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Roll Call
1. Agenda
2. Minutes
A. March 2, 2022

3. New Business
4. Public Hearings
A. Preliminary Plat for Emerson Emelia Place Addition (The Drover Phase II)
B. Development Application for Danner, Inc’s Proposed Relocation to Verderosa Avenue - This item has
been postponed to May 4, 2022.
C. Ordinance Repealing and Replacing the Fence Ordinance

5. Other Business
6. Adjournment

Next Planning Commission Meeting: May 4, 2022
This meeting is being taped by Town Square Television (NDC4): phone: 651-451-7834 web: www.townsquare.tv
Replays can be viewed on Government Channel 18/798 HD on the Saturday following the meeting at 3:00 p.m. & 9:00
p.m.

MINUTES OF MEETING
SOUTH ST. PAUL PLANNING COMMISISON
March 2, 2022

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER BY ACTING CHAIR DESMARAIS AT 7:00 P.M.
Present:

Absent:

Angela DesMarais
Tim Felton
Geoff Fournier
Jason Frankot
Ruth Krueger
Matthew Thompson
Michael Healy, City Planner
Monika Mann, Community Development Specialist
James Hart

1)

APPROVAL OF AGENDA – Motion to approve as presented - Thompson/ Fournier (6-0).

2)

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – February 2, 2022 – Motion to approve the minutes as presented –
Thompson/Fournier (6-0).

3)

NEW BUSINESS
A. Planning Commission Rules of Order

Motion to adopt the Planning Commission Rules of Order as presented- Felton/ Krueger (6-0).
B. Election of Officers
Motion to elect Matthew Thompson as the Chair of the Planning Commission- Fournier/Frankot (6-0).
Motion to elect Angela DesMarais as the Vice Chair of the Planning Commission- Krueger/Fournier (6-0).
4)

PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. Interim Use Permit for a Temporary Building for the South Metro Fire Department

Mr. Healy shared the staff report. The Applicant is the South Metro Fire Department/the City of South St. Paul.
They are seeking an Interim Use Permit (IUP) to operate a fire station out of a temporary building in the parking
lot of the Public Works department’s maintenance facility while City Hall is being renovated. The renovations
include a new roof and a complete interior redesign of the Fire Department wing as well as interior remodels for
a number of other departments. The Fire Department will need to set up a temporary fire station within South St.
Paul during this time to maintain response times to calls. The Public Work’s facility has room for a temporary
building and would allow for South Metro Fire to respond to calls in a timely manner. Staff recommend
approval of the IUP.
Commissioner DesMarais asked staff about the length of the IUP. Mr. Healy explained that the code requires
IUPs to have a defined expiration point which can be a calendar date or event. The proposed IUP would be
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project-specific as opposed to date-specific so the City would not need to come back for an IUP extension in the
event that the renovation project takes longer than expected.
Commissioner Krueger asked if the temporary building would have water, sewer, and electric. Mr. Healy
deferred to Mark Juelfs, Chief for South Metro Fire, on the question. Mr. Juelfs stated that the trailer would be
hardwired with electric, running water and would have a holding tank for plumbing that would be pumped at
least once a week.
Chair Thompson opened the public hearing.
No one was present to comment on the item nor had any correspondence been received.
Chair Thompson closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Frankot asked if there were other locations that were considered. Mr. Healy stated that he was
not a part of the internal discussion; however, the only districts that allow temporary buildings are the Industrial
districts, so the Public Works facility was a natural choice.
Commissioner Thompson asked for clarification that the IUP was tied to the renovation of the Fire Department
wing, not the City Hall renovation project as a whole, meaning that once the Fire Department was back in City
Hall, the IUP would terminate. Mr. Healy explained that the City Hall project is one project that is being
completed in multiple phases. The trailer would just be used for the Fire Department while their wing was being
renovated.
Motion to recommend approval of an Interim Use Permit for a temporary fire station at 400 Richmond Street
East- Frankot/ DesMarais (6-0).
B. Ordinance Amendment to Update the Landscaping Ordinance and Establish Landscaping Guarantee
Requirements for Development Projects
Mr. Healy presented the staff report. The Applicant is the City of South St. Paul. The City code requires
landscaping in the front and side yards of all developed districts. Certain zoning districts have additional
landscaping standards that regulate the number of trees on a lot, the minimum amount of lot coverage, and the
minimum value of the landscaping. The City requires a landscaping plan for new development and for new uses
that require a major zoning approval. The approval of a development project is usually contingent on
landscaping being completed and maintained. South St. Paul has periodically had problems with property
owners never completing their landscaping or allowing the landscaping to die. Most communities require a
landscaping guarantee for their new development in the form of a financial guarantee being provided at the time
of building permit. The money is returned after the Applicant has completed their landscaping and the
landscaping has survived at least one year. South St. Paul has never codified this practice but has taken
landscaping guarantees on a case-by-case basis. Staff is proposing to update the landscaping ordinance to create
a minimum planting size, establish a consistent process for updating an approved landscaping plan, and
establishing a landscape guarantee requirement. Staff recommend approval of the proposed ordinance.
Commissioner Krueger asked staff to clarify if the ordinance would only apply to developments or if the
ordinance would apply to residential properties as well. Mr. Healy explained that the ordinance is written to
apply to development projects and some business expansions and would not apply to single-family homes, twofamily homes or three- family homes.
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Chair Thompson opened the public hearing.
No one was present to comment on the item nor had any correspondence been received.
Chair Thompson closed the public hearing.
Motion to recommend approval of the proposed landscaping ordinance- DesMarais/ Felton (6-0).
5)

OTHER BUSINESS
A. Discussion on Commercial and Residential Fence Standards

Ms. Mann requested feedback from the commissioners about proposed changes to the fence ordinance in
response to inquiries about the fence code from the last year. Staff is proposing language that would clarify the
fence height standards for commercial fences and reorganize the existing code to be more user-friendly. Staff is
looking for feedback on whether metal privacy panels and masonry should be included in the list of allowable
fence materials. Staff is also looking for a definitive answer on whether fence tarps and chain link slats should
be allowable fencing materials. Finally, staff is looking for feedback on if the code should be changed to allow
privacy fence panels to be attached to a residential deck.
The consensus was that the commercial districts should have fencing standards similar to the standards that are
in place for residential districts, with the exception of industrial type uses in the general business district. The
list of allowable fence materials should be expanded to include masonry and metal privacy fencing. Fence tarps
and chain link slats should be prohibited in residential districts. Fence tarps should be prohibited in commercial
district, but chain link slats should be allowed in the side and rear yard of a commercially zoned property.
Finally, the code should not be amended to allow privacy fence panels to be attached to residential decks.
B. Discussion on Front Yard Setback Requirements in Commercial Zoning Districts
Mr. Healy brought forward a discussion item on the front yard setbacks in the commercial districts. The City’s
Comprehensive plan and a number of the city’s small area plans call for traditional main street development
where buildings are placed up to the sidewalk. Most of the city’s commercial buildings were built with a 0-foot
setback until the 1970s. Between the 1970s and the 1990s, the code required traditional suburban development
with buildings located further away from the front property line with a parking lot between the sidewalk and the
building. The City changed courses in the early 2000s and started rewriting the code ‘down the hill’ to require
buildings to be close to the sidewalk. Between the 2000s code rewrite and the updates to the code through the
MMM District, the setbacks have been adjusted to allow this traditional main street development in the MMM
and CGMU districts. This leaves the General Business and Retail Business districts, both commercial districts,
stuck with buildings that must be at least 40 feet back from the centerline of the nearest road. This setback
requirement may create difficulties for the new library at the corner of Marie Avenue and 7th Avenue North,
which is proposed to be a pedestrian-oriented building. Staff is looking for feedback on whether to bring
forward an ordinance decreasing the front yard setbacks for buildings that have a pedestrian-oriented design if
the design is consistent with the architectural context of the area.
Commissioner Frankot asked about the applicability of the proposed ordinance beyond the scope of the library
project. Mr. Healy explained that there are a number of vacant lots positioned for development including the lot
adjacent to the Dollar General and the property across the street from the old Kaposia Convenience gas station.
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Mr. Healy pointed out that the ordinance could benefit existing businesses on Southview Boulevard and Marie
Avenue that may want to expand their existing building but do not currently meet setback requirements. The
proposed ordinance would be a way to allow an addition without a variance.
The consensus was that it would be appropriate to allow decreased front yard setbacks for pedestrian-oriented
properties in the commercial districts if it was determined to be consistent with the architectural context of the
area.
6)

ADJOURNMENT

Motion to adjourn- DesMarais/Felton (6-0).

AGENDA ITEM 4.A

South St. Paul Planning Commission

Prepared By:
Michael Healy, City Planner

Meeting Date:
4/6/2022

Item Description:
Public Hearing for a Preliminary Plat for Emerson Amelia
Place Addition (The Drover Phase II)

ACTION REQUESTED
A motion recommending approval or denial of the preliminary plat of Emerson Amelia Place Addition.
BACKGROUND/ DISCUSSION
OVERVIEW
Application
The Applicant, Master Properties, is requesting the following City approvals for a proposal to eventually
develop an apartment building called “The Vaquero” which will function as a Phase II of “The Drover”
apartment building at 161 Concord Exchange North:
1. A Preliminary Plat. The preliminary plat would turn “The Drover” and the land surrounding it into two
buildable lots. One lot would support the existing apartment building and the second lot would be the
site of a future second apartment building.
The Planning Commission and City Council reviewed a concept plan for the proposed Phase II development
at a Joint Worksession held on May 24, 2021. There was general support for the development concept. The
staff memo for the concept plan review is Exhibit F of this memo.
Review Timeline
Application Submittal: March 7, 2022
Planning Commission: April 6, 2022
Tentative City Council Meeting: April 18, 2022
120-Day Review Deadline: July 5, 2022
Background
Master Properties, the developer behind “The Drover” apartment building on Concord Exchange, is
proposing a Phase II of that development which they are calling “The Vaquero.” The new apartment building
would be built to the south of the existing apartment building. The new building would have 170 units with

a mix of studio units, one-bedroom units, and two-bedroom units. It would be similar in architectural design
and site amenities to “The Yards” development which is currently under construction across the street. The
Vaquero would feature a swimming pool, rooftop patio, fitness center, clubroom, lobby lounge, and other
premium recreational amenities for use by residents.
Relevant City Code
The subject property is primarily zoned CGMU-Concord Gateway Mixed Use Subdistrict 1. There is a small
section of the subject property that is currently zoned R-4 Multifamily Residential but the 2040
Comprehensive Plan calls for that area to be rezoned to a mixed-use zoning district and it will be rezoned to
CGMU-1 as part of the development project. The subject property is located in the Mississippi River Critical
Corridor Area overlay district. The following zoning code sections are relevant to this preliminary plat review:
•

Chapter 114 of the City Code regulates subdivisions and the platting process.

•

Section 118-125 of the City Code governs the Concord Gateway Mixed-Use (CGMU) Zoning District.

•

Section 118-167 of the City Code regulates the Mississippi River Corridor zoning overlay district.

•

Sections 42-89 through 42-93 of the City Code regulate park dedication requirements.

