot support enough wells for a regional groundwater WTP.   

In Scenario 2, the WTP is located in Dayton and can either be a surface or a groundwater WTP.  In 
Scenario 2 it is assumed that the TCW aquifer in Dayton could support a regional groundwater WTP 
through 2040.  The phased plan developed for the regional trunk watermain is shown in Figure 3-2 for a 
WTP located in Ramsey and in Figure 3-3 for a WTP located in Dayton.  
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Figure 3-1. Phased Approach to Trunk Watermain Construction 

 

The following sections present components and estimated capital costs of the various watermain 
phases. 

3.3 Lateral Benefit 
When cities construct new trunk watermain in an area that was previously not served by municipal 
water, they often assess the cost of the trunk watermain to properties in the area.  The assessments 
are legal because the new trunk watermain increases the value of the property in the area.  This 
assessment is sometimes referred to as “lateral benefit.”   

The cost tables in this section assume that a portion of the new trunk watermain would be eligible for 
lateral benefit.  The cost of the lateral benefit is assumed to be 12” watermain at a cost of $200 per foot.   

3.4 Phase A – Scenario 1 Watermain – WTP in Ramsey 
Phase A – Scenario 1 (Phase A1) watermain with the WTP in Ramsey consists of a 36” backbone 
watermain connecting the Ramsey, Dayton, and Rogers water systems.  The WTP would provide water 
directly to the Ramsey system at an HGL of 1030 and the 36” watermain would be at an HGL of 1060 
to match the northern Dayton pressure zone.  Booster stations would be constructed to serve Rogers at 
an HGL of 1080 and Dayton’s southern pressure zone at an HGL of 1110.  The Phase A1 watermain 
and infrastructure is shown on Figure 1 in Appendix C.  The trunk watermain is sized to meet ultimate 
demands, but the Phase A WTP is sized for 2040 demands. The booster stations are sized to meet 
2040 demands.   

Table 3-1 provides a concept level cost for Phase A1. 
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Figure 3-2. Phased Regional Water System with a WTP in Ramsey. 
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Figure 3-3. Phased Regional Water System with a WTP in Dayton.  

FIGURE 3-3
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Table 3-1. Concept Level Cost for Phase A1 Watermain and Booster Stations with WTP in Ramsey. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

New Water Main     
36” Open Cut DIP 51,000 Feet $500 $25,500,000 
Lateral Benefit 25,000 Feet ($200) ($5,000,000) 
36” Jacked Road/River 
Crossing 

2,000 Feet $4,000 $8,000,000 

24” Open Cut DIP 6,900 Feet $400 $2,760,000 
Booster Stations     

15 MGD (Rogers, 
Dayton) 

1 Each $2,500,000 $2,500,000 

10 MGD (Rogers, 
Dayton High Zone) 

1 Each $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

2 MGD (Dayton High 
Zone) 

1 Each $800,000 $800,000 

Easements/Land 
Acquisition 

300,000 
Square 

Feet 
$6 $1,800,000 

Environmental 11 Miles $50,000 $550,000 
   Subtotal $38,910,000 
   Contingency (30%) $11,700,000 
  

 
Eng/Admin/Legal 

(20%) 
$10,100,000 

   Total Phase A1 $61,000,000 

 

3.5 Phase A - Scenario 2 Watermain – WTP in Dayton 
Phase A, Scenario 2 (Phase A2) watermain with the WTP in Dayton consists of a 36” backbone 
watermain connecting the Ramsey, Dayton, and Rogers water systems.  The WTP would provide water 
directly to the Dayton northern pressure zone at HGL 1060 and the southern pressure zone at HGL 
1110.  The WTP would also provide water directly to Ramsey at an HGL of 1030.  Booster stations 
would be provided on the 36” watermain to the west to provide water to the Dayton southern zone at 
HGL 1110 and Rogers at HGL 1080.  The Phase A2 watermain and infrastructure is shown on Figure 2 
in Appendix C.   
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Table 3-2 provides a concept level cost for Phase A2. 

Table 3-2. Concept Level Cost for Phase A2 Watermain and Booster Stations with WTP in Dayton. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

New Water Main     
36” Open Cut DIP 53,500 Feet $500 $26,750,000 
Lateral Benefit 26,000 Feet ($200) ($5,200,000) 
36” Jacked Road/River 
Crossing 

1,450 Feet $4,000 $5,800,000 

24” Open Cut DIP 10,200 Feet $400 $4,080,000 
Booster Stations     

10 MGD (Rogers) 1 Each $2,000,000 $2,000,000 
10 MGD (Dayton High 
Zone, Rogers) 

1 Each $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

Easements/Land 
Acquisition 

325,000 
Square 

Feet 
$6 $1,950,000 

Environmental 12 Miles $50,000 $600,000 
   Subtotal $37,980,000 
   Contingency (30%) $11,400,000 
   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $9,900,000 
   Total Phase A2 $59,300,000 

3.6 Phase B – Extend Watermain to Corcoran 
Phase B consists of extending a 16” watermain from Rogers to serve Corcoran.  The 16” watermain 
would provide up to 2 MGD of water to Corcoran which is the total amount of water that the Rogers 
system can provide without adverse pressure effects.  A booster station is required to take the water 
from Rogers at an HGL of 1080 and provide it to Corcoran at an HGL of approximately 1130.  The 
Phase B watermain and booster station are shown on Figure 3 in Appendix C using the Ramsey WTP 
configuration. 

The timing of the Phase B watermain is dependent upon the need for water in northern Corcoran.  The 
watermain could be constructed before or after the Phase A1 or A2 watermain.  If the Phase B 
watermain and booster station were constructed ahead of Phase A1 or A2, Corcoran could receive 
water from Rogers’ existing wells until the regional treatment plant was constructed. 
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Table 3-3 provides a concept level cost for Phase B. 

Table 3-3. Concept Level Cost for Phase B Watermain and Booster Stations. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

New Water Main     
16” Open Cut DIP 9,900 Feet $250 $2,475,000 
Lateral Benefit 5,000 Feet ($200) ($1,000,000) 
16” Jacked Road 100 Feet $800 $80,000 

Booster Stations     
5 MGD Expansion 
(Rogers) 

1 Each $1,000,000 $1,000,000 

5 Expansion MGD 
(Corcoran) 

1 Each $1,000,000 $1,000,000 

Easements/Land 
Acquisition 

10,000 Square Feet $6 $60,000 

Environmental 2 Miles $50,000 $100,000 
   Subtotal $3,715,000 
   Contingency (30%) $1,100,000 
 

  
Eng/Admin/Legal 

(20%) 
$960,000 

   Total Phase B $5,800,000 
 

3.7 Phase C – Extend 36” Watermain to Corcoran 
Phase C consists of extending the 36” watermain from Dayton to Corcoran.  The 36” watermain would 
serve Corcoran’s ultimate water demand of 22 MGD.  A booster station is required to take the water 
from Dayton at an HGL of 1110 and provide it to Corcoran at an HGL of approximately 1130.  The 
Phase C watermain and booster station are shown on Figure 4 in Appendix C.  The Phase C watermain 
would be constructed when Corcoran’s demands exceed the 2 MGD being provided by the Phase B 
watermain.  The ultimate demands for the remaining communities would be met by the Phase D 
Scenario 1 or Scenario 2 watermain discussed in Sections 3.8 and 3.9.   
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Table 3-4 provides a concept level cost for Phase C. 

Table 3-4.  Concept Level Cost for Phase C Watermain and Booster Station. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

New Water Main     
36” Open Cut DIP 14,800 Feet $500 $7,400,000 
Lateral Benefit 7,500 Feet ($200) ($1,500,000) 
36” Jacked Road/River 
Crossing 

450 Feet $4,000 $1,800,000 

Booster Stations     
10 MGD Expansion 
(Dayton High Zone, 
Corcoran) 

1 Each $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

10 MGD Expansion 
(Corcoran) 

1 Each $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

Easements/Land 
Acquisition 

15,300 
Square 

Feet 
$6 $92,000 

Environmental 3 Miles $50,000 $150,000 
   Subtotal $11,900,000 
   Contingency (30%) $3,600,000 
   Eng/Admin/Legal 

(20%) 
$3,100,000 

   Total Phase C $18,600,000 
 

3.8 Phase D – Scenario 1 – Complete 36” Watermain Loop - WTP in Ramsey 
Phase D – Scenario 1 (Phase D1) consists of completing the 36” watermain loop with additional 
watermain in Dayton and Ramsey, which also includes a second Mississippi River crossing.  The 
Phase D watermain is hydraulically necessary to supply ultimate water demands.  The Phase D 
watermain also provides redundancy and reliability because it completes a loop and can supply water 
from two directions.  A booster station from Ramsey to Dayton would be required.  The Phase D1 
watermain and booster station are shown on Figure 5 in Appendix C. The Phase D1 watermain would 
be constructed after 2040 and would meet the ultimate demands of the Northwest Metro communities.   
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Table 3-5 provides a concept level cost for Phase D1. 

Table 3-5. Concept Level Costs for Phase D1 Watermain and Booster Station. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

New Water Main     
36” Open Cut DIP 52,200 Feet $500 $26,100,000 
Lateral Benefit 26,000 Feet ($200) ($5,200,000) 
36” Jacked Road/River 
Crossing 

1,450 Feet $4,000 $5,800,000 

Booster Stations     
New 30 MGD (Dayton, 
Rogers, Corcoran) 

1 Each $5,000,000 $5,000,000 

New 25 MGD (Rogers, 
Dayton High Zone, 
Corcoran) 

1 Each $4,500,000 $4,500,000 

Expansion 10 MGD 
(Dayton High Zone, 
Corcoran) 

1 Each $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

New 15 MGD 
(Corcoran) 

1 Each $2,500,000 $2,500,000 

Easements/Land 
Acquisition 

270,000 
Square 

Feet 
$6 $1,600,000 

Environmental 10 Mile $50,000 $500,000 
   Subtotal $42,800,000 
   Contingency (30%) $12,800,000 
   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $11,100,000 
   Total Phase D1 $67,000,000 

 

3.9 Phase D – Scenario 2 – Complete 36” Watermain Loop - WTP in Dayton 
Phase D – Scenario 2 (Phase D2) consists of completing the 36” watermain loop with additional 
watermain in Dayton and Ramsey, which also includes a second Mississippi River crossing.  The 
Phase D2 watermain and booster station are shown on Figure 6 in Appendix C.  The Phase D 
watermain is hydraulically necessary to supply ultimate water demands.  The Phase D watermain also 
provides redundancy and reliability because it completes a loop and can supply water from two 
directions.  The Phase D2 watermain would be constructed after 2040 and would meet the ultimate 
demands of the Northwest Metro communities.   

Table 3-6 provides a concept level cost for Phase D2. 
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Table 3-6. Concept Level Cost for Phase D2 Watermain and Booster Station. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

New Water Main     
36” Open Cut DIP 59,700 Feet $500/ft $29,850,000 
Lateral Benefit 30,000 Feet ($200/ft) ($6,000,000) 
36” Jacked Road/River 
Crossing 

2,000 Feet $4,000/ft $8,000,000 

Booster Stations     
20 MGD Expansion 
(Dayton High Zone, 
Rogers, Corcoran) 

1 Each $3,000,000 $3,000,000 

New 15 MGD 
(Corcoran) 

1 Each $2,500,000 $2,500,000 

Easements/Land 
Acquisition 

310,000 Sf $6/sf $1,860,000 

Environmental 12 Miles $50,000/mile pipe $600,000 
   Subtotal $39,800,000 
   Contingency (30%) $11,900,000 
   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $10,300,000 
   Total Phase D1 $62,000,000 

 

3.10 Operation and Maintenance Costs 
Booster station O&M was estimated by calculating the annual pumping power required and estimated 
labor.  The repair and replacement costs are assumed to be 1% of the pipeline capital cost, with the 
costs accounted for in the total O&M costs when comparing the different approaches in Chapter 8.  

Table 3-7. 2040 Booster Station O&M Costs. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost ($) Total Cost ($) 

Electrical Power     
Booster Stations 950,000 kWh $0.075 $71,000 

Labor 0.25  FTE $100,000 $25,000 
   Total $97,000 

 

Table 3-8. Ultimate Booster Station O&M Costs. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost ($) Total Cost ($) 

Electrical Power     
Booster Stations 5,200,000 kWh $0.075 $390,000 

Labor 0.5  FTE $100,000 $50,000 
   Total $440,000 
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Chapter 4 – Regional Surface Water Treatment Plant (Approach 1) 

4.1 Overview 
Several Minnesota communities have the Mississippi River as their source of drinking water, including 
St. Cloud, St. Paul Regional Water Services (SPRWS), and Minneapolis.  An advantage to using the 
Mississippi River is that a large quantity of water can be accessed from one spot (versus numerous 
wells).   

4.2 Surface WTP Locations 
Two locations are being considered for a potential surface water treatment plant, including a location in 
Ramsey and a location in Dayton.  These WTP locations are meant to serve as examples only and 
specific parcels and/or property owners were not identified.  Figure 4-1 identifies the potential WTP 
locations.   

The City of Ramsey is in the feasibility stage of constructing a water treatment plant to remove 
manganese (See Section 5.3a).  The proposed location of the Ramsey water treatment plant is the 
same location shown on Figure 4-1.   

4.3 River Withdrawal Options 
Two options were considered for withdrawal from the river including collector wells and a direct 
withdrawal from the river through an intake structure.   

4.3a Collector Wells 
Collector wells are large capacity horizontal wells that take water from a 
shallow sand layer in the vicinity of the river.  Because the water from a 
collector well has travelled through the surrounding sand, the water quality 
is often better than water taken directly from a surface water source.    

This requires a significant thickness of sand and gravel with limited clay or 
silt.  A previous MCES report (Regional Water Supply, Enhanced 
Groundwater Recharge, and Stormwater Capture and Reuse Study, 
Northwest Metro Area, MCES, 2016) reviewed the geology along the 
Mississippi River in Dayton and Ramsey.  It was determined that relatively 
few locations in the area would be suitable for horizontal collector wells.  It 
is assumed that horizontal collector wells are not a suitable option for this 
study. 

4.3b Direct River Withdrawal Location 
The selection of a river withdrawal location will depend on several factors, including: type of withdrawal 
system, river profile and geology, and proximity of known dischargers to the withdrawal location. The 
river depths along a portion of the study area is generally 9 feet to 12 feet deep.  

This stretch of the river in the study area has no permitted dischargers, but there are several WWTPs 
on the Crow River and upstream on the Mississippi River (refer to Figure A in Appendix A). The water 
quality was compared for sites upstream and downstream of the Crow River confluence. The 
preliminary analysis did not identify significant differences to suggest locating the intake upstream of 
the Crow River. However, with the ever growing concern for emerging contaminants that are not 
routinely tested or not yet identified, there may be merit in further evaluation of an intake location. 
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4.4 Surface Water Treatment 
To protect public health from pathogens, surface water used for drinking water is required to follow the 
Surface Water Treatment Rule.  The Surface Water Treatment Rule and recommended treatment 
processes for a Northwest Metro surface WTP are included in Appendix D.   

4.5 Estimate of Probable Capital Costs 
The following tables provide concept level capital costs for surface WTPs that would meet 2040 
demands (25 MGD) and ultimate demands (75 MGD).  The capital costs for a surface WTP that would 
meet ultimate demands is included to provide a planning horizon beyond 20 years.    

Table 4-2 provides a concept level cost estimate for a 25 MGD surface WTP.  A layout for a 25 MGD 
lime softening surface WTP is included in Appendix E.  It is assumed that 20 acres of land would be 
required to construct a 25 MGD surface WTP (includes room for expansion) plus easements for the raw 
water line and that the WTP is constructed in Ramsey.  The difference in cost to construct the water 
treatment plant in Dayton would be negligible.  Table 4-2 presents costs in 2020 dollars.   

Table 4-2. Concept Level Cost for 25 MGD Surface Water Treatment Plant.  

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

25 MGD Surface WTP 1 Lump Sum $73,000,000 $73,000,000 
River Intake 1 Lump Sum $2,000,000 $2,000,000 
48” Raw Watermain 7,500 Feet $700 $5,250,000 
Road Crossing 400 Feet $5,000 $2,000,000 
Easements/ Land 
Acquisitions 

20 Acres $100,000 $2,000,000 

Environmental 2 Miles $50,000 $100,000 
   Subtotal $84,350,000 
   Contingency (30%) $25,000,000 

   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $22,700,000 

   Total $132,000,000 
 

Table 4-3 provides a concept level cost estimate for a 50 MGD expansion of the 25 MGD surface WTP 
to bring the capacity to 75 MGD.  Although it is presented as one large expansion, it is likely that the 
expansion would take place over multiple steps.  It is assumed that a second raw water line and road 
crossing would be required. Table 4-3 presents costs in 2020 dollars.   

Table 4-3. Concept Level Cost for 50 MGD Surface Water Treatment Plant Expansion. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

50 MGD Surface WTP 
Expansion 

1 Lump Sum $98,000,000 $98,000,000 

48” Raw Watermain (2nd) 7,500 Feet $700 $5,250,000 
Road Crossing (2nd) 400 Feet $5,000 $2,000,000 
Environmental 2 Miles $50,000 $100,000 
   Subtotal $105,350,000 
   Contingency (30%) $31,600,000 

   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $27,400,000 

   Total $164,000,000 
 



 

Page – 24  |  METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 
 

4.6 Estimated Operation and Maintenance Costs 
Operation and maintenance (O&M) costs for major surface WTPs vary considerably with the types of 
unit processes and water quality characteristics. To develop O&M costs for a surface WTP, O&M costs 
from Moorhead, Minnesota (a 10 MGD lime softening surface WTP), were used as the basis for this 
study and proportioned based on the size of the new surface WTPs.  The costs include labor, 
chemicals, electricity, building costs, residual byproduct disposal, and administrative costs.   

Table 4-4. Annual Operation and Maintenance Costs for Surface WTPs. 

Alternative 
Treatment Plant 

O&M 

Approach 1 – 2040 Demands  
(7.8 MGD Water Provided) 

$5,900,000 

Approach 1 – Ultimate Demands  
(29 MGD Water Provided) 

$17,500,000 
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Chapter 5 – Regional Groundwater Treatment Plant (Approach 2) 

5.1 Overview 
Groundwater is the most common source of drinking water in Minnesota, including the Northwest Metro 
communities.  To reduce chlorides in wastewater from home softeners and compare the groundwater 
WTP against a lime softening surface WTP, it is assumed that the potential regional groundwater WTP 
is a lime softening WTP.   

The concept regional groundwater WTP is proposed to provide capacity of 25 MGD and would serve 
the maximum day demands for the Northwest Metro communities through 2040.  After 2040, the 
groundwater WTP will be expanded to 75 MGD to meet ultimate water demands.   

5.2 Groundwater Treatment Plant Location 
A potential groundwater treatment plant location is the same as the surface water treatment plant 
location in Dayton (Figure 4-1).  The water treatment is proposed to be located in Dayton because it is 
centrally located, less developed than Rogers or Ramsey, and the Tunnel City Wonewoc aquifer is 
available throughout the entire City.   

5.3 Constituents of Interest 
The primary constituents of interest in groundwater are iron, manganese, and hardness.  The following 
sections describe the potential health and aesthetic effects of these constituents.   

5.3.a Manganese 
Manganese occurs naturally in rocks and soil across Minnesota and is often found in Minnesota 
groundwater. Your body needs some manganese to stay healthy, but too much can be harmful.  

The Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) has set a Health Based Guidance Value (HBV) for 
manganese of 0.1 milligrams per liter (mg/L, equivalent to parts per million).  Children and adults who 
drink water with high levels of manganese for a long time may have problems with memory, attention, 
and motor skills. Infants (babies under one year old) may develop learning and behavior problems if 
they drink water with too much manganese in it. 

The City of Ramsey has manganese in its drinking water above the MDH HBV of 0.1 mg/L.  To reduce 
the level of manganese, Ramsey is currently evaluating the construction of a WTP (separate from this 
report).    

5.3.b Aesthetic Standards 
Iron and manganese cause red and black staining in toilets and on fixtures and hardness causes 
scaling.  Table 5-1 identifies the secondary (aesthetic) standards for iron, manganese, and hardness.  It 
is very common to have iron, manganese, or hardness above the secondary standards in groundwater 
wells in Minnesota. 

Table 5-1. Secondary Standards for Iron, Manganese, and Hardness. 

Constituent 
Secondary 

Standard (mg/L) 

Iron 0.3 
Manganese 0.05 
Hardness 80 
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5.4 Treatment Processes 
Iron and manganese are removed from water by adding oxidants, typically chlorine and sodium 
permanganate, which convert the iron and manganese from soluble compounds to filterable solids.  
The iron and manganese are subsequently removed in the filtration process. 

The lime softening, recarbonation, and filtration processes are the same as surface water treatment 
described in Section 4.4.  A chlorine contact tank is not necessary for groundwater treatment due to the 
lack of pathogens.   

5.5 Wells 
The average Tunnel City-Wonewoc well in the Northwest Metro communities produces about 800 gpm, 
except Rogers where the assumed well capacity is 500 gpm.  This production rate will be used in 
establishing the supply for a regional groundwater treatment plant. It is assumed that the wells will be 
spaced at least 0.25 miles apart.  It is assumed that the permitting, testing, drilling, and building costs 
for each new well is $1,500,000.   

5.6 Estimate of Probable Capital Cost 
The following tables provide capital costs for a lime softening groundwater treatment plant that would 
meet 2040 demands (25 MGD) and ultimate demands (75 MGD).  

Table 5-2 provides a concept level cost estimate for a 25 MGD lime softening groundwater treatment 
plant.  A layout for a 25 MGD lime softening groundwater WTP is included in Appendix D.  It is 
assumed that 20 acres of land would be required to construct a 25 MGD surface WTP (including room 
for future expansion) plus easements for the raw water line (total of 23 acres).  To meet 2040 demands, 
22 new wells in Dayton would be required.  Table 5-2 presents costs in 2020 dollars.   

Table 5-2. Concept Level Cost for 25 MGD Lime Softening Groundwater Treatment Plant.  

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

25 MGD Lime Softening 
Groundwater Treatment 
Plant 

1 
Lump 
Sum 

$68,000,000 $68,000,000 

New Wells 22 Each $1,500,000 $33,000,000 
Raw Watermain 30,000 Feet $300 $9,000,000 
Easements/ Land 
Acquisitions 

23 Acres $100,000 $2,300,000 

Environmental 6 Miles $50,000 $300,000 
   Subtotal $112,600,000 
   Contingency (30%) $33,800,000 

   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $29,300,000 

   Total $176,000,000 
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Table 5-3 provides a concept level cost estimate for a 50 MGD expansion of the 25 MGD lime softening 
groundwater treatment plant to bring the capacity to 75 MGD.  Although it is presented as one large 
expansion, it is likely that the expansion would take place over multiple steps.  Table 5-3 presents costs 
in 2020 dollars.   

Table 5-3. Concept Level Cost for 50 MGD Lime Softening Groundwater Treatment Plant Expansion. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

50 MGD Lime Softening 
Groundwater WTP 
Expansion 

1 
Lump 
Sum 

$90,000,000 $90,000,000 

New Wells 44 Each $1,500,000 $66,000,000 
Raw Watermain 58,000 Feet $300 $17,400,000 
Easements/ Land 
Acquisitions 

7 Acres $100,000 $700,000 

Environmental 11 Miles $50,000 $550,000 
   Subtotal $174,650,000 
   Contingency (30%) $52,400,000 

   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $45,400,000 

   Total $272,000,000 
 

5.7 Estimated Operation and Maintenance Costs 
O&M costs for the lime softening groundwater treatment plants were estimated based on pumping 
costs, chemicals, labor, residuals handling and disposal, and maintenance expenses.   

Table 5-4. Annual O&M Costs for Lime Softening Groundwater Treatment Plants. 

Alternative 
Treatment Plant 

O&M 

2040 Demands  
(7.8 MGD WaterAnnual Average) 

$5,500,000 

Ultimate Demands  
(29 MGD Water Annual Average) 

$16,400,000 

 

5.8 Implementation Considerations 
To provide the groundwater necessary to supply the four Northwest Metro communities would require 
approximately 66 wells.  Having 66 wells in one community could cause unsustainable aquifer 
drawdown.  This would need to be evaluated further before constructing a regional groundwater 
treatment plant.   
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Chapter 6 – Conjunctive Use System (Surface Water Augmented with 
Groundwater – Approach 3) 
A hybrid option for the Northwest Metro to utilize some of its groundwater infrastructure is to build a 
new water treatment facility with a surface water source for conjunctive use with the existing 
groundwater systems. 

6.1 Conjunctive Use Overview 
All of the Northwest Metro communities utilize groundwater as their source of drinking water. The intent 
with Approach 3 is that there is conjunctive use of surface water and groundwater.  Conjunctive use is 
using groundwater and treated surface water in the distribution system at the same time. Approach 3 
evaluates options for converting a portion of the drinking water for various communities in the study 
area from groundwater to treated surface water.   

The surface water treatment plant capacity for the conjunctive use system will be based on the average 
day demands for the Northwest Metro communities.  Groundwater wells will be utilized for peaking.  
Communities typically only exceed average day demands in the summer (since the annual average 
takes into account summer months).   

6.2  Conjunctive Use Water Quality 
A previous desktop study was conducted to identify water quality impacts associated with delivering 
treated surface water to groundwater communities and the possibility of conjunctive use of surface 
water and groundwater (Feasibility Assessment of Water Sustainability Approaches in the Northeast 
Metro Area, Metropolitan Council Environmental Services, 2014).  The analysis was qualitative in 
nature. Preliminary conjunctive use water quality findings are as follows: 

 Communities may need to switch disinfection methods from chlorine to chloramines with a 
conversion to conjunctive use with surface water. 

 Mixing groundwater and surface water is predicted to be feasible. 
 Customers can expect taste and odor properties to be different with conjunctive use of surface 

water. A public education program would be recommended. 
 Lead, copper, and iron solution chemistry will be different with a conversion to conjunctive use of 

surface water.  These constituents will need to be monitored closely and practices to control levels 
may need to be modified, including corrosion control. 

6.3 Conjunctive Use Water Treatment Plant   
The surface WTP for a conjunctive use system is assumed to be located in Ramsey at the location 
shown on Figure 4-1.  The Ramsey location provides a suitable surface water treatment plant location, 
along with close proximity to 6 of Ramsey’s wells that could be used for conjunctive use blending.   

Approach 3 consists of constructing a 12 MGD surface WTP to meet 2040 demands and a 28 MGD 
expansion (total of 40 MGD) to meet ultimate demands.  The 2040 average day demand for the 
Northwest Metro is 7.8 MGD and the ultimate average day demand is 29 MGD.  The WTP capacities 
are designed to be larger than the average day demands because filter backwashing and plant 
downtime needs to be considered over the course of a year.  In addition, most unit processes must 
consider standby capacity with the largest unit out of service. 

6.4 Wells 
Additional wells will be necessary to meet 2040 and ultimate peaking demands in some of the 
communities.  Table 6-1 identifies additional wells that will be needed in each community.   
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Table 6-1. Additional Wells Necessary for the Conjunctive Use System. 