Why is the Preliminary Plat Being Processed Before the Rest of the Development Application?
The Applicant is seeking to secure the land surrounding “The Drover” to create a second buildable lot where
they can construct the new apartment building. The land surrounding the Drover is very messy from a title
standpoint and the process for turning it into a buildable lot is extremely complicated. The Applicant’s
project team has been working with City Staff and the City Attorney for the better part of a year to resolve
the title issues. The City Attorney has advised the project team to move forward with the preliminary plat
by itself as a first step in resolving the title issues. The rest of the development application-the new
apartment building’s site plan and conditional use permits-will be processed alongside the final plat.
The title complications are extremely technical and need to be resolved with heavy involvement from the
City Attorney and the Applicant’s legal team. Staff has prepared a summary of some of the main issues:
•

The project will involve the partial removal of Veteran’s Memorial Drive, a short local road that runs
to the west of “The Drover.” The northern part of the road will remain and will serve the subject
property as well as the Grand Hill Condominiums and the Nan McKay high-rise. The southern part of
the road will be removed so that the land underneath can be added to the development site for “The
Vaquero.” Veteran’s Memorial Drive is not a platted street and its partial removal will not need to
follow the formal vacation process.

•

There are large surface parking lots surrounding “The Drover” that were constructed in the 1970’s
to support 161 Concord Exchange North when it was still an office building (it was not converted to
apartments until 2018).
o The surface parking lots stretch across multiple parcels and these parcels have very chaotic
property lines. Some parts of the parking lots are located on “The Drover” property, some
parts are located on a property owned by City’s Economic Development Authority (EDA), and

some parts are located on property owned by the City’s Housing and Redevelopment
Authority (HRA).
o Some parts of the parking lots are located in a piece of unvacated street right-of-way that
was platted back in the late 1800’s. The street, which was called “Pitt Street,” was torn out in
the 1970’s as part of the urban renewal project that targeted the Concord Exchange area.
•

The remaining Pitt Street right-of-way needs to be vacated. Once the street has been vacated, the
land underneath it will accrue to each adjacent property owner. Some of that land will then need to
be split off from those adjacent properties via lot splits and added to the development site.

•

The EDA has a purchase agreement to acquire a small piece of land from the Grand Hill
Condominiums which is crucial to moving the development project forward. The EDA will ultimately
sell this small piece of land to the Applicant along with the other land that the EDA already controls.

•

There is some land in the area that is effectively off-limits and cannot be part of the development
site because it carries deed restrictions that are governed by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). Getting HUD’s permission to release land from deed restrictions is not
impossible but it is a process that can take years and adds a major element of uncertainty to a
development project. The Applicant has had to design the plat around the deed-restricted parcels.

Exhibit B of this memo is a graphic that shows who currently owns the various pieces of land that comprise
the project site. The preliminary plat approval will include approval conditions that require the Applicant to
resolve all of the title issues before a final plat can be recorded which will create the new buildable lot.
PRELIMINARY PLAT REVIEW
Lot Dimensions
The CGMU zoning district does not have a minimum lot size requirement or a minimum lot width
requirement.
Block Length
Section 114-66 of the Subdivision Ordinance states that block lengths exceeding 1,200 feet shall not be
allowed. The elimination of the southern end of Veteran’s Memorial Drive will result in the merger of two
existing blocks which will create a new block that is longer than 1,200 feet. The Applicant is proposing to
maintain some level of connectivity in the area by building a sidewalk that will roughly follow the existing
alignment of Veteran’s Memorial Drive. The sidewalk will be “private” and will be primarily designed to meet
the needs of the apartment residents living on the site but the Applicant is planning to also allow the
community to use the new sidewalk.
In areas “down the hill” on Concord Exchange and Concord Street, the block length rule has frequently
needed to be waived because the bluffs prevent extension of the street grid that is in place “up the hill.”
Additionally, the type of large-scale development that occurs “down the hill” sometimes necessitates larger
block sizes. The proposed development will be processed as a Planned Unit Development that offers
flexibility from some zoning and subdivision requirements. Approval of the preliminary plat will need to be
contingent upon approval of the project’s Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit Development which
will include flexibility from the block length requirement.

Removal of Part of Veteran’s Memorial Drive
If the southern end of Veteran’s Memorial Drive is removed, two things will need to happen:
1. Because the street will dead-end, it will not be possible to service it during the winter with standard City
snow plows. The City and the Applicant will need to enter into a maintenance agreement to handle snow
removal.
2. There is utility infrastructure underneath Veteran’s Memorial Drive. The City will need to make sure that
this infrastructure is protected by an easement before the land is sold to the Applicant.
Future Vacation of Pitt Street
The approval of the preliminary plat will need to be contingent upon the future vacation of Pitt Street. The
City will be taking the lead on vacating Pitt Street in coordination with the City Attorney’s office.
Mississippi River Critical Corridor Area Zoning Overlay
The preliminary plat does not appear to be inconsistent with the regulations of the City’s Mississippi River
Critical Corridor Area (MRRCA) ordinance.
Easements
Section 114-65 of the Subdivision Ordinance states that the City may require drainage and utility easements
around the perimeter of new platted lots. These easements are generally 10 feet wide but the City Engineer
makes the final determination about whether the easements are needed and how wide they need to be. A
condition of approval of the preliminary plat will need to be that the Applicant must coordinate with the
City Engineer and add drainage and utility easements to the plat if deemed necessary.
Shrinking of “The Drover” Lot
The proposed plat would take some of the land that currently constitutes “The Drover’s” parcel and will use
that land to create the new buildable lot for the new “The Vaquero” building. This is necessary in order to
get the property lines in the right locations in order to construct the structured parking facility that will be
attached to “The Vaquero” but will provide dedicated parking for residents of both apartment buildings as
well as some public parking stalls that are available to customers of area businesses.
Shrinking “The Drover” lot will require special approvals because:
1. Residential development in this part of the city is limited to a maximum density of 75 units per acre. The
overall development project, Phase I and Phase II together, will have a density of roughly 66 units per
acre and will comply with this limit. The parcel that “The Drover” is going to sit on will only be ½ acre,
however, so it would not adhere to the density limit if reviewed as a standalone project. This will need
to be addressed through the Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit Development.
2. The existing “The Drover” apartment building will not meet rear yard setback requirements from the
property lines that it shares with the new buildable lot that will host the Phase II building. This will need
to be addressed through the Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit Development.

3. “The Drover” is subject to a Tax Increment Financing (TIF) agreement which is tied to the legal description
of the existing parcel. The TIF agreement will need to be modified as part of the plat moving forward.
The City’s EDA will need to consent to the modification of the TIF district.
Park Dedication Fee
The City will be requiring payment of a cash-in-lieu fee instead of requiring that a part of the subject property
be turned into a new public park. Per the Park Dedication Ordinance, the fee is set at 10% of the value of
the land that is being subdivided. The “value,” for the purposes of this calculation, is just the value of the
land itself and any public improvements. The value does not include the real estate value of any existing
buildings or private improvements. The Code specifies that the park dedication fee may not exceed $2,500
per unit, regardless of what the value of the land ends up being. Staff will work with the City Attorney’s
office to calculate the park dedication fee and this will be presented at the time of final plat.
REVIEW CRITERIA
Preliminary plat proposals should be reviewed against the requirements for preliminary plats that are given
in the City’s Subdivision Ordinance and the relevant lot dimension standards for the applicable zoning
district. Preliminary plats that 100% conform to the City Code generally must be approved. As outlined
earlier in this memo, the proposed preliminary plat does largely conform to the City’s subdivision ordinance
but will require some flexibility via the Planned Unit Development (PUD) approval process. This PUD
flexibility is required primarily because the two lots are going to be highly intertwined with the Drover Phase
I and Phase II sharing parking and other site amenities which will be spread across both lots.
COMMENTS FROM OTHER DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES
Dakota County Plat Commission Comments
The Dakota County Plat Commission reviewed the project because it is adjacent to a County road. Their
comments are included as an attachment.
DNR Comments
The DNR was invited to review the preliminary plat due to it being in the Mississippi River Corridor Critical
Area. They declined to comment.
City Engineer
The City Engineer has written a comments letter which is included as an attachment. Some of the comments
relate to the preliminary plat and other parts of the letter relate to the draft site plan of the proposed
apartment project. Only the parts of the comment letter that relate to the preliminary plat are relevant for
the purposes of the current review.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
City Staff, the EDA, and the project team have worked very hard to bring the project to this point and resolve
the numerous title issues. For the purposes of this preliminary plat review, the Planning Commission is asked
to somewhat ignore the larger development project and focus solely on the land that lies beneath the
proposed development site. If the Planning Commission agrees with City Staff that it is appropriate to allow

the existing jumble of parcels and unvacated right-of-way to eventually be turned into a new buildable
development lot, the Planning Commission should recommend approval of the preliminary plat with the
following conditions:
1. Approved Plans. The conditions of this approval are based on the following plans:
a. Preliminary Plat for Emerson Emelia Place (Daniel Thurmes)

dated 3-21-22

2. Applicant Must Acquire All Necessary Parcels. The preliminary plat approval is contingent upon the
Applicant acquiring all necessary parcels to undertake the subdivision. If the Applicant does not own all
of the properties that are involved in the proposed subdivision at time of final plat application, they must
have the written consent of all owners to apply for final plat approval.
3. Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit Development Required. The approval of the preliminary plat
is contingent upon the future approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit Development
which covers both Lot 1 and Lot 2, Block 1 and does at least the following:
a. The CUP/PUD must allow the creation of a new block that will exceed 1,200 feet in length.
b. The CUP/PUD must allow density calculations for the project to be spread over both lots in the
proposed plat. A density of no more than 75 units per acre is allowed in this area, per the Zoning
Code and the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. If evaluated by itself, Lot 1, Block 1 would exceed this
density because “the Drover” building has 68 units and will sit on a .52 acre lot following the plat.
c. The CUP/PUD must grant setback flexibility along the shared property lines between the two
platted lots. The existing “The Drover” building will not comply with rear yard setback
requirements if the proposed plat is implemented. There will also be setback nonconformities
with existing and proposed surface parking stalls.
4. Vacation of Pitt Street Required. The approval of the preliminary plat is contingent upon the vacation
of the Pitt Street right-of-way which runs through the subject property.
5. Easement over Utility Infrastructure in Veteran’s Memorial Drive Required. The approval of the
preliminary plat is contingent upon the City agreeing to the partial removal the existing public roadway
known as Veteran’s Memorial Drive, as shown on the preliminary plat. The City shall be granted any
necessary easements to cover those utilities that currently reside within the footprint of the roadway.
6. Maintenance Agreement Required for Snow Removal. If part of Veteran’s Memorial Drive is removed
and the road becomes a dead-end street, it will no longer be possible for City snow plows to handle snow
removal. The Applicant shall be required to enter into a maintenance agreement with the City to handle
snow removal on Veteran’s Memorial Drive.
7. Perimeter Drainage and Utility Easements Shall Be Added if Required by City Engineer. In accordance
with Section 114-65 of the City Code, the Applicant will add drainage and utility easements around all or
part of the perimeter of the new platted lots if determined to be necessary by the City Engineer.