Community 

Additional Wells 
needed for 2040 
Conjunctive Use 

Approach 

Additional Wells 
needed after 2040 

for Ultimate 
Conjunctive Use 

Approach 

Rogers 0 1 
Ramsey 0 5 
Dayton 2 10 
Corcoran 2 12 

 

6.5 Blending  
Blending stations located in each distribution system would allow for suitable mixing of treated surface 
water with groundwater from municipal wells into the distribution systems.  This applies to Rogers and 
Ramsey where several wells exist in close proximity to each other.   

New wells would also be located in the vicinity of the water treatment plant.  The groundwater wells 
could be blended into the surface water ahead of the water treatment plant during periods of lower 
demand, or bypassed around the water treatment plant during periods of high demand.   

6.6  Estimate of Probable Capital Cost 
The following tables provide capital costs for conjunctive use surface WTPs that would meet 2040 
demands (12 MGD) and ultimate demands (40 MGD).  The tables also include wells that would be 
needed to meet peak demands.   

Table 6-2. Concept Level Costs for a 12 MGD Conjunctive Use Surface WTP.  

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

12 MGD Surface WTP 1 Lump Sum $45,000,000 $45,000,000 
River Intake 1 Lump Sum $2,000,000 $2,000,000 
30” Raw Watermain 7,500 Feet $450 $3,375,000 
Road Crossing 400 Feet $4,000 $1,600,000 
Additional Wells 4 Each $1,500,000 $6,000,000 
Blending Stations 4 Each $1,500,000 $6,000,000 
Easements/ Land 
Acquisitions 

10 Acres $100,000 $1,000,000 

Environmental 2 Miles $50,000 $100,000 
   Subtotal $65,100,000 
   Contingency (30%) $19,500,000 

   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $16,900,000 

   Total  $102,000,000 
 

Table 6-3 provides a concept level cost estimate for a 28 MGD expansion of the 12 MGD surface WTP 
to bring the capacity to 40 MGD.  Although it is presented as one large expansion, it is likely that the 
expansion would take place over multiple steps.  Table 6-3 presents costs in 2020 dollars.   
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Table 6-3. Concept Level Costs for 28 MGD Conjunctive Use Surface WTP Expansion. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

28 MGD Surface WTP 
Expansion 

1 Lump Sum $78,000,000 $78,000,000 

30” Raw Watermain (2nd) 7,500 Feet $450 $3,375,000 
Road Crossing (2nd) 400 Feet $4,000 $1,600,000 
Additional Wells 24 Each $1,500,000 $36,000,000 
Raw Watermain for Wells 32,000 Feet $300 $9,600,000 
Easements/ Land 
Acquisitions 

4 Acres $100,000 $400,000 

Environmental 6 Miles $50,000 $300,000 
   Subtotal $129,300,000 
   Contingency (30%) $38,800,000 

   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $33,600,000 

   Total $202,000,000 
 

6.7 Estimated Operation and Maintenance Costs 
Operation and maintenance (O&M) costs for major surface WTPs vary considerably with the types of 
unit processes and water quality characteristics. To develop O&M costs for Approach 3, O&M costs 
from Moorhead, Minnesota (a lime softening surface WTP), were used as the basis for this study and 
proportioned based on the size of the new surface WTPs.  The costs include labor, chemicals, 
electricity, building costs, residuals handling and disposal, and administrative costs.   

Table 6-4. Annual Operation and Maintenance Costs for Conjunctive Use WTPs for Approach 3. 

Alternative 
Treatment Plant 

O&M 

Approach 3 – 2040 Demands  
(7.8 MGD Water Provided)1 $5,250,000 

Approach 3 – Ultimate Demands  
(29 MGD Water Provided)1 $15,600,000 

1 – Assumes that 80% of the water annually is provided from surface WTP. 
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Chapter 7 – Status Quo – Approach 4 - Individual Lime Softening Water 
Treatment Plants 
In the absence of a project driver or an incentive to do something different, the Northwest Metro cities 
will most likely continue to utilize groundwater as their source of drinking water.  This section identifies 
infrastructure that may be necessary in the future with individual community continued reliance on 
groundwater. 

7.1 Lime Softening 
To provide an equivalent comparison to Approaches 1-3, it is assumed that the Northwest Metro cities 
will construct lime softening WTPs.  A potential driver for selecting a lime softening treatment process 
for community drinking water systems is a future wastewater discharge limit for chlorides in the Twin 
Cities metro area receiving waters.  

The majority of the chloride in wastewater comes from the regeneration process of home water 
softeners.  A sodium chloride solution (salt brine) is used to displace calcium and magnesium 
(hardness compounds) from ion-exchange softening resin.  The waste product is discharged to the 
sanitary sewer. 

The only practical way to eliminate chloride from wastewater is to eliminate home water softeners and 
provide a water supply that is softened at a municipal lime softening water treatment plant.  The lime 
softening process does not add chloride to wastewater. This follows best practices currently 
recommended by the state to reduce chlorides in wastewater treatment plant discharge.  

In addition to hardness, the lime softening process and subsequent filtration process would also 
remove iron and manganese.   

7.2 2040 Water Infrastructure 
The Northwest Metro communities will need to add additional wells to meet 2040 demands.  It is also 
assumed that lime softening water treatment plants are also added. Table 7-1 identifies the water 
infrastructure needed to meet 2040 demands and estimated costs.   
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Table 7-1. Water Infrastructure Needed to Meet 2040 Demands and Estimated Costs. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

Rogers     
7 MGD Lime Softening WTP 1 Lump Sum $30,000,000 $30,000,000 
Wells 1 Each $1,500,000 $1,500,000 
Raw Watermain 10,000 Feet $300 $3,000,000 

Ramsey     
12 MGD Lime Softening WTP 1 Lump Sum $40,000,000 $40,000,000 
Wells 2 Each $1,500,000 $3,000,000 
Raw Watermain 5,000 Feet $300 $1,500,000 

Dayton     
2 MGD Lime Softening WTP 1 Lump Sum $15,000,000 $15,000,000 
Wells 1 Each $1,500,000 $1,500,000 
Raw Watermain 1,000 Feet $300 $3,000,000 

Corcoran     
4 MGD Lime Softening WTP 1 Lump Sum $20,000,000 $20,000,000 
Wells 4 Each $1,500,000 $6,000,000 
Raw Watermain 5,000 Feet $300 $1,500,000 

Easements/ Land 
Acquisitions 

12 Acres $100,000 $1,200,000 

Environmental 4 Miles $50,000 $200,000 
   Subtotal $126,300,000 
   Contingency (30%) $37,900,000 

   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $32,800,000 

   Total $197,000,000 
 

7.3  Ultimate Water Infrastructure 
The Northwest Metro communities will need to add additional infrastructure after 2040 to meet ultimate 
demands.  Table 7-2 identifies the water infrastructure and estimated costs needed to meet ultimate 
demands.  It should be noted that this infrastructure is in addition to what was included in Table 7-1.  
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Table 7-2. Water Infrastructure Needed to Meet Ultimate Demands and Estimated Costs. 

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost 

Rogers     
5 MGD Lime Softening WTP 
Expansion 

1 Lump Sum $25,000,000 $25,000,000 

Wells 7 Each $1,500,000 $10,500,000 
Raw Watermain 5,300 Feet $300 $1,590,000 
Ramsey     
8 MGD Lime Softening WTP 
Expansion 

1 Lump Sum $32,000,000 $32,000,000 

Wells 8 Each $1,500,000 $12,000,000 
Raw Watermain 10,600 Feet $300 $3,180,000 
Dayton     
8 MGD Lime Softening WTP 
Expansion (north zone) 

1 Lump Sum $32,000,000 $32,000,000 

10 MGD Lime Softening 
WTP (south zone) 

1 Lump Sum $36,000,000 $36,000,000 

Wells 15 Each $1,500,000 $22,500,000 
Raw Watermain 20,000 Feet $300 $6,000,000 
Corcoran     
18 MGD Lime Softening 
WTP Expansion 

1 Lump Sum $53,000,000 $53,000,000 

Wells 16 Each $1,500,000 $24,000,000 
Raw Watermain 22,000 Feet $300 $6,600,000 
Easements/ Land 
Acquisitions 

35 Acres $100,000 $3,500,000 

Environmental 11 Miles $50,000 $550,000 
   Subtotal $268,400,000 
   Contingency (30%) $80,500,000 

   Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $69,800,000 

   Total $419,000,000 
 

7.4 Estimated Operation and Maintenance Costs 
O&M costs for the lime softening groundwater WTPs were estimated based on pumping costs, 
chemicals, labor, residuals handling and disposal, and maintenance expenses.   

Table 7-3. Total Annual O&M Costs for Lime Softening Groundwater WTPs for Each Community (Status Quo). 

Alternative 
Treatment Plant 

O&M 

Approach 4 – 2040 Demands  
(7.8 MGD Water Provided) 

$6,100,000 

Approach 4 – Ultimate Demands  
(29 MGD Water Provided) 

$18,100,000 
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Chapter 8 – Approach Comparison 
The four approaches are compared through an analysis using 20-year and 60-year planning horizons. 
The 2040 Regional System Plan is based on meeting the 2040 demands for Dayton, Ramsey and 
Rogers and assumes that the ultimate water trunk main is extended to Corcoran by 2040. For the 60-
year planning period, the system capacity is expanded from 2040 to accommodate the ultimate or 
buildout conditions of all four communities.  

The concept regional water supply distribution system features are defined in Chapter 3. The treatment 
facilities for regional surface water, groundwater, and conjunctive use systems are described in 
Chapters 4-6. Chapter 7 defines the future water supply systems for each community assuming 
continued reliance on groundwater. Complete regional water systems are formulated for each of the 
four approaches for 2040 and Ultimate Plans.  

Table 8-1 and Figure 8-1 summarize the lifecycle costs for water system facilities to meet 2040 
demands. The three regional drinking water system approaches and continuing with the ‘status quo’ of 
separate community systems are compared. 

Table 8-1. Concept Level Capital and O&M Costs for 2040 Demand 

Item 
Approach 1 

Regional 
Surface Water 

Approach 2 
Regional 

Groundwater 
Lime Softening 

Approach 3 
Conjunctive 

Use 

Approach 4 
Status Quo 

Lime 
Softening 

Capital Costs     
Distribution System 
(Watermain/Booster 
Stations) 

    

Phase A, Scenario 1 $61,000,000  $61,000,000  
Phase A, Scenario 2  $59,300,000   
Phase B $5,800,000 $5,800,000 $5,800,000  
Phase C $18,600,000 $18,600,000 $18,600,000  
     

WTP and Wells $132,000,000 $176,000,000 $102,000,000 $197,000,000 
Capital Cost Total1 $217,000,000 $260,000,000 $187,000,000 $190,000,000 

Annualized Capital 
Cost (20 year) 

$14,600,000 $17,500,000 $12,500,000 $12,700,000 

O&M Annual Costs     
WTP/Well O&M $5,900,000 $5,500,000 $5,250,000 $6,100,000 
Booster Station O&M $100,000 $100,000 $100,000  
WTP/Well Repair & 
Replacement (2%) 

$2,600,000 $3,500,000 $2,000,000 $3,900,000 

Distribution Repair and 
Replacement (1%) 

$900,000 $800,000 $900,000  

O&M Cost Total1 $9,500,000 $9,900,000 $8,250,000 $10,000,000 
     

Total Annualized Cost1 $24,100,000 $27,400,000 $20,750,000 $22,700,000 

 1 Costs based on 2020 dollars; no escalation to date of construction.   
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Figure 8-1. 2040 Concept Level Capital, O&M, and Lifecycle Annualized Costs 
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Table 8-2 and Figures 8-1 and 8-2 summarize the lifecycle costs for water system facilities to meet 
ultimate demands. The three regional drinking water system approaches and continuing with the ‘status 
quo’ of separate community systems are compared. 

Table 8-2. Concept Level Capital and O&M Costs for Ultimate Demand 

Item 
Approach 1 

Regional 
Surface Water 

Approach 2 
Regional 

Groundwater 
Lime 

Softening 

Approach 3 
Conjunctive 

Use 

Approach 4 
Status Quo 

Lime 
Softening 

Capital Costs     
2040 Capital Costs $217,000,000 $260,000,000 $187,000,000 $190,000,000 
Distribution System     

Phase D, Scenario 1 $67,000,000  $67,000,000  
Phase D2, Scenario 2  $62,000,000   

WTP and Wells $164,000,000 $272,000,000 $202,000,000 $410,000,000 
Capital Cost Total1 $448,000,000 $594,000,000 $456,000,000 $600,000,000 

Annualized Capital Cost 
(60 year) 

$16,100,000 $21,500,000 $16,400,000 $21,700,000 

O&M Annual Costs     
WTP O&M $17,500,000 $16,400,000 $15,600,000 $18,100,000 
Booster Station O&M $440,000 $440,000 $440,000  
WTP Repair & 
Replacement (2%) 

$5,900,000 $8,900,000 $6,000,000 $12,100,000 

Distribution Repair and 
Replacement (1%) 

$1,600,000 $1,300,000 $1,600,000  

O&M Cost Total1 $25,000,000 $27,000,000 $24,000,000 $30,000,000 
     
Total Annualized Cost1 $41,300,000 $48,500,000 $40,400,000 $51,700,000 

      1 Costs based on 2020 dollars; no escalation to date of construction.   
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Figure 8-2. 2040 Concept Level Capital, O&M, and Lifecycle Annualized Costs 
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Chapter 9 – Regional Water System Governance and Cost Sharing 
The practice of shared utility services across municipal boundaries has been increasing as 
municipalities face pressures of increasing costs, and in the case of drinking water, look to address 
reliability concerns because of supply limitations and to provide backup sources as part of their 
resiliency plan.  This chapter provides an overview of governance structure options and applies concept 
cost sharing strategies to fund a Northwest Metro regional water system. 

9.1 Governance 
The drivers influencing the type of governance structure selected for a shared utility system are many 
but center around the following items each municipality must consider: 

 Degree of community autonomy 
 Extent of legal and formal institutional structure 
 Cost sharing and financing 

There are four general models to consider in the governance of a regional water treatment system: 

 Regional Utility 
 Inter-Municipal Agreements 

 Cooperative agreement for joint investment 
 Smaller agreements as needed 

 Public – Private Partnership 
 Privatization  

9.1a Regional Utility 
A new or expanded utility is formed that owns and operates the water treatment and infrastructure 
system. The decision-making authority for the regional utility is a board or commission. The term Joint 
Water Utility, Joint Powers, Water Commission are typical titles for regional water utilities. Board 
members are nominated by the municipalities served by the water system and the representation can 
vary as decided upon with the founding of the regional utility. A regional water utility can own all or a 
portion of the assets related to a water system. Typically a regional water utility owns the treatment 
plant, wells (if supplying groundwater), trunk water main and water towers. In this case, individual 
municipalities served by the utility own the distribution system infrastructure that serves their community 
members. However, some regional utilities may own all the water infrastructure, or may provide 
wholesale water to a portion of their customers that own and maintain their own distribution system. 

One example of a regional water utility in close proximity to the Northwest Metro study area is the Joint 
Powers Water Board of Albertville, Hanover and St. Michael (Joint Powers). Founded in 1977, Joint 
Powers owns and operates the water treatment plant, wells, water towers, and trunk water main that 
supplies water to the three communities. Each community owns and maintains the distribution system 
within its city boundaries. The Board consists of the mayor and one council member from each city. 
This provides for equal representation from each community and is not based on the community size or 
water use.  Joint Powers bills each city and the cities bill their customers. Joint Powers also receives a 
portion of the connection fees assessed through the water availability charge (WAC).  

9.1b Inter-Municipal Agreements 
Another model is for municipal utilities to remain separate but jointly fund new infrastructure and/or 
operations and maintenance and have rights to a certain share of the water through cooperative 
agreements. These agreements can vary in complexity and have flexibility in establishing coordination 
among partners. Inter-municipal agreements have been used to share drinking water infrastructure 
assets and services in numerous ways. The agreements may be as simple as sharing a contract for 
bulk supply of chemicals for smaller, more remote communities to large metropolitan-area water supply 
agreements.  
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9.1c Public – Private Partnership 
A public-private partnership, also called a P3, is a cooperative agreement between a private company 
and a unit of government to provide a service. There are community water and wastewater facilities 
across the U.S. that are based on a public-private partnership, ranging from large design-build-operate 
projects to shared functions such as administration and billing. There is flexibility in the roles and 
responsibilities of the public and private partners. 

9.1d Privatization  
In a completely privatized model, a corporation owns and operates the utility and in context of this 
study, is the water service provider for a municipality or group of municipalities. Privatization of drinking 
water service transfers all ownership, operations, and management responsibilities to a private entity. 
Municipalities may sell their existing water utility to a private entity, or elect to fund the construction of a 
new utility owned by a private entity. In this model, the role of the municipal government(s) is to 
establish policies and provide oversight in addition to the oversight and regulation administered by the 
state. 

9.1e Application for Northwest Metro Communities 
For the purposes of evaluating cost sharing strategies, this study assumes that the governance 
structure for a Northwest Metro regional water system will be an independent Joint Utility. At this 
concept level, a Joint Utility structure provides a clear demarcation of shared facilities and associated 
costs for the member communities. With continued planning and development of regional system 
features, the questions associated with governance structure and the related funding of the system will 
evolve and can be explored in more detail. 

9.2 Cost Sharing 
A simple cost sharing strategy was applied to the concept level system developed for a Northwest Area 
regional surface water supply system (Approach 1).  This is meant to serve as an example and only 
extends through 2040.    

9.2a Funding 
The funding sources available include: 

 WAC (the joint utility receives a portion of WAC for each new connection) 
 Lateral Benefit (assessment already considered in the capital costs) 
 Trunk Charges 
 State/Federal Grants 
 PFA Loan 
 Water Rates 

9.2b Concept System Features 
The features of the concept regional surface water system for this cost sharing example include: 

 Phase A1, B, C Trunk Watermain 
 36” pipeline meeting 2040 demands for all communities 
 Pump stations/storage to meet 2040 demand for all communities  

 25 MGD surface WTP – meeting 2040 demand 

9.2c Cost of Service 
To estimate the water rates that a regional utility would charge for the concept system defined in this 
example, the following assumptions apply: 

 WAC  
 20,100 additional WAC by 2040 
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 $3,500 fee to Joint Utility per WAC 
 Total WAC of $70,350,000 

 Bonding at 3% interest rate over 20 years, $61,650,000 amortized 
 Grant – assume a grant provided to fund trunk watermain and booster stations (approximately $90 

million) 
 Capital and O&M costs as summarized in Chapter 8 of this report 

The concept level cost of service estimate assuming a grant of $80M are presented in Table 9-1. 

Table 9-1. Concept Level Cost of Service Estimate. 

2040 Cost of Service - Preliminary 

Item Annual Cost 
Water Used 
(thousand 
gallons) 

Cost per 1,000 gallons 

Annualized Payment $2,250,000 2,847,000 $0.79 

Joint Utility O&M $6,000,000 2,847,000 $2.10 
Repair and 
Replacement 

$3,500,000 2,847,000 $1.22 

Cities Existing O&M $1.00/1,000 gal 2,847,000 $1.00 
  Total: $5.13 

 

The impact of the up-front grant funding on cost of service was evaluated. The cost of service would be 
$6.13 per 1,000 gallons without any grant funding. To achieve a cost of service in line with water 
systems treating a Mississippi River supply ($4 per 1,000 gallons), grant funding of approximately 
$200M would be required.  

Existing water rates in the Northwest Metro range from $2.08 to $4.58 per 1,000 gallons based on 
8,000 gallons of water used per month.   
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Chapter 10 – Summary of Findings and Implementation Considerations 
Key takeaways from this concept level study of alternative approaches to a Northwest Metro area 
regional drinking water supply system include: 

 The average day water demand in the Northwest Metro is projected to increase from 3.3 MGD in 
2015 to 7.8 MGD in 2040 (140% increase). 

 The ultimate average day water demand in the Northwest Metro is 29 MGD (approximately 800% 
increase from 2015).   

 If the Northwest Metro cities continue to utilize only groundwater to meet water demands, an 
additional 54 wells will likely be needed to meet ultimate demands.  A 2016 MCES report indicated 
drawdown in the Tunnel City-Wonewoc aquifer in 2040 when demands are only 27% of the ultimate 
demands.  It is possible that the aquifer cannot sustain the ultimate demands of the Northwest 
Metro.   

 The Mississippi River has sufficient water quantity to serve the Northwest Metro communities.  The 
water quality in the Mississippi River appears to be acceptable for a conventional surface water 
treatment plant.  St. Could, St. Paul, and Minneapolis utilize the Mississippi River as their source of 
drinking water.   

 A regional surface WTP has the advantages of being a cost effective approach, eliminates the need 
for numerous addition wells, increases groundwater sustainability, provides fully softened water, 
and reduces chloride discharges to the Mississippi River.  The disadvantages of a regional surface 
WTP is that it changes water taste and odor and relies heavily on one water source. 

 A regional lime-softening groundwater WTP has the advantages of providing fully softened water 
and reduces chloride discharges to the Mississippi River.  The disadvantages of a regional lime 
softening groundwater WTP is that it is one of the most expensive approaches evaluated, may not 
be feasible due to groundwater drawdown, and relies heavily on one water source. 

 A regional conjunctive use WTP has the advantages of being a cost effective approach, increases 
groundwater sustainability, provides mostly softened water, reduces chloride discharges to the 
Mississippi River, and does not rely on one water source.  The disadvantages of a regional 
conjunctive use WTP is that it changes water taste and odor and does not provide fully softened 
water in the summer. 

 Constructing individual lime softening groundwater WTPs (Status Quo) has the advantages of 
providing fully softened water and reduces chloride discharges to the Mississippi River. The 
disadvantages of individual lime softening WTPs is that it is the most expensive approach and relies 
on one water source.   

 A cost of service example indicates that grant funding will be an integral part of implementing a 
regional surface water supply system to make the project viable. 

 In the absence of a project driver, Northwest Metro cities are likely to continue to utilize 
groundwater and construct iron and manganese removal water treatment plants.  At this point, none 
of the Northwest Metro cities have water treatment plants, although 2 are in the planning stages 
(Ramsey and Corcoran). 

 The Northwest Metro communities are embarking on this study at an optimal time. The water 
systems are not fully developed and significant growth is planned. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ali Elhassan, MCES 
 
FROM: Amy Prok, Patti Craddock  
 
DATE: March 12, 2020 
 
RE: Mississippi River Water Quality Summary 
 MCES Contract No. 16P135E, PO 19006941 
 SEH No. MCES 150732  14.00 

 
 

A. Introduction 
 
The primary objective of this analysis is to characterize the water quality of the Mississippi River as a potential 
drinking water source for the Northwest metro area communities of Corcoran, Dayton, Ramsey, and Rogers. 
In addition, the analysis includes a preliminary comparison of water quality upstream and downstream of the 
Crow River in consideration of the location of the water supply intake structure.   

B. Database Sources 

The primary source of data utilized in this analysis was collected by Metropolitan Council Environmental 
Services as part of their Conventional River Water Monitoring Program. The data were obtained from the 
MCES’ Environmental Information Management Systems (EIMS) database. This online resource provides 
water quality data for waterbodies in the region. The MCES database for the Anoka site (river mile 871.6) is 
very complete and covers a wide range of constituents starting in 1976 for some constituents. 

Data from other monitoring sites are also included in the analysis to compare water quality at several points 
along the Mississippi River, including upstream and downstream of the Crow River confluence.  The 
downstream sites reviewed are the MCES’ Conventional River Water Monitoring Program in Fridley (river mile 
862.8) and the Fridley site in the Minnesota Department of Health’s database. The upstream site is 
represented by the St. Cloud site from the MDH’s database. The MDH database is not as comprehensive as 
the data available from the MCES monitoring program, but provides a larger dataset for some constituents of 
interest for drinking water, such as TOC, Cryptosporidium, and Giardia.  
 
Figure 1 presents the location of the sampling sites and Table 1 summarizes the databases and sites used in 
this analysis. 



Mississippi River Water Quality Summary 
March 12, 2020 
Page 2 
 

 

 

Engineers   |   Architects   |   Planners   |   Scientists 

Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc., 3535 Vadnais Center Drive, St. Paul, MN 55110-3507 

SEH is 100% employee-owned   |   sehinc.com   |   651.490.2000   |   800.325.2055   |   888.908.8166 fax 

Table 1 – Water Quality Source Information by Site 

Monitoring 
Site 

Agency Source Site ID Location 
Data 

Collection 
Dates 

St. Cloud MDH 
Email 

Transfer 
1730027 

St. Cloud 
Treatment 

Plant Intake 

01/06/2010 
to 

11/04/2019 

Anoka MCES 
EIMS 
Portal 

UM8716 
River Mile 

871.6 

01/07/1976 
to 

8/26/2019 

Fridley MCES 
EIMS 
Portal 

UM8628 
River Mile 

862.8 

08/19/1976 
to 

04/29/2019 

Fridley MDH 
Email 

Transfer 
1270024 

Fridley 
Treatment 

Plant Intake 

01/05/2010 
to 

11/05/2019 
 
 

C. Methods 

Statistics were performed on each of the water quality constituents measured at the monitoring sites. For 
each parameter, the minimum, maximum, 95th percentile, average, standard deviation, total sample count, 
number of non-detects were calculated, and the sampling date range were identified. In the MCES and MDH 
databases, values less than the detection limit were demarked by a “less than” (<) sign. Data such as this 
was treated as a non-detect and the value was represented as zero (0). These statistics were then 
summarized by constituent in tabular form. The statistical summary information is based on all individual data 
reported by MCES and MDH. There has been no deletion of data to account for statistically significant 
outliers. Time series plots were also created in review of conventional constituents.  
 
D. Results 

Anoka, MCES 
MCES has been sampling at the Anoka site since the mid-1970s and the list of constituents analyzed has 
grown over the years. Table A located in the appendix provides the full list of constituents analyzed and 
available in the MCES’ EIMS for the Anoka and Fridley sites. The data analysis and subsequent results for 
this study focused on a sub-set of constituents important to surface water treatment. These constituents are 
characterized in Tables 2 and 3.  
 
Table 2 summarizes water quality constituents of concern in planning and design of drinking water treatment 
facilities. Table 3 broadens the list to include all those parameters regulated under the Safe Drinking Water 
Act (SDWA) and also lists the regulatory maximum contaminant limit (MCL) and public health goals for each 
constituent. 
 
MCES also monitors for other priority pollutants beyond those found in the Safe Drinking Water Act. Some of 
these monitored constituents are emerging pollutants of concern. A full list of pollutants with and the number 
of samples with detections can be found in Table A in the Appendix. 
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Multiple Site Water Quality Comparison 
Sites upstream and downstream of the confluence of the Crow River with the Mississippi River were 
evaluated to assess the optimum location for a northwest metro area regional surface water treatment 
plant (WTP) intake. This preliminary assessment is based on limited data from the MDH databases and 
additional evaluation is necessary to fully assess water quality variations along the river. The preliminary 
assessment compared conventional constituents at the four sites including: total organic carbon, 
alkalinity, suspended solids, and turbidity. The following Figures 2 through Figure 5 demonstrate the 
results of these water quality constituents compared between monitoring sites.  
 