8. Rezoning Required. Part of the proposed plat area is currently zoned R-4 Multifamily Residential District.
Any part of the two proposed lots that is currently zoned R-4 must be rezoned to Concord Gateway
Mixed Use Subdistrict 1 (CGMU-1) so that neither of the newly platted lots end up with split zoning.
9. Lot Splits Required. The preliminary plat contemplates creating Lot 2, Block 1 in part by splitting off
pieces of several larger existing tax parcels. The preliminary plat approval is contingent upon those lot
splits taking place. Unless the City or EDA assumes responsibility for the task, the Applicant shall be
responsible for providing legal descriptions for the pieces of land that need to be split off from existing
parcels.
10. Modified TIF Agreement Required. The approval of the Preliminary Plat is contingent upon the Applicant
entering into a modified TIF agreement that reflects the fact that the parcel that “The Drover” sits on
will be decreasing in size and will have a new legal description.
11. EDA Must Consent to TIF District Changes. Approval of the preliminary plat is conditioned upon the
City’s Economic Development Authority approving such modifications to the tax increment financing
plans and related documents for TIF District No. 2 and the Grand Avenue Gateway TIF District to realign
parcels and reallocate tax capacities and minimum assessment values to permit the reconfiguration of
parcels as shown in the preliminary plat.
12. Development Agreement Required. The Applicant shall enter into a development agreement with the
City and the Economic Development Authority.
13. Stormwater Maintenance Agreement. A stormwater maintenance agreement shall be required prior to
final plat recording.
14. Park Dedication Fee. A cash-in-lieu park dedication fee shall be calculated at time of final plat and
collected in accordance with the development agreement.
15. Addressing Dakota County Plat Commission Comments. The Applicant shall address the comments
made by the Dakota County Plat Commission which are stated in their letter dated 3-18-2022.
16. Preliminary Plat Approval Expiration. The preliminary plat approval shall expire within three years of
the date of approval unless a final plat application has been submitted or an extension has been granted
by the City Council.
17. Final Plat Required. A final plat shall be required. Unless otherwise approved by the City Council, no
building permits shall be issued for the proposed project until the final plat has been approved and
recorded with Dakota County.
Engineering Conditions
18. City Engineer’s Letter. The Applicant shall address any comments in the City Engineer’s letter dated 323-2022 that relate to the preliminary plat.
REQUIRED ACTION
The Planning Commission has the following actions available on the proposed application:

A. Approval. If the Planning Commission wishes to recommend approval of the preliminary plat, the
following action should be taken:
•

Motion to recommend approval of the preliminary plat for Emerson Emilia Place.

B. Denial. If the Planning Commission wishes to recommend denial of the preliminary plat, the following
action should be taken:
•

Motion to recommend denial of the preliminary plat for Emerson Emilia Place.
If the recommendation is denial, the Planning Commission should adopt findings for the denial.

ATTACHMENTS
A. Site Location Map
B. Exhibit Showing Existing Parcels that Constitute the Preliminary Plat Area
C. Proposed Preliminary Plat
D. City Engineer’s Letter
E. Dakota County Plat Commission Letter
F. Staff Memo from Concept Plan Review

ATTACHMENT A
SITE LOCATION MAP

ATTACHMENT B
EXHIBIT SHOWING EXISTING PARCELS THAT CONSTITUTE THE PRELIMINARY PLAT AREA
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ATTACHMENT C
PROPOSED PRELIMINARY PLAT

REVISION
INITIAL ISSUE
REVISED BOUNDARY
REVISED LEGAL DESC.
REVISED BOUNDARY
CITY COMMENTS
CITY COMMENTS

CERTIFICATION:
I hereby certify that this plan was prepared by
me, or under my direct supervision, and that I am
a duly Licensed Land Surveyor under the laws of
the state of Minnesota.

Daniel L. Thurmes Registration Number: 25718

03-21-22
Date:__________________

PROJECT LOCATION:

161

CONCORD EXCHANGE N
PID#367285006

125

3RD AVENUE NO
PID#367285006
Suite #200
1970 Northwestern Ave
Stillwater, MN 55082
Phone 651.275.8969
Fax 651.275.8976
dan@
cssurvey
.net

OWNER: HRA OF SOUTH ST PAUL

CORNERSTO
LAND SURVEYING,
FILE NAME
PROJECT NO.

1-PREPLATMPM01
MPM17001

PRELIMINARY PLAT OF

EMERSON EMILIA PLACE

SHEET 1 OF 2

161
CONCORD EXCHANG
CONTACT:

That part of Blocks 3 and 6, and alley located between Blocks 3 and 6, all
located in Stockyards Rearrangement of Blocks 1 - 12, inclusive, of South St.
Paul, according to the recorded plat, and platted Pitt Street, Dakota County,
Minnesota, described as follows:
Commencing at the most Northerly corner of Lot 1 of said Block 3; thence
South 19 degrees 14 minutes 40 seconds East, assumed bearing along the
Northeasterly boundary line of said Block 3, a distance of 34.27 feet to the
POINT OF BEGINNING of the parcel of land to be described; thence
continuing South 19 degrees 14 minutes 40 seconds East along said
Northeasterly boundary line of said Block 3, a distance of 415.26 feet;
thence South 07 degrees 04 minutes 31 seconds East a distance of 146.79
feet to the northeast corner of Lot 24, said Block 3; thence South 82
degrees 38 minutes 59 seconds West along the northwesterly line of said
Lot 24 a distance of 130.07 feet to the northwest corner of said Lot 24;
thence South 00 degrees 11 minutes 18 seconds West along the westerly
line of said Block 3 a distance of 147.70 feet to the north line of Marie
Avenue; thence South 89 degrees 24 minutes 52 seconds West along said
north line a distance of 35.00 feet; thence North 26 degrees 13 minutes 50
seconds West a distance of 293.96 feet to the easterly right of way line of
platted Pitt Street; thence South 89 degrees 24 minutes 52 seconds West a
distance of 60.01 feet to the westerly right of way line of platted Pitt Street;
thence North 00 degrees 11 minutes 13 seconds East along said westerly
right of way line a distance of 254.39 feet to the northeast corner of Lot 9,
Block 7, Stockyards Rearrangement of Blocks 1 - 12, inclusive, of South St.
Paul; thence North 00 degrees 11 minutes 13 seconds East a distance of
129.84 feet to the northeast corner of Block 8, Stockyards Rearrangement
of Blocks 1 - 12, inclusive, of South St. Paul; thence North 89 degrees 15
minutes 18 seconds East 89.90 feet; thence North 63 degrees 30 minutes
58 seconds East a distance of 121.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.
(Abstract Property)
AND
That part of the common elements of COMMON INTEREST COMMUNITY
NUMBER 461, A CONDOMINIUM, GRAND HILL CONDOMINIUM, Dakota County,
Minnesota described as follows:
COMMENCING at the northwest corner of said GRAND HILL CONDOMINIUM;
thence on an assumed bearing of North 89 degrees 31 minutes 35 seconds
East along the north line of said GRAND HILL CONDOMINIUM a distance of
295.18 feet; thence continuing along the last described course a distance
of 5.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence South 00 degrees 28
minutes 25 seconds West a distance of 108.37 feet; thence 21.73 feet
southerly along a tangential curve concave to the east having a radius of
81.01 feet and a central angle of 15 degrees 21 minutes 59 seconds to the
north line of Lot 9, Block 7, Stockyards Rearrangement of Blocks 1 - 12,
inclusive, of South St. Paul; thence North 89 degrees 31 minutes 16
seconds East a distance of 16.58 feet to the northeast corner of said Lot 9;
thence North 00 degrees 11 minutes 13 seconds East a distance of 129.84
feet; thence South 89 degrees 31 minutes 35 seconds West a distance of
15.80 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.
Being Registered Land
(Torrens Property)
AND
All that part of Lot One (1), Block Eight (8) of the Stockyards Rearrangement of
Blocks One, Two, Three, Four, Five, Six, Seven, Eight, Nine, Ten, Eleven and
Twelve of South St. Paul, contained in the following description: A five (5) foot
wide strip of land adjacent to and parallel with the Easterly right-of-way line of
Pitt Street (fifty two foot wide right-of-way) as constructed under City Project
No. 1974-7, the centerline of said right-of-way being described as:
Commencing at a point on the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue,
distant 46.8 feet West of the Northeast Corner of Block 8, Stockyards
Rearrangement of Blocks one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, nine,
ten, eleven and twelve of South St. Paul; thence Southerly at right angles to
said South line of Grand Avenue, a distance of 108.37 feet; thence
Southeasterly along a tangential curve to the left having a radius of 112.01
feet and a central angle of 26° 52' a distance of 52.53 feet; thence
Southeasterly along a line tangent to said 112.01 foot radius curve a
distance of 329.5 feet more or less to the beginning of a tangential curve
to the left having a radius of 51.0 feet and a central angle of 69° 58' 39"
and there terminating.

EXISTING AREAS:
TOTAL AREA = 155,010 SQ.FT., BEING 3.55 ACRES, MORE OR LESS

PROPOSED AREAS:
LOT 1 = 22,858 SQ.FT., BEING 0.52 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
LOT 2 = 132,152 SQ.FT., BEING 3.03 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
TOTAL AREA = 155,010 SQ.FT., BEING 3.55 ACRES, MORE OR LESS

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES NOTES:
THE UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN HAVE BEEN LOCATED FROM FIELD
SURVEY INFORMATION AND EXISTING DRAWINGS. THE SURVEYOR MAKES NO
GUARANTEE THAT THE UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN COMPRISE ALL SUCH
UTILITIES IN THE AREA, EITHER IN SERVICE OR ABANDONED. THE SURVEYOR
FURTHER DOES NOT WARRANT THAT THE UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN
ARE IN THE EXACT LOCATION INDICATED ALTHOUGH HE DOES CERTIFY THAT
THEY ARE LOCATED AS ACCURATELY AS POSSIBLE FROM THE INFORMATION
AVAILABLE. THE SURVEYOR HAS NOT PHYSICALLY LOCATED THE
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. GOPHER STATE ONE CALL LOCATE TICKET
NUMBER(S) 172770540 AND 183023361. SOME MAPS WERE RECEIVED, WHILE
OTHER UTILITIES DID NOT RESPOND TO THE LOCATE REQUEST. ADDITIONAL
UTILITIES OF WHICH WE ARE UNAWARE MAY EXIST. OTHER UTILITIES MAY EXIST
ON THIS SITE THAT WERE NOT MARKED UP.

SURVEY NOTES:

CALL BEFORE YOU DIG!

Gopher State One Call

1. BEARINGS ARE BASED ON COORDINATES SUPPLIED BY THE DAKOTA COUNTY
SURVEYORS OFFICE.
2. UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN PER GOPHER STATE ONE CALL LOCATES
AND AS-BUILTS PLANS PROVIDED BY THE CITY OF SOUTH ST. PAUL.
3. THERE MAY BE SOME UNDERGROUND UTILITIES; GAS, ELECTRIC, ETC. NOT
SHOWN OR LOCATED.
4. IT IS ASSUMED CENTERLINE OF VETERANS MEMORIAL DRIVE (PITT STREET) IS
TO BE TANGENT TO THE LAST DESCRIBED CURVE IN THIS AREA. FURTHER
TITLE RESEARCH SHOULD BE PERFORMED TO VERIFY THE EXACT LOCATION
OF THIS PORTION OF VETERANS MEMORIAL DRIVE.