The selection of a river withdrawal location will depend on several factors, including: type of withdrawal 
system, river profile and geology, and proximity of known dischargers to the withdrawal location. The river 
depths along a portion of the study area is generally 9 feet to 12 feet deep.  
 
This stretch of the river in the study area has no permitted dischargers, but there are several WWTPs on 
the Crow River and upstream on the Mississippi River (refer to Figure A in the Appendix). The water 
quality was compared for sites upstream and downstream of the Crow River confluence. The preliminary 
analysis did not identify significant differences to suggest locating the intake upstream of the Crow River. 
However, with the ever growing concern for emerging contaminants that are not routinely tested or not yet 
identified, there may be merit in further evaluation of an intake location. 

 
E. Gap Analysis 

 
For future water supply characterization, additional historic data can be reviewed to better assess the 
optimum location for a water supply intake. The impact of the Crow River on the water supply intake 
location could be evaluated more closely by analyzing the water quality of the Mississippi River in a 
location more directly upstream of the Crow River confluence than the St. Cloud monitoring station. 
Pathogens of interest in planning a drinking water supply that are not monitored in the MCES program are 
Cryptosporidium and Giardia. Since these our routinely monitored for the WTPs treating Mississippi River 
water and are readily available in the MDH database, future data reviews should coordinate use of both 
databases. Additional information on the sample collection and analysis methods for the different 
monitoring programs is recommended and should be considered when comparing and utilizing multiple 
databases. For the purposes of this concept level study, this effort was not expended. 
 
F. Conclusion 

 
The water quality of the Mississippi River as a source for a northwest metro area regional WTP was 
characterized using the MCES Anoka site. The MCES database provided sampling data over a wide 
period of time and a large range of constituents, making it very comprehensive. The data for several 
constituents related to drinking water quality were analyzed statistically and, in some cases, compared 
with data from other monitoring sites. The analysis characterized water quality constituents of interest in 
determining treatment requirements and adherence to regulatory requirements. With the more than 
45,800 samples analyzed, constituents with concentrations exceeding SDWA limits were limited to those 
that are removed through conventional treatment processes. Additional assessment is needed to better 
define the optimum intake location for a WTP, but general indications are that conventional constituents 
are not expected to have statistically significant variation along that reach of the Mississippi River, 
assuming best practices are used in the location of a site and method of water withdrawal from the river.  

 
 



Table 2 – Primary Constituent Summary 

Constituent Unit Avg St Dev Min  
95th 

Percentile 
Max 

No. 
Samples 

Alkalinity 
mg/L 

CaCO3 
178 31 90 227 374 296 

Hardness mg/L 208 37 86 274 332 145 

Iron mg/L 0.51 0.26 0.17 1.2 1.3 27 

Manganese mg/L 0.0001 0.00005 0.000045 NA 0.0002 12 
Total Dissolved 
Solids 

mg/L 269 48.3 119 348 720 972 

Total Organic 
Carbon 

mg/L 9.4 2.5 5.1 NA 14.5 20 

Nitrate mg/L 0.90 0.78 0 2.4 5.4 1313 

Nitrite mg/L 0.011 0.04 0 0.05 1 1314 
Total Kjeldahl 
Nitrogen 

mg/L 0.93 0.34 0 1.5 3.6 1109 

Phosphorus, Total mg/L 0.11 0.08 0 0.24 1 1349 

Turbidity NTU 6.6 7.2 1.3 15 200 1086 
Total Suspended 
Solids 

mg/L 16.7 14.2 0 40 165 1320 

E. Coli #/100mL 117 283 0 419 2420 572/4ND 

Giardia* cysts/L 0.24 0.30 0 0.90 1.1 43/16 ND 

Cryptosporidium* cysts/L 0.06 0.10 0 0.30 0.30 48/33 ND 

Sources:        
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services, Conventional River Water Monitoring Program, Anoka site, data 
downloaded 8/29/2019. 

*Minnesota Department of Health, Fridley site, water quality data request received 11/22/2019. 

Notes: 

NA=Not available/calculated given limited data set. 

ND=no detection; example entry for E. Coli - 572/4ND of 572 samples analyzed, 4 had no E. Coli detected. 

Laboratory analysis: Use of unfiltered samples, except for TOC which included filtered samples. 

Refer to Appendix for more detailed information. 

 



1,1,1‐Trichloroethane mg/L 0.2 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 27 27
1,1,2‐Trichloroethane mg/L 0.005 0.003 0 0 0 0 0 27 27
1,2,4‐Trichlorobenzene mg/L 0.07 0.07 0 0 0 0 0 26 26
1,2‐Dichloroethane mg/L 0.005 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 27
1,2‐Dichloropropane mg/L 0.005 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 27
Antimony mg/L 0.006 0.006 5.67E‐06 3.54E‐05 0 0 0.0003 194 189
Arsenic mg/L 0.01 0 1.45 0.85 0 3 4.70 222 26
Barium mg/L 2 2 75.50 24.89 41 NA 100 8 0
Benzo(a)pyrene mg/L 0.0002 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 26
Beryllium mg/L 0.004 0.004 0.000051 0.000695 0 0 0.01 206 198
Cadmium mg/L 0.005 0.005 0.000053 0.00017 0 0.0003 0.001 222 181
Carbon Tetrachloride mg/L 0.005 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 27
Chlordane mg/L 0.002 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 26
Chlorine Residual mg/L MRDL = 4.01 MRDLG = 41 0.042 0.1 0 0.14 0.64 46 0
Chlorobenzene mg/L 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 27 27
Chromium mg/L 0.1 0.1 0.00078 0.0017 0 0.002 0.013 222 85
Copper mg/L TT2; Action Level = 1.3 1.3 0.00186 0.0033 0 0.0043 0.05 222 25
Cryptosporidium* cysts/L       TT4 0 0.0598 0.10 0 0.30 0.30 48 33
Cyanide mg/L 0.2 0.2 0.00041 0.0036 0 0 0.04 220 217
E. Coli #/100mL 117.46 282.78 0 419.40 2420 572 4
Endrin mg/L 0.002 0.002 0 0 0 0 0 26 26
Ethyl Benzene mg/L 0.7 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 27 27
Fecal Coliform Bacteria #/100mL MCL3 0 3 150.75 402.44 0 537.60 10400 1811 4
Fecal Strep Bacteria #/100mL MCL3 0 3 433 864.89 0 3580 3900 49 1
Fluoride* mg/L 4.0 4.0 0 0 0 NA 0 1 1
Giardia* cysts/L       TT4 0 0.243 0.295 0 0.90 1.10 43 16
Heptachlor Epoxide mg/L 0.0002 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 26
Heptachlor mg/L 0.0004 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 26
Hexachlorobenzene mg/L 0.001 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 26
Hexachlorocylopentadiene mg/L 0.05 0.05 0 0 0 NA 0.00 25 25
Lead mg/L TT2; Action Level=0.015 0 0.0010 0.0033 0 0.0045 0.043 221 85
Mercury mg/L 0.002 0.002 0.0000076 0.000045 0 0.00001 0.0004 220 196
Nitrate N mg/L 10 10 0.90 0.78 0 2.44 5.42 1313 47
Nitrite N mg/L 1 1 0.011 0.041 0 0.05 1.00 1314 873
Pentachlorophenol mg/L 0.001 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 25
Selenium mg/L 0.05 0.05 0.00043 0.0021 0 0.0012 0.023 207 154
Thallium mg/L 0.002 0.0005 0.000014 0.000066 0 0.000115 0.00077 209 194
Toluene mg/L 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 27
Toxaphene mg/L 0.003 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 26
Turbidity (NTU) NTU         TT4 n/a 6.55 7.24 1.30 14.97 200 1086 0
Vinyl Chloride mg/L 0.002 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 27

Sources:
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services. Conventional River Water Monitoring Program, data downloaded 8/29/2019.
*Minnesota Department of Health. Water quality data request received 11/22/2019.
Refer to Table A for the different analytical methods used to characterize these constituents

Count # of Non‐Detects

Table 3 ‐ SDWA Constituent Summary

Avg St Dev Min  95th Percentile MaxUnit MCL or TT (mg/L) Public Health GoalConstituent



Table 3 ‐ SDWA Constituent Summary (cont.)
Footnotes
1. Definitions

2.

3.

4.

5.

Turbidity: For systems that use conventional or direct filtration, at no time can turbidity (cloudiness of water) go higher than 1 nephelometric turbidity 
unit (NTU), and samples for turbidity must be less than or equal to 0.3 NTU in at least 95 percent of the samples in any month. Systems that use 
filtration other than the conventional or direct filtration must follow state limits, which must include turbidity at no time exceeding 5 NTU.

All data retreived from: Anoka MCES (2019), except Cryptosporidium, Flouride, Giardia, which were retreived from: Fridley MDH (2019)

A routine sample that is fecal coliform‐positive or E. coli‐positive triggers repeat samples ‐ if any repeat sample is total coliform‐positive, the system has 
an acute MCL violation. A routine sample that is total coliform‐positive and fecal coliform‐negative or E. coli‐negative triggers repeat samples ‐ if any 
repeat sample is fecal coliform‐positive or E. coli‐positive, the system has an acute MCL violation. See also Total Coliforms.
EPA's surface water treatment rules require systems using surface water or ground water under the direct ifnluence of surface water to (1) disinfect their 
water, and (2) filter their water or meet criteria for avoiding filtration so that the followign contaminants are controlled a tht efollowing levels:

Cryptosporidium: 99 percent removal for systems that filter. Unfiltered systems are required to include Cryptosporidium in their existing watershed 
control provisions. 
Giardia lamblia: 99.9 percent removal/inactivation
Viruses: 99.9 percent removal/inactivation
Legionella:  No limit, but EPA believes that if Giardia and viruses are removed/inactivated, according to the treatment techniques in the surface water 
treatment rule, Legionella  will also be controlled. 

Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG): The level of a contaminant in drinking water below which there is no known or expected risk to health. 
MCLGs allow for a margin of safety and are non‐enforceable public health goals
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL): The highest level of a contaminant that is allowed in drinking water. MCLs are set as close to MCLGs as feasible 
using the best available treatment technology and taking cost into consideration. MCLs are enforceable standards
Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level Goal (MRDLG): The level of a drinking water disinfectant below which there is no known or expected risk to 
health. MRDLGs do not reflect the benefits of the use of disinfectants to control microbial contaminants.
Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level (MRDL): The highest level of a disinfectant allowed in drinking water. There is convincing evidence that addition 
of a disinfectant is necessary for control of microbial contaminants
Treatment Technique (TT): A required process intended to reduce the level of a contaminant in drinking water. 

Lead and copper are regulated by a Treatment Technique that requires systems to control the corrosiveness of their water. If more than 10 percent of tap 
water samples exceed the action level, water systems must take additional steps. For copper, the action level is 1.3 mg/L, and for lead is 0.015 mg/L
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NW Metro Surface Water Supply Study

Units
St. Cloud - 

MDH

Anoka - 

MCES

Fridley - 

MCES

Fridley -

MDH

Avg NTU 6.3 7.3 6.4 6.2

St Dev NTU 3.3 6.9 2.1 5.0

Min NTU 2.0 1.0 6.0 1.3

Max NTU 16.4 200.0 27.0 25.0

95
th

 Percentile NTU 14.0 17.0 12 19.6

Num. Samples 50 1767 1365 48

Sample Start Date 7/21/2015 9/4/1909 5/30/1978 1/6/2015

Sample End Date 6/26/2017 1/7/1976 8/26/2019 12/20/2016

Note: 
1) Two points fall above plot, 1) 12/19/1994, 200 mg/L, Anoka-MCES, and 2) 5/26/2015, 65 mg/L, Anoka-MCES
2) Refer to Table A for the different analytical methods used to characterize turbidity at Anoka

Minnesota Department of Health, August 2010. Water quality data request received 11/22/2019.

Figure 2 - Turbidity 

Metropolitan Council Environmental Services, August 2019. Conventional River Water Monitoring Program, data downloaded 8/29/2019.
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NW Metro Surface Water Supply Study

Units
Anoka -

MCES

Fridley - 

MCES

Avg, mg/L mg/L 16.7 19.0

St Dev mg/L 14.2 14.0

Min, mg/L mg/L 1.0 1.0

Max, mg/L mg/L 165.0 111.0

95
th

 Percentile mg/L 40.0 36.6

Num. Samples 1320 157

Sample Start Date 1/7/1976 8/19/1976

Sample End Date 5/6/2019 12/14/1981

Metropolitan Council Environmental Services, August 2019. Conventional River Water Monitoring Program, data downloaded 8/29/2019.

Minnesota Department of Health, August 2010. Water quality data request received 11/22/2019.

Figure 3 - Total Suspended Solids 
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NW Metro Surface Water Supply Study

Units
St. Cloud ‐ 

MDH
Anoka ‐ 
MCES

Fridley ‐
MDH

Avg mg/L 9.20 9.37 9.41
St Dev mg/L 2.3 2.3 2.51
Min mg/L 5.6 5.1 5.6
Max mg/L 18 14.5 18
95th Percentile mg/L 13.9 NA 14.0
Num. Samples 122 20 115
Sample Start Date 1/6/2010 4/29/1996 1/5/2010
Sample End Date 11/4/2019 4/15/2019 11/5/2019

Metropolitan Council Environmental Services. Conventional River Water Monitoring Program, data downloaded 8/29/2019.
Minnesota Department of Health. Water quality data request received 11/22/2019.