COUNTY/CITY:

DAKOT
COUNT

CITY O
SOUTH ST. PA
VICINITY MAP

TWIN CITY AREA:
651-454-0002
TOLL FREE:
1-800-252-1166

NORTH

EXISTING LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

MASTER PROPERTIES MINNESOTA
Max Heitzmann
Director of Development
Eiden Building-North Loop Gateway
201 West Broadway Ave
Minneapolis, MN 55411
P:612-236-1610

(NOT TO SCALE)

LEGEND:

FLOOD INFORMATION:
THE MAJORITY OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY LIES WITHIN THE UNSHADED ZONE X,
AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE 0.2% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOODPLAIN,
AS SHOWN ON FEMA FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP NUMBER 27037C0043E
HAVING AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF DECEMBER 11, 2011. IT APPEARS A PORTION
OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IN THE SOUTHEAST CORNER NEAR THE BUILDING
FALLS WITHIN THE SHADED ZONE X, 0.2% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD HAZARD,
AREA BEING PROTECTED FROM THE 1% ANNUAL CHANCE OR GREATER FLOOD
HAZARD BY A LEVEE SYSTEM THAT HAS BEEN PROVISIONALLY ACCREDITED AS
NOTED ON THE HEREINBEFORE DESCRIBED FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP.
(SEE SHEET 1 OF 2 FOR APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS OF THE 0.2% ANNUAL
CHANCE FLOOD HAZARD)

FOUND MONUMENT

FIRE DEPT. CONNECTION

SET 1/2" IRON PIPE
MARKED RLS NO. 25718

HYDRANT
CURB STOP

CABLE TV PEDESTAL

WATER WELL

AIR CONDITIONER

WATER MANHOLE

ELECTRIC MANHOLE

WATER METER

ELECTRIC METER

POST INDICATOR VALVE

ELECTRIC PEDESTAL

WATER VALVE

ELECTRIC TRANSFORMER

BOLLARD

LIGHT POLE

FLAG POLE

GUY WIRE

MAIL BOX

POWER POLE

TRAFFIC SIGN

GAS MANHOLE

UNKNOWN MANHOLE

GAS METER

SOIL BORING

TELEPHONE MANHOLE

SPOT ELEVATION

TELEPHONE PEDESTAL

TRAFFIC SIGNAL

SANITARY CLEANOUT
SANITARY MANHOLE

CONIFEROUS TREE

CATCH BASIN
STORM DRAIN

EXISTING PARKING:
THERE ARE 122 FULL VISIBLE PARKING STALLS DESIGNATED ON THIS PARCEL
INCLUDING 7 HANDICAP STALLS.

DECIDUOUS TREE

FLARED END SECTION
STORM MANHOLE

UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC
UNDERGROUND CABLE TV
UNDERGROUND FIBER OPTIC
UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE

BENCHMARKS:
ELEVATIONS BASED ON INFORMATION AS SHOWN ON THE MNDOT GEODETIC
WEBSITE. SURVEY DISK 1912A WITH AN ELEVATION OF 706.17 WAS USED TO
ESTABLISH VERTICAL CONTROL FOR THIS SURVEY (NAVD 88)

OVERHEAD UTILITY
UNDERGROUND GAS

A PORTION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS CURRENTLY ZONED
CGMU1-CONCORD GATEWAY MIXED USE DISTRICT 1 AND A PORTION OF THE
SUBJECT PROPERTY IS CURRENTLY ZONED R4-MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DISTRICT AS SHOWN ON AVAILABLE ZONING MAPS FROM THE CITY OF SOUTH
ST. PAUL. THE APPROXIMATE DELINEATION LINE BETWEEN ZONING DISTRICTS IS
SHOWN GRAPHICALLY.

REVISIONS:
DATE
07-06-21
07-22-21
08-13-21
02-08-22
03-09-22
03-21-22

REVISION
INITIAL ISSUE
REVISED BOUNDARY
REVISED LEGAL DESC.
REVISED BOUNDARY
CITY COMMENTS
CITY COMMENTS

CERTIFICATION:
I hereby certify that this plan was prepared by
me, or under my direct supervision, and that I am
a duly Licensed Land Surveyor under the laws of
the state of Minnesota.

SANITARY SEWER
STORM SEWER
WATERMAIN
FENCE
CURB [TYPICAL]
CONTOURS

ZONING:

SEC. 22, TWP. 28, RNG. 22,
CITY OF SOUTH ST. PAUL, DAKOTA COU
MINNESOTA

Daniel L. Thurmes Registration Number: 25718

03-21-22
Date:__________________

PROJECT LOCATION:
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Being Registered Land

Suite #200
1970 Northwestern Ave
Stillwater, MN 55082
Phone 651.275.8969
Fax 651.275.8976
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(Torrens Property)
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ATTACHMENT D
CITY ENGINEER'S LETTER
Engineering Department

March 23, 2022
Michael Healy, City Planner
125 3rd Avenue N
South St. Paul, MN 55075
RE:

The Vaquero – Engineering and Public Works Department Review

Dear Michael:
We have reviewed the information submitted for “The Vaquero” development near the intersection
of Grand Avenue and Concord Exchange North. The submittal included a preliminary plat, existing
conditions, utility plan, and detail sheet dated March 7, 2022, and a storm water report (including
HydroCAD printout) dated July 6, 2021. A revised grading plan was provided on March 16, 2022. No
revised drainage calculations were received so the original comments still apply. The following are
items to be addressed:
Grading Plan
• Several retaining walls are shown on the site. The applicant must provide engineer signed
retaining wall plans for any walls over 4-feet high.
• Indicate if single spot elevations are top of curb or gutter line elevations.
• Parking stops should be added to handicapped stalls if no curb exists on the front of the
stall.
• A “Do Not Enter” sign should be installed at the Grand Avenue one way exit from the parking
lot.
• Call out curb ramps for the Grand Avenue sidewalk at the easterly most entrance and the
south side of the southerly most entrance off of Concord Exchange North.
• The emergency overflow elevation and flow path of the Western Infiltration Basin should be
noted.
Utility Plan
• The street patch on Concord Exchange North for the sanitary sewer service should be the
full width of the street.
• The 90-degree bend at the fire hydrant on Concord Exchange North is not allowed. Show
installation of 2 45-degree bends.
• The Fire Department connection is pointing to the sanitary sewer service.
• The wye connection from the outlet control structure for the western infiltration basin
should be replaced with a storm structure. Alternatively the outlet control structure could
be moved to connect the outlet pipe to STMH 8.
• The flow direction on the existing storm pipes being left in place near the north end of
Veterans Memorial Drive should be revised to match the existing conditions.
Stormwater
• A copy of the City’s storm water review inspection form is attached to be completed and
submitted.

125 Third Avenue North ▪ South St. Paul, MN 55075 ▪ southstpaul.org

▪ (651) 554-3210 ▪ Fax (651) 554-3211

•
•

•
•

•
•
•

There is a Subcatchment G listed on the existing drainage area map, but it is not included in
the HydroCAD report. Correct to match.
The overall discharge rate from the site is decreased in the proposed conditions; however the
discharge rate to Grand Avenue is higher in the proposed conditions. Rate control should be
provided for the discharge to Grand Avenue or the grading revised to maintain or decrease
discharge rates in all directions. A summary of the discharge rates to Grand Avenue is listed
below.
Storm Event

Existing – 10L

Proposed – 2L

Difference

2-Year

0.38 cfs

0.57 cfs

0.19 cfs

10- Year

0.64 cfs

0.92 cfs

0.28 cfs

100- Year

1.28 cfs

1.78 cfs

0.50 cfs

The 100 year HWL for the Underground Retention Basin A, Underground Retention Basin B,
and East Retention System is above the stone storage area. The 100-year HWL should be
contained within the stone area.
The pretreatment pipes for Underground Retention Basin A are noted as 36-inch and 48-inch
pipes. The utility plan indicates that they are 24-inch. This discrepancy should be
reviewed. The primary outlet pipe is noted as a 30-inch culvert and appears to be 24-inches
based on the plan.
The bottom of the stone in Underground Retention Basin B is noted at 703.0 in the HydroCAD
report, but is noted as 702.0 on the utility plan. There also appears to be a discrepancy
with the pretreatment pipe sizes.
The outlet invert for the outlet pipe for the East Retention System should be reviewed as
there appears to be a discrepancy with the plans.
The proposed pipe sizes that connect into the manhole at the edge of the development at
Concord Exchange and Veterans Memorial Drive (CBMH 01) are 18-inch and 24-inch in
diameter. The existing outlet pipe under Concord Exchange is 18-inches according to the asbuilt plan for the first length. The existing 18-inch pipe should be noted in the model to
determine if there is a restriction at this point.

Erosion Control Plan
• If the area on the south end of the project where the existing sidewalk exists will be newly
seeded the silt fence should be extended around the downhill side of the area.
General Comments
• Based on the elevations listed in the detail for the underground retention systems and
elevations listed on the grading plan there appears to be limited cover over the retention
systems. As an example, the rim of CBMH 04 is 713.09 and the of rock elevation of
underground retention system A is listed as 712.5 which is 0.59 feet, the typical heavy duty
pavement section is 0.83 feet. Information should be added to the detail sheet that includes
top and bottom of pavement elevation, bottom of parking lot section, and minimum cover
requirements.
• A maintenance agreement will need to be executed for the stormwater treatment practices
on the site. We question the functionality and the ability to clean and maintain the
pretreatment pipes and row. There does not appear to be an inspection port on the
pretreatment row.

Sincerely,

Sue Polka, P.E.
City Engineer

MS4 Stormwater Pollution Plan Review
Permit #
Project Name:

Date Received:

SWPPP Reviewer:

Address / Location:

Site Size:

acres

Area of Disturbance:

acres

Existing Impervious:

acres

Proposed Impervious:
acres
Notes:
1. A completed checklist shall be provided for all projects requiring the development of a stormwater management plan in the city.
2. Provide a comment for any item checked with a no.

Permits
Yes Ö

No Ö

NA Ö

Yes Ö

No Ö

NA Ö

Has an NPDES Construction General Permit been obtained?
Are Wetlands shown on plans and has wetland permitting been completed?
Is any work being proposed within a DNR Public Water? Is yes, have all applicable permits been obtained?
Are any other permits necessary and have they been obtained?
Comments:
Plan Details
A description of the construction activities and the potential for sediment and other pollutant discharges from
the site.
Maps showing the locations of all surface waters, including wetlands, stormwater ponds or basins within one
mile of the site.
Areas of the site that will drain to a public water the Department of Natural Resources has promulgated “work
in water restrictions” for fish spawning timeframes.
A determination whether surface waters within one mile of the site are special or impaired for one of the
construction-related parameters and additional or enhanced BMPs that will be utilized to address the special or
impaired waters.
Stormwater pollution mitigation measures to be utilized as a result of an environmental review.
Additional measures needed at the site to address karst or drinking water supply management areas.
Training documentation for all individuals required to be trained in associated duties in regard to the SWPPP.
A site map showing both the existing and final grades, including direction of flow and pre and post drainage
area divides. The site map must also include locations of steep slopes, impervious surfaces, soil types, and
pollutant-generating activities (building products, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizer, treatment chemicals,
hazardous materials, solid waste, portable toilets, etc.).
Estimated quantities of all erosion prevention and sediment control BMPs to be used for the life of the project.
Timing of installation for all erosion prevention and sediment control BMPs and permanent stormwater
management systems.
Location and type of all permanent and temporary erosion prevention and sediment control BMPs to be
installed at the site along with procedures to establish additional BMPs as necessary.
A description of methods to be used for site dewatering and basin draining.
Areas not to be disturbed on the site, including the location of buffer zones.
Locations of areas to be phased to minimize duration of exposed soils.
Methods to minimize soil compaction and preserve top soil at the site.
Methods used to achieve final stabilization.
Timing of installation for all erosion prevention and sediment control BMPs and permanent stormwater
management systems.
A description of pollution prevention measures for storage, handling and disposal of hazardous materials, solid
waste, concrete and equipment wash water, portable toilets, construction products and materials.
A description of inspection and maintenance activities and record keeping.
Procedures for terminating permit coverage.
Comments:

Temporary Erosion Control BMPs
Yes Ö

No Ö

NA Ö

Yes Ö

No Ö

NA Ö

Yes Ö

No Ö

NA Ö

Yes Ö

No Ö

NA Ö

Yes Ö

No Ö

NA Ö

Does the plan show the location of erosion control measures (with standard detail plates and maintenance
information for each)?
Are temporary rock entrances/exits for all vehicle access points shown on plan (provide detail)?
Is the perimeter silt fence shown? Silt fence and/or rock checks should also be placed along swales or slopes
greater than 50 feet in length (flare ends of silt fence up slope).
Is the type of each storm sewer inlet protection and location graphically shown?
Are temporary sediment basins shown?
Does the plan provide temporary stabilization measures to stabilize the soils no later than 14 days after the
construction activity in that portion of the site has temporarily or permanently ceased, and no later than seven
(7) days after construction activity in that portion of the site has temporarily or permanently ceased when
discharge points on the project are within one mile of a special or impaired water and flows to that special or
impaired water? Options for temporary or permanent stabilization may include: erosion control mat, fiber
blankets, netting, temporary seed, or temporary mulch.
Are soil stockpile areas (indicate temporary stabilization measures) shown?
Is street sweeping required?
Does the plan include a note indicating that all adjacent streets will be swept daily, or as directed by the City, to
remove all accumulated materials? Failure to perform any street sweeping within six hours of notice by the City
will result in the work being performed by the City and all associated costs billed. The City also requires
removal of accumulated materials on streets during winter.
Does the SWPPP include an erosion and sediment control inspection schedule along with a person
responsible for conducting inspections and ensuring maintenance is being performed?
Comments:
Stormwater Management Plan

Has a subwatershed delineation map been provided for the existing and proposed conditions?
Have modeling calculations been provided comparing the existing and proposed runoff conditions for the 1year, 10-year, and 100-year 24-hour storm event using Atlas 14?
Has the directly connected impervious been modeled separately (Composite CN Approach)?
Has off-site drainage been included and accounted for with modeling calculations?
Are skimmer structures being proposed on the outlets of all ponds?
Has a maintenance plan been provided to satisfy the requirements of the City’s maintenance agreement?
Comments:
Volume Control

Does the plan provide volume control?
What is the required volume?
What is the proposed volume?
Soil Borings:
a. Do the design infiltration rates match the soil conditions?
b. Is there at least three feet of separation to seasonally high groundwater or bedrock?
Has pretreatment been provided for prior to the discharge to all proposed infiltration/filtration features?
Comments:
Water Quality

Is volume control provided? If yes, then water quality requirements satisfied.
If volume control is not provided does the plan have the required total phosphorus removal from runoff leaving
new development and redevelopment projects that exceed one acre of land disturbance?
Comments:
Final Stabilization
For new resident construction, is required vegetated stabilization from the front curb line to the back of the
structure for the entire width of the lot present? Show seeding and/or turf establishment locations and
specifications, including: type of seeding (permanent, temporary, dormant); seed type and application rate;
fertilizer type and application rate; mulch type, application rate, and method of anchoring; specifications for
installation and maintenance of erosion control mats, blankets, or netting; note requiring seeding/restoration to
be completed within 48 hours of final grading; location of all areas to be vegetated.
Comments:

ATTACHMENT E
DAKOTA COUNTY PLAT
COMMISSION LETTER Dakota County Surveyor’s Office
Western Service Center  14955 Galaxie Avenue  Apple Valley, MN 55124
952.891-7087  Fax 952.891-7127  www.co.dakota.mn.us

March 18, 2022
City of South St. Paul
125 Third Ave. North
South St. Paul, MN 55075
Re:

THE VAQUERO

The Dakota County Plat Commission met on March 16, 2022, to consider the preliminary plat of the
above referenced plat. The plat is adjacent to CSAH 14 (Grand Ave./3rd St. N.) and is therefore subject to
the Dakota County Contiguous Plat Ordinance.
The proposed site includes two lots for a redevelopment project; one lot as the existing apartment
building and one lot for the new apartment building. The right-of-way needs along CSAH 14 are 60 feet
of half right of way. As discussed, the area includes many existing buildings and meeting the future rightof-way needs are challenging. The right-of-way dedication should include a minimum of two feet behind
the sidewalk, which appears to be met on the proposed plat. The County standard sidewalk includes a
minimum of an 8-foot sidewalk along County Roads. The site includes one access to Concord Exchange
North (city street) and two accesses along CSAH 14 (Grand Avenue) with a right-turns out only access
and a full access location at Veterans Memorial Drive. The Access Spacing Guidelines are 1/8-mile (660
feet). Both accesses to CSAH 14 do not meet the spacing guidelines; however, due to the topography
and existing conditions in the area, the accesses may remain at this time.
The type of future access openings along County Roads are subject to change based upon operation,
safety concerns, updated studies, or increased traffic counts. Future access allowed to any County Road
has a right to an access opening but not the type of access (full, restricted) or future median
requirements.
The Plat Commission has approved the preliminary plat provided that the described conditions are met.
The Ordinance requires submittal of a final plat for review by the Plat Commission before a
recommendation is made to the County Board of Commissioners.
Traffic volumes on CSAH 14 are 5,400 ADT and are anticipated to be 7,600 ADT by the year 2040. These
traffic volumes indicate that current Minnesota noise standards for residential units could be exceeded
for the proposed plat. Residential developments along County highways commonly result in noise
complaints. In order for noise levels from the highway to meet acceptable levels for adjacent residential
units, substantial building setbacks, buffer areas, and other noise mitigation elements should be
incorporated into this development.
No work shall commence in the County right of way until a permit is obtained from the County
Transportation Department and no permit will be issued until the plat has been filed with the County
Recorder’s Office. The Plat Commission does not review or approve the actual engineering design of
proposed accesses or other improvements to be made in the right of way. Nothing herein is intended to
restrict or limit Dakota County’s rights with regards to Dakota County rights of way or property.

The Plat Commission highly recommends early contact with the Transportation Department to discuss
the permitting process which reviews the design and may require construction of highway
improvements, including, but not limited to, turn lanes, drainage features, limitations on intersecting
street widths, medians, etc. Please contact Gordon McConnell regarding permitting questions at (952)
891-7115 or Todd Tollefson regarding Plat Commission or Plat Ordinance questions at (952) 891-7070.
Sincerely,

Todd B. Tollefson
Secretary, Plat Commission
c: Max Heitzmann, Master Properties

ATTACHMENT F
STAFF MEMO FROM CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW
A

CITY COUNCIL WORKSESSION REPORT

DATE: MAY 24, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Community Development-Planning
Prepared By: Michael Healy, City Planner/Zoning Administrator

2

ADMINISTRATOR: JRH
AGENDA ITEM: Concord Flats (The Drover Phase II)- Planned Unit Development Concept Plan
Review

DESIRED OUTCOMES:
•
•
•
•

Review the Planned Unit Development (PUD) process.
Review the design and performance standards that are in place in the Concord Gateway
Mixed Use (CGMU) zoning district.
Review a concept plan for a proposed multi-family apartment project
Planning Commission and City Council provide informal feedback to the Applicant
regarding their project

OVERVIEW:
Background
Simek Realty, the development team behind “The Drover” apartment building on Concord
Exchange, is proposing a Phase II of that development which they are calling “Concord Flats.”
They are seeking to purchase the remaining land on the block where “The Drover” sits from the
South St. Paul EDA. Most of this land is currently surface parking. The developer is proposing to
construct a 150-unit market-rate apartment building on the land which would be similar in
quality and amenities to “The Yards” apartment building which is currently under construction
across the street. Concord Flats would feature a swimming pool, rooftop deck, fitness center,
clubroom, lobby lounge and other premium recreational amenities for use by residents.
Concord Exchange is the location of the City’s original downtown main street which was mostly
torn down for redevelopment in the 1970’s. There have been several redevelopment plans put in
place since that time and the existing plan- the Concord Gateway Streetscape and
Redevelopment Plan- dates back to 2003. The Concord Gateway Mixed Use (CGMU) zoning
district was put in place in order to enshrine the aesthetic goals of the 2003 redevelopment plan
in the Zoning Code. The goal of the 2003 plan was to recreate a traditional pedestrian-friendly
main street along Concord Exchange inspired by early 1900’s architecture.
The City Council’s position on the future of Concord Exchange has evolved significantly since
2003. The City has consistently held the stance that this should be a pedestrian friendly street
with a mix of commercial and residential uses. However, it is no longer viewed as realistic to
require all new development to mimic early 1900’s architecture. This type of architectural
requirement is cost-prohibitive and appears to be out-of-sync with what the market in South St.
Paul can support. In recent years, the City Council has signaled a willingness to selectively
waive some of the architectural requirements for ‘good projects’ such as Vandalia Glassworks,
the Stockyards Tavern and Chophouse, and “The Yards” apartments.
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Why does Concord Flats Need to be a Planned Unit Development?
Like “The Yards” development across the street, “Concord Flats” would employ modern
architecture and feature fairly “modern-looking” exterior building materials, primarily
architectural metal panels, fiber-cement (HardieShingle ®) siding, and precast concrete panels
with an architectural treatment. As previously mentioned, the CGMU zoning district rules
require a more traditional early 1900’s look and there is a requirement that building facades must
be primarily brick, stone, and glass (at least 60%) with no more than 30% of the façade being
decorative block and stucco and only small amounts of metal being used as an accent material.
Staff has advised the Applicant that this project can only move forward if it is approved as a
Planned Unit Development since several elements of their proposal do not conform to zoning
rules or subdivision rules and will require flexibility. The PUD process allows the City to review
a project holistically and approve flexibility from the zoning code if the project is determined to
be beneficial to the community and consistent with the general intent of the zoning code and the
comprehensive plan. The PUD process will be needed for this project because:
•

The Drover and Concord Flats will share some site amenities and parking supply which
needs to be coordinated through a PUD approval.

•

The proposed building does not fully adhere to the architectural and site design standards
of the CGMU district. The proposed deviations from the design standards are similar to
what was approved for “The Yards” apartments across the street.

•

The City Code currently requires two (2) dedicated parking stalls per unit regardless of
how many bedrooms there are. The Applicant is proposing to provide roughly one (1)
dedicated parking stall per bedroom and their two buildings will primarily contain 1bedroom and studio units. They are also proposing to have roughly 36 extra stalls for
residents and 50 extra ‘public’ stalls in a separate garage that will be available to people
visiting the area, including visitors of the businesses across the street. “The Yards” was
given permission to supply parking at a 1 space per bedroom ratio through their PUD
approval and the Applicant is requesting similar flexibility.