Figure 4 ‐ Total Organic Carbon
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NW Metro Surface Water Supply Study

Units
St. Cloud ‐ 

MDH
Anoka ‐ 
MCES

Fridley ‐ 
MDH

Avg mg/L as CaCO3 172.1 177.9 160.6
St Dev mg/L as CaCO3 25.0 30.8 31.7
Min mg/L as CaCO3 100.0 90.0 41.0
Max mg/L as CaCO3 220.0 374.0 220.0
95th Percentile mg/L as CaCO3 210.0 227.2 200.0
Num. Samples 121 296 112
Sample Start Date 1/6/2010 1/14/1976 1/5/2010
Sample End Date 11/4/2019 4/29/2019 2/6/2019

Metropolitan Council Environmental Services. Conventional River Water Monitoring Program, data downloaded 8/29/2019.
Minnesota Department of Health. Water quality data request received 11/22/2019.

Figure 5 ‐ Alkalinity
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Appendix 
Supporting Information for Mississippi River Water Quality Summary Memorandum 



NW Metro Surface Water Supply Study

Avg St Dev Min 
95th 

Percentile Max Count
# of Non‐
Detects Avg St Dev Min 

95th 
Percentile Max Count

# of Non‐
Detects Avg St Dev Min 

95th 
Percentile Max Count

# of Non‐
Detects Avg St Dev Min 

95th 
Percentile Max Count

# of Non‐
Detects

% Chlorophyll‐a, Particulate % 27.38 8.21 11 41.2 46 55 0 22.82 6.60 9 36.3 39 56 0
1,1,1‐Trichloroethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
1,1,2‐Trichloroethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
1,1‐Dichloroethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
1,1‐Dichloroethene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
1,2,4‐Trichlorobenzene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
1,2‐Dichlorobenzene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 29 29
1,2‐Dichloroethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
1,2‐Dichloropropane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
1,2‐Diphenylhydrazine, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 25 25
1,3‐Dichlorobenzene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 29 29
1,4‐Dichlorobenzene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 29 29
2,4,6‐Trichlorophenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
2,4‐Dichlorophenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
2,4‐Dimethylphenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
2,4‐Dinitrophenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
2,4‐Dinitrotoluene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
2,6‐Dinitrotoluene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
2‐Chloroethylvinylether, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
2‐Chloronapthalene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
2‐Chlorophenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
2‐Methyl‐4,6‐Dinitrophenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
2‐Nitrophenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
3,3'‐Dichlorobenzidine, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
4,4'‐DDD, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
4,4'‐DDE, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
4,4'‐DDT, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
4‐Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
4‐Chloro‐3‐Methylphenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
4‐Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
4‐Nitrophenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
a‐BHC, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Acenaphthylene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Acenapthene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Aldrin, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Alkalinity, Bicarbonate mg/L 150.00 0 150 NA 150 1 0 180.00 0 180 NA 180 1 0
Alkalinity, Carbonate mg/L 1.60 0 1.6 NA 1.6 1 0
Alkalinity, Total mg/L 160.63 31.74 41 200 220 112 0 172.07 25.0262 100 210 220 121 0
Aluminum, Unfiltered mg/L 0.17 0.13 0.038 NA 0.495 15 0
Ammonia Nitrogen, Filtered mg/L 0.04 0.07 0 0.156 0.37 107 63
Ammonia Nitrogen, Total mg/L 0.00 0 0 NA 0 2 2 0.00 0 0 NA 0 1 1
Ammonia Nitrogen, Unfiltered mg/L 0.08 0.16 0 0.34 3 1808 733 0.07 0.12 0 0.3 2.33 1504 635
Anthracene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Antimony, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 1 1
Antimony, Unfiltered mg/L 5.6701E‐06 3.54E‐05 0 0 3.00E‐04 194 189
Arsenic ug/L 1.41 0 1.41 NA 1.41 1 0 0.00 0 0 NA 0 1 1
Arsenic, Filtered mg/L 0.0020 0.00 0.00060 0.0037 0.0039 48 0
Arsenic, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.003 0.0047 222 26
Barium ug/L 52.30 0 52.3 NA 52.3 1 0 54.50 0 54.5 NA 54.5 1 0
Barium, Unfiltered mg/L 0.08 0.02 0.041 NA 0.1 8 0
b‐BHC, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Benzine, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Benzidine, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 25 25
Benzo(a)anthracene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Benzo(a)pyrene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Benzo(b)fluoranthene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Beryllium, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 2 2
Beryllium, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0.01 206 198
Bicarbonate, Unfiltered mg/L 244.93 282.72 110 284.95 2880 90 0
Bis (2‐chloroethoxy) Methane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Bis (2‐chloroethyl) Ether, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Bis (2‐chloro‐Isopropyl) Ether, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Bis(2‐ethylhexyl)phthalate, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.01 0 0.02393 0.03329 26 19

Table A ‐ Mississippi River Water Quality Summary by Station
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BOD 5‐day, Filtered mg/L 2.01 1.60 0 5.15 5.5 54 8 1.87 1.13 0.2 4.18 4.5 27 0
BOD 5‐day, Unfiltered mg/L 2.47 1.65 0 5.3 18.2 1111 76 3.81 2.00 0.9 7.46 14 101 0
BOD K‐rate, Filtered /day 0.01 0.00 0.006 0.0150667 0.0156667 28 0
BOD K‐rate, Unfiltered /day 0.02 0.00 0.009 0.02495 0.026 28 0
BOD Ultimate K‐rate, Filtered /day 0.01 0.00 0.004 NA 0.009 8 0
BOD Ultimate K‐rate, Unfiltered /day 0.02 0.00 0.012 NA 0.017 8 0
BOD Ultimate, Filtered mg/L 6.71 2.17 3.9 11.405 13.7 36 0
BOD Ultimate, Unfiltered mg/L 11.08 3.56 5.4 19.535 20.3 36 0
Boron, Unfiltered mg/L 0.08 0.03 0.05 NA 0.13 4 0
Bromide mg/L 8.08 11.81 0 NA 30.4 5 3 10.00 0 10 NA 10 1 0
Bromodichloromethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Bromoform, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Bromomethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Butylbenzylphthalate, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26

Ca as CaCO3
mg/L as 
CaCO3 110.00 0 110 NA 110 1 0

Cadmium, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.00021 0.00046 48 43
Cadmium, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.0003 0.001 222 181
Calcium mg/L 53.00 0 53 NA 53 1 0
Calcium, Filtered mg/L 53.19 20.05 4 70.115 425 496 0
Carbon Tetrachloride, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27

Carbonate, Unfiltered mg/L CO3 0.18 0.80 0 2 6 73 0
CBOD 5‐day, Filtered mg/L 0.32 0.42 0 NA 1.2 15 9
CBOD 5‐day, Unfiltered mg/L 1.73 1.58 0 4.8 18 968 180 4.99 1.54 2.35 7.505 12 58 0
CBOD K‐rate, Filtered /day 0.01 0.01 0.006 0.016775 0.017 28 0
CBOD K‐rate, Unfiltered /day 0.02 0.00 0.008 0.025875 0.027 28 0
CBOD Ultimate K‐rate, Filtered /day 0.01 0.00 0.007 NA 0.018 4 0
CBOD Ultimate K‐rate, Unfiltered /day 0.02 0.00 0.018 NA 0.022 3 0
CBOD Ultimate, Filtered mg/L 5.06 1.24 3.2 8 7.766667 32 0
CBOD Ultimate, Unfiltered mg/L 8.30 2.02 4.65 12.8 14 31 0
Chlordane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Chloride mg/L 16.70 0 16.7 NA 16.7 1 0 14.50 0 14.5 NA 14.5 1 0
Chloride, Filtered mg/L 14.93 4.84 0 22 36 373 1 8.95 0.95 6.75 11.15 12 53 0
Chloride, Unfiltered mg/L 16.23 4.58 4 23.41 37.4 318 0 10.38 6.38 5.5 NA 22.9 5 0
Chlorine Residual, Lab mg/L 0.04 0.10 0 0.14 0.64 46 0 0.02 0.04 0.00 NA 0.12 11 0
Chlorobenzene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Chloroethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Chloroform, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Chloromethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Chlorophyll‐a Trichromatic Uncorrected mg/L 0.03 0.02 0 0.072 0.15 1280 3 0.04 0.02 0.003 0.077 0.103 183 0
Chlorophyll‐a, % Pheo‐Corrected % 79.64 14.87 0 99 110 1222 1 79.67 13.52 33 99 100 127 0
Chlorophyll‐a, Pheo‐Corrected mg/L 0.02 0.02 0 0.05405 0.12 598 1
Chlorophyll‐a/Pheophytin‐a Abs. Ratio Ratio 1.62 0.23 1.2 2.0205 3.66 598 0
Chlorophyll‐b mg/L 0.003252926 0.01 0 0.011 0.14 598 184
Chlorophyll‐c mg/L 0.01 0.01 0 0.018 0.044 598 20
Chromium, Filtered mg/L 0.000294271 0.00 0 0.0010043 0.0054 48 25
Chromium, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.002 0.013 222 85
Chrysene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Cis‐1,3‐Dichloropropene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Conductivity, Field umho/cm 431.17 70.77 165 543.2 789 857 0 370.07 60.22 0.000 455.05 540 578 0
Conductivity, Lab umho/cm 374.82 71.07 159 517.7 600 288 0 328.55 68.71 180 511.5 600 76 0
Copper, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.00312 0.0036 48 5
Copper, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.00427 0.047 222 25
Cryptosporidium cysts/L     0.06 0.1 0 0.3 0.3 48 33 0.01 0.03312 0 0.081 0.17 48 40
Cyanide, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0.04 220 217
d‐BHC, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Dibromochloromethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Dieldrin, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Diethylphthalate, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.000728 0.00112 26 25
Dimethylphthalate, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Di‐N‐butyl‐phthalate, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.0033365 0.00341 26 18
Di‐N‐octylphthalate, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Dissolved Organic Carbon mg/L 12.10 2.7 9.4 NA 14.8 2 0 13.90 0 13.9 NA 13.9 1 0
Dissolved Oxygen, Field mg/L      9.28 1.94 5.31 13 17.03 887 0 9.80 1.98 5.93 13.795 19.94 789 0
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Dissolved Oxygen, Lab mg/L      10.90 2.22 5.2 14.1 15.6 959 0 11.19 2.28 6.2 14.4 16.6 693 0
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 7.72 0 7.72 NA 7.72 2 0
E. Coli Bacteria Count #/100mL 117.46 282.78 0 419.4 2420 572 4 98.65 210.08 0 365 1986 475 4 116.40 315.3 0 699.195 1986 48 1 72.64 77.7484 6.3 286.9 365.4 47 0

v Endosulfan I, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Endosulfan II, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Endosulfan Sulfate, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Endrin Aldehyde, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Endrin, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Ethyl Benzene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Fecal Coliform Bacteria Count #/100mL 150.75 402.44 0 537.6 10400 1811 4 134.24 276.27 2 512.8 4400 1503 0
Fecal Strep Bacteria Count #/100mL 433.00 864.89 0 3580 3900 49 1 748.33 827.60 0 NA 2040 15 1
Fluoranthene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Fluorene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Fluoride, Total mg/L 0.00 0 0 NA 0 1 1 0.00 0 0 NA 0 1 1
g‐BHC, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Giardia cysts/L     0.24 0.295 0 0.9 1.1 43 16 0.12 0.15987 0 0.467 0.83 48 17
Hardness, Unfiltered mg/L 208.28 37.41 86 274 332 145 0
Heptachlor Epoxide, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Heptachlor, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Hexachlorobenzene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Hexachlorobutadiene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Hexachlorocylopentadiene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 25 25
Hexachloroethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Hex‐chromium, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 30 30
Indeno (1,2,3‐c‐d)pyrene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Iron ug/L 569.00 0 569 NA 569 1 0 302.00 0 302 NA 302 1 0
Iron, Filtered mg/L 0.01 0.01 0 NA 0.025 2 1
Iron, Unfiltered mg/L 0.51 0.26 0.17 1.212 1.3 27 0
Isophorone, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Lead, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.000676 0.003 48 40
Lead, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.00452 0.0428 221 85
m&p‐Xylenes, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 23 23
Magnesium mg/L 18.50 0 18.5 NA 18.5 1 0