•

The Applicant plans to ask the City to vacate Veteran’s Memorial Drive so that the land
underneath the street right-of-way can be used as part of the development site. Under this
scenario, Veteran’s Memorial Drive would stop being a public road and would be
replaced with a much smaller private road which would continue to provide access to
Nan McKay and the Grand Hill Condominiums through an easement. Some City-owned
utilities would also remain in place and would need to be covered by new easements.
o PUD flexibility is needed because the subdivision ordinance does not allow block
lengths to exceed 1,200 feet in length. The elimination of Veteran’s Memorial
Drive would merge the subject property’s block with the block to the south and
create a block that is roughly 2,000 feet in length.
o It may be appropriate to require a pedestrian walkway along the former alignment
of Veteran’s Memorial Drive if the road is vacated.
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CGMU Architectural Standards
The following relevant site design and architectural standards are in place in the CGMU zoning
district for apartment buildings:
•

Buildings must be set back no more than 10 feet from the public sidewalk for at least
60% of each frontage. On lots with multiple street frontages, this is a requirement on both
streets. The proposal will not comply with this requirement along Grand Avenue and may
only partially comply along Concord Exchange.

•

Any exterior building wall adjacent to or visible from a public street, public open space,
or abutting property may not exceed 50 feet in length without significant visual relief. It
appears that this requirement is met.

•

Building facades shall be divided into similar bays of roughly equal width between 20
and 40 feet in width. The proposal features modern architecture and will not comply.

•

All buildings containing residential uses on the ground floor shall have a first-floor
elevation at least two and one-half feet above the adjacent street level in the front yard.
The first floor is proposed to be flush with street level and will not comply.

•

At least 60% of the building façade must be brick, stone or glass. Up to 30% of the building
façade may be integrally colored decorative block or stucco. Up to 10% of the façade may
be “accent materials” such as decorative metal. The proposed materials will not comply.

•

A Conditional Use Permit is needed if a building is going to be taller than 50 feet in height.
The concept plan shows the proposed building being roughly 75 feet in height so a
Conditional Use Permit will be needed. The proposed building will be 7 stories when
viewed from Concord Exchange, slightly taller than “The Yards” which was 6 stories.

•

Surface parking lots that are not behind buildings and are located along the street cannot
be wider than 65 feet. The proposed surface parking lot along Grand Avenue appears to
be over 65 feet wide.

PUD flexibility will be needed because the proposed development will not comply with the
architectural requirements of the CGMU zoning district. Attachment B of this memo is a graphic
that shows the site design and architectural standards that are in place in the CGMU zoning district.

Concept Plan PUD Review
The City’s PUD ordinance states that Planned Unit Developments are to be reviewed in two
steps:
Step 1: An informal “preliminary review” where Staff reviews a concept plan and provides the
Applicant with written feedback on their plan. The Applicant is not allowed to apply for a
Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit development unless they have gone through this
concept plan review and gotten the “go-ahead” from City Staff.
Step 2: A formal application for a Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit Development and
site plan approval. The Applicant must have formal plans prepared and their application is
reviewed by the Planning Commission (with a public hearing) and the City Council (for a formal
approval/denial decision).
For large projects, Staff typically involves the Planning Commission and the City Council in the
concept plan review. This way, any major “deal breaker” issues with the development concept
can be identified early and corrected and the Applicant can be given feedback that will help them
prepare a formal submittal that is more likely to receive City Council approval.
ACTION NEEDED
No formal action is needed. The Planning Commission and City Council are asked to provide
informal feedback to the Applicant regarding their preliminary plans and their intention to
request PUD flexibility for architecture and site design, parking, and block length.
ATTACHMENTS
A- SITE LOCATION MAP
B- SITE DESIGN STANDARDS FOR CGMU ZONING DISTRICT
C- APPLICANT’S CONCEPT PLAN

ATTACHMENT A
SITE LOCATION MAP

ATTACHMENT B
ARCHITECTRUAL AND SITE DESIGN STANDARDS FOR CGMU ZONING DISTRICT

SITE METRICS

PROJECT TEAM
DEVELOPMENT
Simek Realty
5353 Wayzata Blvd., Ste 211
St. Louis Park, MN 55416
(952) 529-7400
ARCHITECT
Kaas Wilson Architects
1301American Blvd E, Suite 100
Bloomington, MN 55425
(612) 879-6000

367285003231

ADDRESS

South St. Paul, MN 55075

PARCEL AREA

35,315 SQ.FT. (0.81 ACRES)

ZONING

Concord Gateway Mixed Use District 1

WATERSHED

Lower Mississippi River

GROSS AREA - TOTAL
Level
Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1
Level -1
Level -2
Grand total

UNIT MIX PER FLOOR
Name
Level 1
Unit 0-0
Unit 1-0
Unit 1-2
Unit 3-0
Unit 3-1
Unit 3-2

Count

8
16
2
2
1
1
30

Level
Level 1
Level 1
Level 1
Level 1
Level 1
Level 1

UNIT MIX PER FLOOR
Name
Level 2
Unit 0-0
Unit 1-0
Unit 1-2
Unit 3-0
Unit 3-1
Unit 3-2

ATTACHMENT C
APPLICANT'S CONCEPT PLAN

PARCEL ID

Count

8
16
2
2
1
1
30

Level
Level 2
Level 2
Level 2
Level 2
Level 2
Level 2

Area
26,281 ft²
26,281 ft²
26,281 ft²
26,281 ft²
26,281 ft²
40,342 ft²
50,571 ft²
222,319 ft²

UNIT MIX PER FLOOR
Name
Level 3
Unit 0-0
Unit 1-0
Unit 1-2
Unit 3-0
Unit 3-1
Unit 3-2

Count

8
16
2
2
1
1
30

UNIT MIX PER FLOOR

Level

Name
Level 4
Unit 0-0
Unit 1-0
Unit 1-2
Unit 3-0
Unit 3-1
Unit 3-2

Level 3
Level 3
Level 3
Level 3
Level 3
Level 3

Count

8
16
2
2
1
1
30

Level
Level 4
Level 4
Level 4
Level 4
Level 4
Level 4

UNIT MIX PER FLOOR
Name
Level 5
Unit 0-0
Unit 1-0
Unit 1-2
Unit 3-0
Unit 3-1
Unit 3-2

Grand
total

PROJECT SUMMARY
kaas wilson architects

0.1

Count

8
16
2
2
1
1
30

Level
Level 5
Level 5
Level 5
Level 5
Level 5
Level 5

150

Concord Flats
161 Concord Exchange S

04/30/21

20031

PLANNING METRICS
Zoning
Current:

CGMU-1 - Concord Gateway Mixeduse District 1
R4 - Multifamily Residential District (Western portion of property)

Proposed:

CGMU1

Lot Area
Minimum:
Proposed:

10,000 sq. ft. or more in gross floor area
-

Height
Proposed: Builidng in excess of 50 feet height with CGMU conidtions.
Requires conditional use permit to exceed 50 feet.
Density
Allowed:
Proposed:

NA
75.13 Units per Acre (1.69 F.A.R.)

Lot Coverage
Allowed:
NA
Setbacks
Allowed principal structure
:
Front Yard: Build-to line (0-10 feet)
Side yard/inteiror: 0 feet minimum
Side yard/corner: Build-to line (0-10 feet)
Rear yard: 20 feet
Proposed: 15' Front / 25' Rear / 12' Side
Parking setbacks:
Front yard: 5 feet minimum
Side yard: 5 feet mimimum
Side yard (street): 5 feet minimum
Rear yard: 5 feet minimum
In CGMU-1 at least 60 percent of the street frontage of any lot shall be
occupied by building facades meeting the build-to line. On lots with more than
one street frontage, the build-to line shall apply on each side fronting a street.
At least the first and second floor must meet the build-to-line. New parking
structures (including garages) shall maintain a setback equal to the other
setbacks above.
Vehicle Parking
Required: 0.8 stalls per bedroom, plus 0.4 stalls per unit. No unit to require
more than two stalls.
Studio and 1BR
130 units require 156 stalls
2BR
20 units require 40 stalls
Total
196 required stalls
Proposed: 320 stalls

60% Primary: Glass, Stone, Brick, Concrete
30% max. Secondary: Decorative block, Integrally-colored
stucco (synthetic stucco as secondary material on upper floors
only)
10% max. Accent:
All primary and secondary material integrally colored.
Not acceptable in CGMU: Sheet metal, corrugate metal, iron,
shakes and plan flat concrete block.

CODE METRICS
Building Code - 2020 MN Building Code
Building Gross Square Feet: Building 1 (Levels -2 thru -1) 84,407 sq. ft., Building 2 (Levels 1 thru 5) - 124,899 sq. ft.,
Building 3 (Levels -2 thru -1) - 6506 sq. ft.
Occupancy Classification (Section 302): S-1 Storage - Builidng
1 (Levels -2 thru -1, R-2 Residential - Building 2 Residence
(Levels 1 thru 5), R-2 Residential - Building 3 Amenity
(Levels -2 thru -1)
Allowable Building Heights (Heights and Stories) and
Area (Sections 503 & 504):
Height (Table 504.3): S sprinkler Type 1-A ConstructionUL (proposed - 24 ft), R sprinkler Type III-A
construction - 85 ft (proposed - 54 ft)
Stories (Table 504.4): S sprinkler - UL (proposed - 2
stories) , R-2 sprinkler Type III-A Construction - 5
stories (proposed - 5 stories)
Builidng Area Modifications (Section 506):
Area (Table 506.2): S sprinkler SM - UL sq. ft., R-2
sprinkler SM - 72,000 s.f.
Frontage increase (506.3): (763.5/828.5 ft - 0.25) 30/30
= .672
Allowable Area (Equation 5-2): (72,000 + (.672 x
24,000)) x 3 = 264,384s.f.
Mixed Use and Occupancy (Section 508):
Separated occupancies (508.4): NA
Type of Construction (Section 601): Type 1-A (Levels -2
thru -1), Type III-A Residential (Levels 1 thru 5), Type V-A,
Amenity (Levels -2 thru -1)

Name
1BR/1BA
Unit 1-0
Unit 1-2

2BR/2BA
Unit 3-0
Unit 3-1
Unit 3-2

Studio
Unit 0-0
Grand total

Count

Unit Gross
Area
Main Floor Total Area

%

80
10
90

672 ft²
776 ft²

53,763 ft²
7,760 ft²
61,523 ft²

53%
7%
60%

10
5
5
20

1,052 ft²
1,076 ft²
1,269 ft²

10,521 ft²
5,378 ft²
6,345 ft²
22,244 ft²

7%
3%
3%
13%

40
40
150

506 ft²

20,254 ft²
20,254 ft²
104,020 ft²

27%
27%
100%

PARKING
Level
Level -2
Level -1

Type

Count
146
180
326

Total Site Parking
Exisitng Building
63 - studio and one bedroom units x (0.8 stalls per bedroom + 0.4 stalls per unit) = 76 stalls
required
4 - two bedroom units x (0.8 stalls per bedroom + 0.4 stalls per unit) = 8 stalls required
Exising Building requires 84 stalls
14 existing garage stalls
70 additional stalls required for the existing building
New Building
130 - studio and one bedroom units = 156 stalls required
20 - two bedroom units = 40 stalls required
New Building requires 196 stalls
70 + 196 stalls = 266 additional apartment stalls needed for the new building and existing building.
326 stalls - 50 public stalls = 276 apartment stalls proposed.

PROJECT DATA
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UNIT MIX - GROSS AREA

Exterior Materials
Buildings shall be designed to meet comprehensive plan and
the framework plan.
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Underground Storm System

+713.0
Garage
Entry
Level -2

Proposed
+713.0
Property
Line

Public
Garage
Entry
Level -2

18

Edge of Garage
Below Grade
15

UP
Plaza
Level -1
Pool

2

Garage
Entry
Level -1

7

Main Entry

Drop-O
ff

Building
Entry
Ret. Wall

+727.0

Amenities

+713.0

14 Existing
Garage Stalls

Plaza Exit Stair

The Drover
Apartments

Exist
Property
Line
2

15

Total Surface
Parking = 82

Total Surface
Parking = 16
4

3

21
3

+732.0

8

+723.7

1

Site Plan
1" = 50'-0"

SITE PLAN
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Stair

421Office
ft²

230 ft²
Garage
Entry
Level -2

Residents Garage

17

16

UP

Lounge

210 ft²
Corridor

13

2,164 ft²

168 ft²Toilet
Core/Elev
108 ft²
210 ft²

Plaza Exit Stair

UP

Public Garage
Entry Level -2

452 ft²

Stair

28,095 ft²
18

Mail

MAU

7

Toilet

Main
Entry
Drop-off

108 ft²

Pool

9

9

Public Garage

9

17,624 ft²

2

6

Total Surface
Parking = 16

Core

6

361 ft²
3

TOTAL PUBLIC GARAGE
PARKING = 50

TOTAL RESIDENT GARAGE
PARKING (Level -2) = 80

Stair
11

230 ft²

9

Stair
190 ft²

3

8

Resident
Pedestrian Garage
Access

1

Level -2
1/32" = 1'-0"

LEVEL -2
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MAU

Stair

7

Clubroom

230 ft²
15
11

Stair
12

210 ft²
Corridor
Core/Elev
168 ft²

13

UP

1,297 ft²
Corridor

UP

424 ft²
Fitness

Patio

990 ft²

542 ft²

Plaza Exit Stair

210 ft²

18
2
1/8" / 12"

4
Edge of Garage
Below Grade

Garage
Entry
Level -1

7
15

Total Surface
Parking = 82

35,450 ft²
6

1/8" / 12"

15

Residents Garage

7

Core

1/8" / 12"

9

361 ft²

4

Total Resident
Garage Parking
(Level -1) = 98
1/8" / 12"

21

1

Stair
2

230 ft²

Stair
12

230 ft²

Level -1
1/32" = 1'-0"

LEVEL -1
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Unit 1-2 Stair Unit 1-0 Unit 0-0Unit 0-0 Unit 3-1
776 ft² 276 ft² 672 ft² 506 ft² 506 ft² 1,076 ft²
Core
Unit 3-0

Unit 1-0

1,052 ft²

672 ft²

660 ft²

276 ft²

Rock

Unit 0-0
506 ft²
Tot Lot

Planter
Box

Unit 1-0
672 ft²
Pergola & Grill

Unit 1-0
672 ft²

Rock

Unit 1-0Unit 0-0 Unit 1-0 Unit 1-0
672 ft² 506 ft² 672 ft²
672 ft²

1

672 ft²

Unit 0-0
506 ft²
Unit 0-0
506 ft²
Unit 1-0

506 ft²

672 ft²

Core
784 ft²

672 ft²

Unit 1-0
672 ft²

Unit 3-2
1,269 ft²

Level 1
1/32" = 1'-0"

LEVEL 1
kaas wilson architects

506 ft²276 ft² 672 ft² 672 ft²

Unit 1-0

Unit 0-0

Unit 1-2 Unit 0-0Stair Unit 1-0 Unit 1-0 Unit 1-0 Unit 1-0
776 ft²

672 ft²

672 ft²

Level -1 Plaza Below

Rock

Unit 1-0

Unit 1-0
672 ft²

1,052 ft²

276 ft²
Core/Elev

UP

Unit 3-0

Stair

Amenity
Roof
Below
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Unit 1-2 Stair Unit 1-0 Unit 0-0Unit 0-0
Unit 3-1
776 ft² 276 ft² 672 ft² 506 ft² 506 ft²
1,076 ft²

Unit 3-0

Unit 1-0

1,052 ft²

672 ft²

Core

Storage

922 ft²

276 ft²
Core/Elev

Unit 0-0
506 ft²

276 ft²
Unit 1-0
672 ft²

Unit 1-0
672 ft²

Unit 1-0
672 ft²

Unit 1-0
672 ft²

Unit 0-0
506 ft²

Unit 1-0

Unit 0-0

672 ft²

506 ft²

Unit 0-0

Unit 1-0

506 ft²

672 ft²

Core

Unit 1-0

784 ft²

672 ft²

Unit 1-2 Unit 0-0Stair Unit 1-0 Unit 1-0 Unit 1-0 Unit 1-0
776 ft² 506 ft²276 ft² 672 ft² 672 ft² 672 ft² 672 ft²

Unit 3-2

Unit 3-0
1,052 ft²

1

1,269 ft²

Levels 2 thru 5
1/32" = 1'-0"

LEVELS 2 thru 5
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Unit 1-0 Unit 0-0 Unit 1-0 Unit 1-0
672 ft² 506 ft² 672 ft² 672 ft²

3.3
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5.5 5.0

Truss Brg.
151'-8 5/8"
Level 5
142'-7 1/2"
Level 4
131'-11 5/8"
Level 3
121'-3 3/4"
Level 2
110'-7 7/8"
Level 1
100'-0"
Level -1
88'-0"
Level -2
76'-8"
Elevation 1 - North 1
1
1" = 30'-0"

7.1 5.4 8.0 7.2

7.3

5.0

5.6 3.0

5.2

8.2

5.1

5.1

8.1

2
7.1

5.3

8.0 7.2 7.3

5.4

7.0

5.2
8.1

8.1
7.3

5.3

7.1 5.4

3.0 8.1 5.6

5.2 5.0 5.1

5.0 5.2

7.3

7.0

Truss Brg.
151'-8 5/8"
Level 5
142'-7 1/2"
Level 4
131'-11 5/8"
Level 3
121'-3 3/4"
Level 2
110'-7 7/8"
Level 1
100'-0"
Level -1
88'-0"
Level -2
76'-8"

7.0
5.0
8.0
3.0
8.1
3.0

7.0 5.0

5.2

Truss Brg.
151'-8 5/8"
Level 5
142'-7 1/2"
Level 4
131'-11 5/8"
Level 3
121'-3 3/4"
Level 2
110'-7 7/8"
Level 1
100'-0"
Level -1
88'-0"
Level -2
76'-8"

Truss Brg.
151'-8 5/8"
Level 5
142'-7 1/2"
Level 4
131'-11 5/8"
Level 3
121'-3 3/4"
Level 2
110'-7 7/8"
Level 1
100'-0"
Level -1
88'-0"

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
5.0

8.1

Elevation 2 - East 1
1" = 30'-0"

8.0

5.5

kaas wilson architects

5.3 5.4 7.1 3.0

5.3

5.3

Elevation 4 - West 1
4
1" = 30'-0"

7.2

7.0

5.0

Elevation 3 - South
3
1" = 30'-0"

5.5

Exterior Material Finish Key
Code

Description

Color

03 - Concrete
PRECAST CONCRETE PANELS W/
3.0
CAST STONE BANDING
05 - Metals
5.0
METAL PANEL W/ REVEALS METAL SALES
5.1
METAL PANEL
5.2
ALUMINUM TRELLIS
5.3
5.4
5.5
5.6

ALUMINUM - BALCONY
METAL COPING
METAL CORNICE
ALUMINUM RAILING

Matte Black
Coral
Coral, to match Metal Panel
Coral (5.1)
White
White
Slate Grey
Black

07 - Thermal and Moisture Protection
7.0
CFB LAP SIDING, WOODTONE RUSTIC SERIES
7.1
CFB SHINGLE, JAMES HARDIE
7.2
CFB SHINGLE, JAMES HARDIE
7.3
CFB TRIM, JAMES HARDIE

Gray Slate
Pearl Gray
Arctic White

08 - Openings
8.0
VINYL WINDOWS
8.1
ALUMINUM STOREFRONT
8.2
STEEL OH DOOR

White
White
White

Mountain Wheat
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5.5

5.4

7.1

8.0
5.0
5.3
7.0
8.1

5.1 8.2 5.0 3.0 5.6

8.1 5.0

1

7.1

5.3

8.0

Elevation 7 - North 3
1" = 30'-0"

8.1

5.6

3.0

5.5 5.0

Truss Brg.
151'-8 5/8"
Level 5
142'-7 1/2"
Level 4
131'-11 5/8"
Level 3
121'-3 3/4"
Level 2
110'-7 7/8"
Level 1
100'-0"
4

Elevation 8 - West 2
1" = 30'-0"

5.3 5.0 8.1

5.1

Level 1
100'-0"
Level -1
88'-0"
Level -2
76'-8"

Elevation 9 - East 3
5
1" = 30'-0"

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
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5.0 5.5

Elevation 6 - East 2
1" = 30'-0"

7.1

Truss Brg.
151'-8 5/8"
Level 5
142'-7 1/2"
Level 4
131'-11 5/8"
Level 3
121'-3 3/4"
Level 2
110'-7 7/8"
Level 1
100'-0"
3

5.4

Truss Brg.
151'-8 5/8"
Level 5
142'-7 1/2"
Level 4
131'-11 5/8"
Level 3
121'-3 3/4"
Level 2
110'-7 7/8"
Level 1
100'-0"

2
5.0

8.0

Truss Brg.
151'-8 5/8"
Level 5
142'-7 1/2"
Level 4
131'-11 5/8"
Level 3
121'-3 3/4"
Level 2
110'-7 7/8"
Level 1
100'-0"
Level -1
88'-0"

Elevation 5 - North 2
1" = 30'-0"
5.4

5.3

5.1

7.1 5.3

8.0 5.4

Exterior Material Finish Key
Code

Description

Color

03 - Concrete
PRECAST CONCRETE PANELS W/
3.0
CAST STONE BANDING
05 - Metals
5.0
METAL PANEL W/ REVEALS METAL SALES
5.1
METAL PANEL
5.2
ALUMINUM TRELLIS
5.3
5.4
5.5
5.6

ALUMINUM - BALCONY
METAL COPING
METAL CORNICE
ALUMINUM RAILING

Matte Black
Coral
Coral, to match Metal Panel
Coral (5.1)
White
White
Slate Grey
Black

07 - Thermal and Moisture Protection
7.0
CFB LAP SIDING, WOODTONE RUSTIC SERIES
7.1
CFB SHINGLE, JAMES HARDIE
7.2
CFB SHINGLE, JAMES HARDIE
7.3
CFB TRIM, JAMES HARDIE

Gray Slate
Pearl Gray
Arctic White

08 - Openings
8.0
VINYL WINDOWS
8.1
ALUMINUM STOREFRONT
8.2
STEEL OH DOOR

White
White
White
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1.

DIMENSIONS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN ARE TO FACE OF CURB AND EXTERIOR FACE OF BUILDING UNLESS NOTED
OTHERWISE.

2.

ON-SITE CURB TO MATCH EXISTING B618 CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER.

3.

ALL CURBS TO HAVE 3/4" EXPANSION JOINTS AT A MAXIMUM OF 100'-0" AND CONTROL JOINTS AT A MAXIMUM OF 10'-0".

4.