Magnesium
mg/L as 
CaCO3 62.00 0 62 NA 62 1 0

Magnesium, Filtered mg/L 19.39 4.49 8.64 26.83 61.4 496 0
Manganese ug/L 130.00 0 130 NA 130 1 0 48.70 0 48.7 NA 48.7 1 0
Manganese, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0.002 NA 0.005 2 0
Manganese, Unfiltered mg/L 0.10 0.05 0.045 NA 0.21 12 0
Mercury, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 9.773E‐05 0.0002 46 33
Mercury, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 1.395E‐05 0.0004 220 196
Methylene Chloride, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Molybdenum mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 6 6
m‐Xylenes, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 3 3
Naphthalene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Nickel, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.00271 0.0044 48 4
Nickel, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.00456 0.0097 221 27
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen, Total mg/L 0.24 0 0.24 NA 0.24 1 0 0.23 0 0.23 NA 0.23 1 0
Nitrate N, Unfiltered mg/L 0.90 0.78 0 2.436 5.42 1313 47 0.28 0.38 0 0.98 2.54 157 30
Nitrite N, Unfiltered mg/L 0.01 0.04 0 0.05 1 1314 873 0.01 0.03 0 0.052 0.21 157 76
Nitrite Nitrogen, Total mg/L 0.02 0 0.02 NA 0.02 2 0 0.04 0 0.04 NA 0.04 1 0
Nitrobenzene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
N‐Nitrosodimethyl Amine, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 25 25
N‐Nitrosodi‐N‐Propylamine, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
N‐Nitroso‐Diphenylamine, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 25 25
Oil and Grease mg/L 1.53 3.52 0 NA 14 15 10
Ortho Phosphate as P, Filtered mg/L 0.05 0.05 0 0.139 0.464 1123 87 0.06 0.06 0 0.16605 0.354 140 6
Ortho Phosphate as P, Unfiltered mg/L 0.05 0.05 0 0.1499 0.313 641 17 0.09 0.06 0.01 NA 0.25 18
Oxidation Reduction Potential mV 30.30 0 30.3 NA 30.3 2 0 192.60 0 192.6 NA 192.6 1 0
Oxygen Demand, Particulate mg/L 12.82 2.89 7 17.503 20.9 57 0 11.25 2.14 7.33 14.7525 16.6 58 0
o‐Xylenes, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 23 23
p&o‐Xylenes, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 3 3
PCB: 1016, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
PCB: 1221, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
PCB: 1232, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
PCB: 1242, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
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PCB: 1248, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
PCB: 1254, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 3.185E‐05 0.000049 26 24
PCB: 1260, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Pentachlorophenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
pH units 8.30 0 8.3 NA 8.3 1 0 8.00 0 8 NA 8 1 0
pH, Field units 8.06 0.32 7.02 8.6 9.2 1176 0 8.02 0.31 6 8.494 8.79 931 0
pH, Lab units 8.08 0.35 6.8 8.7 9.12 654 0 8.04 0.36 6.8 8.64 9.1 532 0
Phenanthrene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.001365 0.0021 26 25
Phenol, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 25
Pheophytin‐a mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.011 0.034 600 190
Phosphate, Total mg/L 0.22 0 0.22 NA 0.22 1 0 0.17 0 0.17 NA 0.17 1 0
Potassium mg/L 2.14 0 2.14 NA 2.14 1 0 2.46 0 2.46 NA 2.46 1 0
Potassium, Filtered mg/L 2.96 0.79 0.8 4.505 8 494 0
Pyrene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Selenium, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 2 2
Selenium, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.0012 0.023 207 154
Silica, Filtered mg/L 12.13 4.14 1 20 26 221 0
Silver, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 4 4
Silver, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0.00036 217 211
Sodium mg/L 10.00 0 10 NA 10 1 0 7.87 0 7.87 NA 7.87 1 0
Sodium, Filtered mg/L 10.56 5.88 3.99 16.5 95 494 0
Specific Conductance uS/cm     363.00 0 363 NA 363 2 0 354.00 0 354 NA 354 1 0
Strontium ug/L 94.10 0 94.1 NA 94.1 1 0 103.00 0 103 NA 103 1 0
Sulfate mg/L 9.96 0 9.96 NA 9.96 1 0 11.20 0 11.2 NA 11.2 1 0
Sulfate, Filtered mg/L 21.80 9.04 3 37.79 96 493 0
Suspended Solids mg/L 16.68 14.22 0 39.95 165 1320 9 19.00 13.96 1 36.6 111 157 0
Temperature deg C      12.99 9.22 ‐0.2 25.7725 30 1830 0 13.92 8.68 ‐0.21 25.44 28.9 1463 0 24.16 0 24.16 NA 24.2 2 0 18.20 0 18.2 NA 18.2 1 0
Tetrachloroethene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Thallium, Filtered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 NA 0 4 4
Thallium, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.000115 0.00077 209 194
Toluene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27

Total Alkalinity, Filtered
mg/L 
CaCO3 177.39 31.40 25 228.9 245 213 0

Total Alkalinity, Unfiltered
mg/L 
CaCO3 177.90 30.81 90 227.15 374 296 0

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 268.97 48.28 119 348 720 972 0 240.09 35.43 138 NA 309 22 0
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Filtered mg/L 0.87 0.32 0.25 1.5 2.3 579 0
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Particulate mg/L 0.22 0.21 0 0.534 3.56 951 81 0.31 0.21 0.03 0.7 0.7 39 0
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Unfiltered mg/L 0.93 0.34 0 1.5 3.55 1109 4 0.91 0.30 0.24 1.448 2 123 0
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Unfiltered, Low Level Detection mg/L 0.93 0.22 0.67 NA 1.3 9 0
Total Nitrate/Nitrite N, Unfiltered mg/L 1.07 0.56 0.21 2.383 2.68 37 0
Total Organic Carbon mg/L 9.41 2.508 5.6 14 18 115 0 9.20 2.3042 5.6 13.85 18 122 0
Total Organic Carbon, Filtered mg/L 9.37 2.30 5.1 NA 14.47 20 0
Total Organic Carbon, Unfiltered mg/L 11.50 0.66 10.74 NA 12.44 4 0
Total Phenolics, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.003415 0.0086 218 123
Total Phosphorus, Filtered mg/L 0.06 0.06 0 0.1606 0.59 895 151 0.07 0.08 0 0.282 0.34 66 10
Total Phosphorus, Particulate mg/L 0.05 0.04 0 0.10645 0.83 1030 7 0.06 0.04 0 0.12 0.17 104 1
Total Phosphorus, Unfiltered mg/L 0.11 0.08 0 0.24 1 1349 34 0.13 0.09 0.02 0.302 0.63 227 0
Total Phosphorus, Unfiltered, Low Level Detection mg/L 0.08 0.07 0.013 NA 0.259 9 0
Toxaphene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 26 26
Trans‐1,2‐Dichloroethene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Trans‐1,3‐Dichloropropene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Trichloroethene, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Trichlorofluoromethane, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0.000876 0.00146 27 26
Turbidity NTU       6.21 5.016 1.26 19.64 25 48 0 6.32 3.29828 2 13.975 16.4 50 0
Turbidity (JTU) JTU 6.62 3.78 2 12.95 31 120 0 4.12 1.09 2.7 NA 7.1 13 0
Turbidity (NTRU) NTRU 8.91 6.45 1 19 65 546 0 7.74 3.82 2 14 27 459 0
Turbidity (NTU), Field NTU       9.68 5.71 1 21.8 29 121 0 8.46 6.43 0 18 59 119 0
Turbidity (NTU), Lab NTU       6.55 7.24 1.3 14.965 200 1086 0 5.65 2.63 1.2 10.675 20 972 0
UV Absorbance, 254 nm units/cm   0.44 0.15 0.29 NA 0.59 2 0 0.53 0 0.53 NA 0.53 1 0
UV Absorbance, specific L/mg‐m    3.57 0.435 3.13 NA 4 2 0 3.83 0 3.83 NA 3.83 1 0
Vinyl Chloride, Unfiltered mg/L 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 27 27
Volatile Suspended Solids mg/L 5.05 3.96 0 12 31 1255 74 8.55 5.19 0 17.45 25 110 1
Zinc, Filtered mg/L 0.01 0.01 0 0.03325 0.06 48 15
Zinc, Unfiltered mg/L 0.01 0.03 0 0.03925 0.32 222 50
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ID number Facility Name
1 Great River Energy
2 Elk River Municipal Utilities
3 Omann Brothers Inc - St Michael
4 Hoya Optical Labs of America Inc
5 Elk River WWTP
6 Saint Michael WWTP
7 Hassan Sand & Gravel Inc
8 Hardrives Inc - Nonmetallic
9 MCES Rogers Wastewater Treatment Facility
10 Otsego WWTP West
11 Otsego East WWTP
12 Albertville WWTP
13 Vonco II LLC
14 Fehn Companies Inc
15 Saint Joseph Sand & Gravel LLC

!( MCES Anoka Monitoring Site

Wastewater Facilities

!( Domestic

!( Industrial
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Chris Larson, PE

FROM: Mark Sherrill 

DATE: March 12, 2020

RE: Northwest Metro Aquifers
SEH No. 150732  14.00

This memo presents a summary of the regional groundwater aquifers in the Northwest Metro area including the 
Cities of Corcoran, Dayton, Ramsey, and Rogers.  

While variation and extent of bedrock aquifers occur, in general five regional aquifers support much of the potable 
water for the Twin Cities region, from oldest to youngest: (1) Mt Simon-Hinckley (2) Tunnel City-Wonewoc (3) 
Prairie du Chien-Jordan (4) St. Peter, and (5) Quaternary aquifers. These aquifers are hydrologically 
disconnected by a variety of interbedded confining layers.    

In the Northwest Metro area, Quaternary deposits are highly variable in the types of materials present.  Large 
areas of sand and gravel are required for high production municipal wells.  For purposes of this report, Quaternary 
deposits will not be relied upon for drinking water wells.  

Based upon the geologic bedrock map represented in Figure 1, the St. Peter aquifer only exists in a small portion 
of Corcoran and is largely not available as a bedrock aquifer.  

Jordan Aquifer
The Jordan Aquifer is generally considered to be hydrologically connected to the Prairie Du Chien Unit. However, 
as evident from the geologic bedrock map (Figure 1) the Prairie Du Chien Unit was either not deposited or has 
been eroded through much of this area. The thickness and presence of this aquifer through this area is scarce 
and laterally disconnected. Where present, the thickness of the Jordan aquifer is generally around 70 feet, with 
some areas within the Cities of Corcoran and Dayton as thick as 170 feet. Within the City of Ramsey, the Jordan 
Sandstone thickness is minimal at around 20-30 feet and appears heavily eroded. Quaternary deposits directly 
overlay this unit and the Jordan Sandstone is likely recharged by these deposits. 
Based on the geologic bedrock map and lack of existing Jordan wells, it assumed that the Jordan aquifer is not 
available for municipal wells throughout most of the study area.  

Tunnel City – Wonewoc Aquifer
The Tunnel City Group and underlying Wonewoc Sandstone supply water for much of the Northwest Metro 
region. Presence and thickness of the Tunnel City is depicted on Figure 2 and for the Wonewoc on Figure 3. 
These units appear laterally continuous through much of this area and greater Twin Cities region aside from 
where it has been eroded away. Areas where the Aquifer is not present primarily occur within bedrock valleys 
where previous streams and surface water features carved away the bedrock unit.
The productivity of the Tunnel City – Wonewoc Aquifer is generally regarded as variable. Yields tend to be 
moderate to low with some of the highest yields reported where bedrock units are highly fractured. 



Northwest Metro Aquifers
March 12, 2020
Page 2

The geologic maps (Figures 2 and 3) indicate that the Tunnel City – Wonewoc is present in most of the study 
area, with the exception of bedrock valleys in Ramsey and Rogers.  This report assumes that all of the new wells 
will be in the Tunnel City – Wonewoc aquifer.  

Mt. Simon-Hinckley Aquifer
The Mount Simon-Hinckley Aquifer is generally described as a high to moderate yield aquifer. New high capacity 
wells are generally not permitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources as use has been restricted 
by Minnesota Law, therefore it is not discussed in this report in greater detail. 

Regional Groundwater Supply
In 2016, the Metropolitan Council along with the support of HDR completed a study on the groundwater supply 
within the Northwest Metro regional area (Regional Water Supply, Enhanced Groundwater Recharge, and 
Stormwater Capture and Reuse Study (Northwest Metro Study Area) Report, December 2016). The study was 
one of  several studies to support an update to the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area Master Water Supply Plan 
(Minn. Stat., Sec. 473.1565) and other activities identified by the 2005 Minnesota Legislature to address water 
supply needs of the seven-county metro area.  As part of these activities, the Metropolitan Council modeled the 
existing source water aquifers to evaluate current and future drawdown of the aquifers and discussed the 
potential for using alternative water sources or increasing water recharge to the source water aquifers. 
The 2016 study concluded that the existing source water aquifers are expected to see an increase in drawdown at 
existing municipal well sites under the predicted 2040 water demand. Areas within the Northwest Metro area 
could see drawdown in their bedrock aquifers between 10 - 40 feet. To compensate for the excessive drawdown, 
the report discusses the use of alternative water supplies such as surface water, stormwater reuse, and the 
potential for enhanced groundwater recharge.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Chris Larson, PE

FROM: Simon McCormack  

DATE: March 12, 2020

RE: Surface Water Treatment 
SEH No. 150732  14.00

The Surface Water Treatment Rule was established in 1989 to protect public health from the pathogens Giardia 
lamblia and viruses.  Following the original rule, additional rules have been established to further protect public 
health by addressing the pathogen Cryptosporidium, addressing risk trade-offs with disinfection and disinfection 
byproducts, and enhancing water system processes.  

The rules apply to all water systems using surface water and together they act to limit the levels of pathogens 
(viruses, Giardia lamblia, and Cryptosporidium) and turbidity in the water, as well as ensure adequate disinfection 
of the water throughout the treatment process.  Adequate disinfection throughout the treatment process is 
determined by conducting disinfection profiling where a system’s microbial inactivation is calculated over 12 
consecutive months.  

The three pathogens targeted by the surface water treatment rules are regulated by required removal efficiencies 
called log removal.  Surface water treatment processes must remove 99.99% (4-log) of viruses, 99.9% (3-log) of 
Giardia lamblia, and 99% (2-log) of Cryptosporidium.  Further Cryptosporidium removal may be required if high 
concentrations are found through source water monitoring.  Source water monitoring, which can be waived if the 
treatment processes achieve 5.5-log removal, requires 24 months of Cryptosporidium monitoring where the 
average Cryptosporidium concentration determines the bin classification and the additional removal requirements 
(see Table 4-1).  Additional Cryptosporidium removal can be achieved through additional disinfection (e.g. UV), 
improved treatment processes, and other measures.

Along with those three pathogens, turbidity, a measure of the cloudiness of the water, is regulated as it serves as 
an indicator of the overall water quality and filter effectiveness, and because high turbidity levels are often 
associated with high pathogen levels.  Turbidity must be reported each month from each individual filter’s effluent 
(IFE), as well as the combined filter effluent (CFE).  The CFE turbidity must be monitored and recorded every four 
hours and at least 95% of the turbidity measurements must be less than or equal to 0.3 NTU.  MDH must be 
contacted if any measurement exceeds 1 NTU.  The IFE turbidity must be monitored and recorded every 15 
minutes and measurements exceeding 0.5 NTU must be investigated.

Table 1. Surface Water Treatment Rule Bin Classification

Bin Classification Crypto Concentration
(oocysts/L)

Additional Treatment Requirements
for Systems with Conventional Treatment

1 < 0.075 No Additional Treatment

2 From 0.075 - < 1.0 1 log of Additional Treatment (90%)

3 From 1.0 - < 3.0 2 log of Additional Treatment (99%)

4 ≥ 3.0 2.5 log of Additional Treatment (99.7%)



Surface Water Treatment 
March 12, 2020
Page 2

Treatment Processes
The preliminary treatment process proposed for a 
Northwest Metro surface WTP assumes that the 
surface water supply will be classified as Bin 1.  If 
additional treatment is required, a future UV or 
chlorine dioxide addition process can be 
implemented to assist in meeting additional 
treatment requirements.

Process Train
As depicted in the process diagram, a potential 
process train to treat raw surface water from the 
Mississippi River includes raw water pumping, 
chemical addition, lime softening, filtration, 
chlorine contact, and finished water pumping.
This process is very similar to other major surface 
water treatment plants in Minnesota including SPRWS, the City of Minneapolis, and the City of St. Cloud.  The 
chemical addition includes potassium permanganate (KMnO4) for oxidation, powdered activated carbon (PAC) for 
taste and odor, and coagulant to help with floc production.  SPRWS uses granular activated carbon (GAC) in their 
filters rather than PAC.

Coagulation/Flocculation and Lime Softening
In coagulation, a chemical such as alum is added to the water to encourage larger particles to form in the 
flocculation process.  The flocculation and settling occur in the clarifier.  

Hardness in water is primarily caused by calcium and magnesium ions (Ca2+ and Mg2+). Hardness causes scaling 
on water fixtures, dishes, and appliances. Lime (Ca(OH)2) is added to the raw water to raise the pH. When the pH 
is raised sufficiently, calcium and magnesium precipitates (solids) form and they are settled out of the water in 
clarifiers. 

Lime from a silo or other storage method is fed into slakers which add water to the lime and the slurry is then fed 
into the raw water. The raw water and lime enter one of the clarifiers at the WTP where the softening process 
occurs and the sludge is removed from the water. 

Recarbonation
The water from the clarifiers enters a recarbonation basin where carbon dioxide is bubbled into the water to lower 
the pH. This process stabilizes the water and prevents additional precipitation. The pH of the water in this process 
is lowered from approximately 11 to 9.

Conventional Filtration (Conv)
Conventional filtration is considered for its benefits in reduction of 
suspended particulates. Typical conventional filters used in water 
treatment are rapid, deep bed, dual media, gravity filters that utilize layers 
of both sand and anthracite for media. Typical depths are 12” sand and 
12”-24” anthracite.  The particulates removed in conventional filtration 
include microbial contaminants, turbidity, trihalomethane (THM) 
precursors, as well as those precipitates formed in pretreatment 
processes.

Chlorine Contact
After filtration, chlorine is added and the water enters a chlorine contact basin. The chlorine contact basin is 
provided to allow time for the chlorine to inactivate Giardia and viruses. The amount of time and chlorine 
concentrations are dictated by the Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT2ESWTR). 



Surface Water Treatment 
March 12, 2020
Page 3

In addition to chlorine, fluoride is added to the water for dental health, and corrosion inhibitor is added to the water 
for corrosion control. After the chlorine contact basin, the treated water is pumped into the drinking water 
distribution system. 
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Ali Elhassan, PE, PhD, MCES
Emily Steinweg, MCES

FROM: Christopher Larson, SEH

DATE: September 17, 2020

RE: Potential Next Steps Study Examples
NW Metro Regional Water Supply System Study

A preliminary draft of the Northwest Metro Area Regional Water Supply System Study (Northwest Metro Study) 
was issued in March 2020.  The report evaluated various water supply options for the Cities of Ramsey, Rogers, 
Dayton, and Corcoran; primarily looking at combining the Cities into a single water system and providing them 
with treated surface water or lime softened groundwater.  The costs of connecting all four cities to a central water 
treatment plant is significant.  The purpose of this memo is a preliminary evaluation of options that would reduce 
the initial capital costs.  A way to reduce costs would be to reduce the trunk watermain necessary by not 
connecting all four cities and picking cities that are in close proximity to each other.  The following sections 
identify two potential reduced scale options.  

Option 1 – Connect Ramsey, Rogers, and Dayton – Phase 1
For Option 1, it is assumed that the water treatment plant that is going to be constructed in Ramsey is converted 
to a surface water treatment plant.  The 2040 maximum day demands for the three cities is estimated to be 18.5 
MGD.  

Phase 1 of Option 1 would include a 20 MGD surface WTP in Ramsey, a river crossing, and approximately 4.5 
miles of 36” trunk watermain.  This scenario is depicted on Figure 1 (attached).  The concept level costs for 
Option 1 are included on the following table.  

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost
20 MGD Surface WTP 1 Lump Sum $60,000,000 $60,000,000
River Intake 1 Lump Sum $2,000,000 $2,000,000
36” Raw Watermain 22,000 Feet $500 $11,000,000
River Crossing 2,000 Feet $4,000 $8,000,000
Easements/ Land 
Acquisitions 10 Acres $100,000 $1,000,000

Environmental 6 Miles $50,000 $300,000
Subtotal $82,300,000

Contingency (30%) $24,700,000
Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $16,500,000

Total $123,500,000
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A risk of this scenario is that there is only one river crossing, however, Rogers has 7 wells and Dayton will have 4 
wells soon which could be used in the event of an emergency.  For comparison purposes, Approach 1 in the Draft 
NW Metro report which was a 25 MGD surface WTP connecting the four Cities was $224 million.  

Option 2 – Connect Dayton and Rogers – Phase 1
Option 2 assumes that a surface water treatment plant is constructed in Dayton and serves the Cities of Dayton 
and Rogers.  The 2040 maximum day demands for the two cities is estimated to be 8 MGD.  

Phase 1 of Option 2 would include a 10 MGD surface WTP in Dayton and approximately 2.7 miles of 24” trunk 
watermain.  This scenario is depicted on Figure 2 (attached).  The concept level costs for Option 1 are included 
on the following table.  

Item Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost
10 MGD Surface WTP 1 Lump Sum $42,000,000 $42,000,000
River Intake 1 Lump Sum $2,000,000 $2,000,000
24” Raw Watermain 14,000 Feet $400 $5,600,000
Easements/ Land 
Acquisitions 10 Acres $100,000 $1,000,000

Environmental 4 Miles $50,000 $300,000
Subtotal $50,900,000

Contingency (30%) $15,300,000
Eng/Admin/Legal (20%) $10,200,000

Total $76,400,000

Future Phases
The intent with a smaller scale initial NW Metro water supply project is that it could expanded to add additional 
communities in the future.  Interim watermain connections could also be made prior to making 2040 or ultimate 
demand connections.  An example of an interim connection would be to connect Corcoran to the Rogers 
distribution system as discussed in the draft Northwest Metro Study.  
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Public Works Committee   6. 3.           
Meeting Date: 10/19/2021  
By: Bruce Westby, Engineering/Public

Works

Title:
Receive Staff Updates on Improvement Projects, Studies and Items of Interest

Purpose/Background:
The purpose of this case is to update the Public Works Committee on current and proposed City, County and
MnDOT improvement projects and studies, and on other items of interest to the Committee.

City Improvement Projects 

Wetland 114P Outlet Control Improvements (#19-07) 
Work requested by Minnesota DNR
Construction proposed for 2022

Riverdale Drive Reconstruction – Feldspar St. to Sunfish Lake Blvd. (#21-00) 
Construction substantially complete
Final payment 2022

2022 PMP project updates
Tiger Street Reconstruction (#21-02) 

Construction substantially complete
Final payment 2022 

Business Park 95 Street Reconstructions (#21-03) 
Construction substantially complete
Final payment 2022 

2021 Neighborhood Pavement Overlay Improvements (#21-04) 
Construction substantially complete
Final payment 2021/22

2021 MSA Pavement Overlay Improvements (#21-05) 
Construction substantially complete
Final payment 2021/22

2021 Crack Seal Improvements (#21-06) 
Construction complete
Final payment 2021

2021 WTP Trunk Watermain Improvements (#21-08) 
Plans complete (SEH, Inc.)
Construction originally proposed for summer/fall 2021
SEH recommends fall 2021 bids, spring 2022 construction
CC to consider authorizing Ads for Bids October 26, 2021

2021 Water Treatment Plant (#21-09) 
Design 2021/22
Construction proposed 2022/23

2021 Additional Pavement Overlay Improvements (#21-12) 
Construction substantially complete

Anoka County Improvement Projects 

Roundabout at Armstrong Boulevard/CSAH 83 and Alpine Drive 
Anoka County received $1.35M in HSIP funds (est. project cost = $1.5M)



Anoka County and City of Ramsey share is $150,000 each (per $1.5M est.)
Construction proposed for 2023, pending City & County approvals
Anoka County presented project at July 27 City Council work session
Anoka County is preparing preliminary plans

CSAH 116 Interim Improvements 
Adding right turn lane on Sunwood Dr west of Bunker Lk Blvd
Forest Lake Contracting awarded contract
Construction in progress

CSAH 116 & TH 47 Intersection Improvements 
Construction completion anticipated fall 2021

MnDOT Improvement Projects 

US 10 / 169 & Ferry Street / TH 47 Interchange 
Construction proposed 2022 – 2023

Ferry Street / Trunk Highway 47 Grade Separation @ BNSF Rail Crossing 
Preliminary design on hold
MnDOT exploring realignment of Highway 47 to remove S-curve
$45M in bonds authorized October 2020
Tentatively proposed for construction in 2024 or later – Update attached

Rum River Bridge Replacement 
Construction proposed 2022 – 2023
Proposing three lanes between Highway 47 and 7th Street

Studies & Items of Interest 

5805 148th Lane NW 
On regular agenda

Anoka Solution Highway 10 Improvements 
Construction proposed 2022 – 2023

Ramsey Gateway Highway 10 Improvements 
Preliminary design in progress
Fully funded

Reduced Speed Limits on Local Streets 
No new requests received since last discussed
Staff continues to monitor actions in other cities 

Timeframe:
Staff estimates up to 10 minutes will be needed for updates and discussion. 

Observations/Alternatives:
N/A

Funding Source:
N/A

Recommendation:
N/A 

Action:
No formal action required. For Committee review and discussion purposes only. 

Attachments



Attachments
No file(s) attached.

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Grant Riemer MaryJo Warner 10/14/2021 04:08 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 10/14/2021 04:12 PM
Form Started By: Bruce Westby Started On: 10/05/2021 12:11 PM
Final Approval Date: 10/14/2021 



   
Public Works Committee   6. 4.           
Meeting Date: 10/19/2021  
By: Bruce Westby, Engineering/Public

Works

Title:
Review Future Topics Calendar

Purpose/Background:
Attached is a calendar of future topics for review and discussion by the Public Works Committee. The calendar
includes topics drawn from Committee requests received during meetings and/or unresolved topics previously
discussed by the Committee. Calendar dates are subject to change based on the availability of information and
required attendees, staff workload, and competing interests and objectives. 

Timeframe:
Staff estimates less than 5 minutes will be necessary to review the future topics calendar and address questions. 

Observations/Alternatives:
N/A

Funding Source:
N/A

Recommendation:
Staff recommends reviewing the attached calendar and to either approve the calendar by consensus or to direct Staff
to revise the calendar as follows; ______. 

Action:
No formal action required. For Committee review and discussion purposes only. 

Attachments
PWC Calendar Oct2021

Form Review
Inbox Reviewed By Date
Grant Riemer MaryJo Warner 10/14/2021 04:24 PM
Kurt Ulrich Kurt Ulrich 10/14/2021 04:27 PM
Form Started By: Bruce Westby Started On: 10/05/2021 12:12 PM
Final Approval Date: 10/14/2021 



  October 2021 

Public Works Committee Future Topics Calendar * 
 

 
 

Date Topics for Discussion – Committee Action 
January 2022 Sunfish Lake Sedimentation Basin Improvements (Westby) 
January 2022 Available Funding Assistance for Wet Basement Repairs (Westby) 
Future/TBD Sunwood Drive Roundabout Landscaping (Riemer) 
  
  
  
Date Topics for Discussion – Regulatory 
Future/TBD Sunfish Lake Boulevard Speed Study Results (Westby) 
Future/TBD Bunker Lake Boulevard Speed Study Results (Westby) 
Future/TBD County Ditch Maintenance / Buffer Law (Westby) 
  
  
  
Date Topics for Discussion – Policy 
Future/TBD Landscaped Median Maintenance Policy (Riemer) 
November 2021 Draft Trail Maintenance Policy (Westby) 
November 2021 Draft Stormwater Pond Maintenance Policy (Westby) 
  
  
  
Date Topics for Discussion – Planning and Budget 
November 2021 Municipal State Aid System (MSAS) Revisions (Westby) 
February 2022 Review 1996 and 2007 (unadopted) TH 47 Corridor Studies (Westby) 
Future/TBD Asset Management Program (Westby) 
October 2021 Yellow Flashing Arrows/Traffic Signals (NEW) 
  
  
Date Topics for Discussion – Staff Updates 
Ongoing Water Conservation Opportunities / Incentives (Westby) 
October 2021 NW Metro Area Regional Surface Water Supply Study (Westby) 
November 2021 TH 47 Safety Study (Westby) 
Ongoing NW Metro Mississippi River Crossing Feasibility Analysis (Westby) 
  
  

 
 * Dates subject to change based on availability of information, required attendees, staff 

workload, and competing interests and objectives. 
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