5201 EDEN AVENUE SUITE 300
ALL PARKING STALLS TO BE PAINTED WITH A 4" WIDE WHITE STRIPING. ACCESSIBLE SYMBOLS TO BE PAINTED IN WHITE
AND ACCESSIBILITY ACCESS AISLES TO BE PAINTED WITH A 4" WIDE WHITE PAINTED STRIPE 18 INCHES ON CENTER AND
EDINA, MN 55436
AT 45 DEGREE ANGLE TO STALL, WITH 'NO PARKING' MARKED REFLECTORIZED PAINT SHALL COMPLY WITH MNDOT 3592.
T 952-529-7400

PROJECT SUMMARY
AREA SUMMARY
DROVER APARTMENT LOT 41,798 SF. (0.96 AC.)
CITY LOT
7,825 SF. (0.18 AC.)
CONCORD FLATS LOT
139,694 SF. (3.21 AC.)

MASTER PROPERTIES
MINNSOTA, LLC
EIDEN BUILDING-NORTH LOOP
GATEWAY
201 WEST BROADWAY AVENUE
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55411
T 612-872-9201

PARKING SUMMARY
TOTAL REQUIRED 280 STALLS
EXISTING BUILDING84 STALLS
NEW BUILDING
196 STALLS
5'
R1

TOTAL PROPOSED 340 STALLS
EXISTING PARKING 14 STALLS
NEW PARKING
326 STALLS
STANDARD
SURFACE
93
LEVEL 1 GARAGE
94
LEVEL 2 GARAGE
128
TOTAL
315
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AGENDA ITEM 4.C

South St. Paul Planning Commission

Prepared By:
Monika Mann, Associate Planner

Meeting Date:
4/6/2022

Item Description:
Public Hearing for an Ordinance Repealing and Replacing the Reviewed By: Michael Healy, City Planner
Fence Ordinance and Updating the Standards for Fencing in
Commercial Districts

ACTION REQUESTED
A motion to recommend approval of an ordinance repealing and replacing the fence ordinance and updating
the standards for fences in commercial districts.
BACKGROUND
Application
The Applicant is the City of South St. Paul.
Background
In the last year or so, Staff has received a number of inquiries into the code’s standards for fences that have
highlighted the need for updates to the standards. The most obvious update that is needed is the creation
of specific standards for fencing in commercial zoning districts. While specific standards are in place for
fences in residential and industrial districts, the standards for commercially-zoned properties are not clearly
stated in the Code and are open to interpretation by the Zoning Administrator. This lack of standards creates
inconsistencies in the types and heights of fences on commercial properties and makes it difficult for Staff
to assist business owners with planning fence projects. In addition to creating standards for commercial
fences, Staff would like to make some changes to the fence ordinance. Most of the changes would be
organizational but Staff would also like to update the list of approved fencing materials. The organizational
changes would include reorganizing the ordinance for improved readability, clarifying what information
must be submitted with a fence permit application, and improving the code’s language to make it clearer
what locations are acceptable for fencing.
What Standards Are in Place for Fencing in Commercial Districts?
South St. Paul’s rules for residential fences state that properties can have either a 3.5-foot or 4-foot fence
in their front yard (depending on whether the fence material is see-through or opaque) and a 6-foot fence
in the side and rear yards. Industrial properties are permitted to have an 8-foot fence in the non-buildable
setback area of the lot but what this means exactly is not very well defined. No specific standards are listed

for commercial and mixed-use zoning districts. Historically, Staff has required commercial properties to
follow the fencing standards for residential properties. Staff is proposing to clarify that businesses in the
commercial districts must follow the fence standards for residential districts, with the exception of certain
industrial-type uses in the General Business district.
Additional Flexibility Needed for Some Commercial Uses
The City’s commercial and mixed-use districts include the C-1, CGMU, GB, and MMM Districts. The uses in
these districts range from professional offices and restaurants to truck sales and trailer repair operations.
With a wide range of uses within the commercial districts, the residential fencing standards would be
mismatched to the fencing needs of certain businesses within the districts, especially in the GB-General
Business district which allows industrial uses. It would be reasonable for a business in the GB district with
exterior storage to have an 8-foot privacy fence in their rear yard, but this would currently require a
variance. While property owners can always apply for a variance, the better option is to amend the code to
create standards that meet the needs of the business community. Staff would suggest allowing businesses
in the GB district that require a Conditional Use Permit to be able to request to have an 8-foot fence as a
part of their Conditional Use Permit approval.
March 2nd Planning Commission Discussion
Staff brought the proposed ordinance to the March 2nd Planning Commission meeting for discussion. Staff
requested feedback from the commissioners on the proposed standards as well as whether or not to update
the fencing material list to include materials such as metal privacy panels, masonry, chain link fence slats,
and fence wrap. The Planning Commissioners were in favor of the proposed changes to the fence ordinance.
The commissioners were receptive to adding metal privacy panels and masonry to the list of allowed
materials but had some concerns about the types of metal that would be used for fencing if the ordinance
was amended. The commissioners felt that fence wrap was not an appropriate fencing material in any
district and that chain link slats were not appropriate for fencing in residential districts or the front yards of
commercial districts; however, chain link slats could be allowed within the side or rear yard of a commercial
property.
Proposed Updates
Staff is proposing the following amendments to the fence code:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Restructuring the fence ordinance to improve readability
Clarifying the fence permit application requirements
Clarifying that fences can be placed up to, but not on or over the property line
Listing out the visibility triangle standards in addition to listing the code section with visibility triangle
standards
Adding standards for fences in commercial and mixed-use districts. These properties will generally
have to follow the same fence rules as residential properties. However, unlike residential properties,
commercial properties have “two front yards” when they are corner lots. The proposed ordinance
would establish that front yard fence rules are in place on both frontages unless otherwise allowed
through a site plan approval or conditional use permit.
Clarifying where an 8-foot fence can be placed on an industrial property
Creating a mechanism to allow for certain industrial-type properties in the GB district to have an 8foot fence.

•
•

Listing ‘fence wrap’ as a prohibited fencing material in all districts.
Listing ‘chain link privacy slats’ as a prohibited material in all districts, except in the side or rear yard
in commercial/industrial districts.

Metal Fencing Types
Several concerns were raised at the March 2nd Planning Commission meeting about including ‘metal’ to the
list of allowable fence materials. Staff reviewed the common types of metal fencing used by professional
fence contractors to see if there was a better way to expand the list of fencing materials to allow additional
metal materials without creating a blanket allowance of ‘metal’ fencing. Staff found that aluminum and steel
were the two most common metals use in fencing. Aluminum is commonly used for wrought iron-style
fences (also called ornamental fences) and is becoming an increasingly popular material for privacy fences
due to its longevity and durability. Steel is another material commonly used for ornamental and privacy
fencing. Chain link fencing is constructed of steel wire. Based on this information, staff is proposing to list
aluminum and steel as allowable fence materials. Staff feel that this language allows for the list of fence
materials to be expanded to include high quality materials that are commonly used in the fencing industry.
The draft ordinance prohibits galvanized metal privacy fences in residential zoning districts which is
consistent with galvanized metal already being prohibited in these areas as a siding and roofing material for
accessory buildings in back yards.
Further Discussion Needed Regarding Corner Lot Commercial Properties
In the city’s non-residential districts, any side of a lot that abuts a public road is considered to be a front lot
line, meaning that all corner lots have two front yards. As previously stated, front yard fences are generally
restricted to being not more than 4 feet in height. Some communities allow the secondary front yard of a
commercial lot to be fenced using the side yard fence standards which would allow a fence height of up to
6 feet. For context, with a corner lot along Southview Boulevard, the secondary front yard would generally
be the non-Southview Boulevard side of the property.
Staff is recommending that, at most, privacy fences in “second front yards” be allowed in only two situations:
1. If it is a screening fence that is built along a shared property line to screen the commercial property from
an adjacent use and it has been approved through a site plan review. The City Code often requires this
type of screening if the adjacent property hosts a residential use.
2. If it is reviewed and approved with a conditional use permit. The Planning Commission should discuss
whether there are any situations where they would want to allow this type of fence. If there are, offering
a conditional use permit option is a good way to regulate such fences to protect the aesthetics of the
community’s commercial districts.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the proposed ordinance which
would update the list of fencing materials, establish commercial fencing standards, and improve the
readability of the existing fence ordinance.
Required Action
The Planning Commission has the following actions available on the proposed application:

A. Approval. If the Planning Commission wishes to recommend approval of proposed ordinance, the
following action should be taken:
•

Motion to recommend approval of Version A or B of proposed ordinance amendment revising the
rules for fences. Either as presented or with modifications.

B. Denial. If the Planning Commission wishes to recommend denial of the proposed ordinance, the
following action should be taken:
•

Motion to recommend denial of the proposed ordinance amendment revising the rules for fences.

ATTACHMENTS

A. Existing Fence Ordinance
B. Proposed Ordinance
C. Corner Lot Commercial Property Fencing Options
D. Currently Allowed Fencing Materials
E. Fencing Materials Proposed to Be Allowed/ Prohibited

ATTACHMENT A
EXISTING FENCE ORDINANCE

Sec. 118-199. Fences and walls.
Fences may be allowed in any district and are subject to the following:
(1)

All fences shall be kept in good repair, painted, and well maintained. In the event a front yard fence is adjacent to and
parallel with the front lot line (or side lot line on the street side of a corner lot), such fence shall be set back at least one
foot from the street right-of-way line.

(2)

Solid walls in excess of four feet above adjacent ground grades are prohibited.

(3)

The side of the fence considered to be the face (finished side as opposed to structural supports) shall face abutting
property.

(4)

No fences shall be permitted on public rights-of-way, except through an encroachment agreement.

(5)

Fences in easement areas shall not impede the flow of water. If the city needs to utilize the easement, the fence will be
removed and relocated at the expense of the property owner.

(6)

Fences may be permitted along property lines subject to the following:

(7)

a.

Fences may be placed along property lines provided no physical damage of any kind results to abutting property.
Property owners shall be responsible for verifying their property lines by locating their property irons. If the irons
cannot be located, the property owners shall provide with City with either a notarized consent form signed by the
adjacent property owner(s) agreeing to the location of the common property line(s) or a survey showing the
location of the property line.

b.

Fences in industrial districts may be erected to a maximum height of eight feet above finished grade.

c.

Fences in residential districts may be located on any side or rear lot line to a height of six feet above finished grade.

d.

Fences alongside and rear interior lot lines beginning behind the front building line of the principal structure may
be a maximum height of six feet in residential districts.

e.

Should the rear lot line of a lot be common with the side lot line of an abutting lot, that portion of the rear lot line
equal to the required front yard setback of the abutting lot shall not be fenced to a height of more than 42 inches
unless the fence material is 50 percent opaque or less. When fencing material is 50 percent opaque or less, the
abutting lot shall not be fenced to a height of more than 48 inches.

Fences may be permitted within required yards subject to the following:
a.

Fences located within the side and rear yard non-buildable setback area beginning behind the front building line
shall not exceed six feet in height from the finished grade in residential districts.

b.

In residential districts, fences along or within the front non-buildable setback area may be no more than 42 inches
in height unless the fencing material is 50 percent opaque or less. When the fencing material is 50 percent opaque
or less, the abutting lot shall not be fenced to a height of more than 48 inches. On corner lots where the "front" of
the house faces a side yard, fences in the side yard on that "front" side of the house may be no more than 42
inches in height unless the fencing material is 50 percent opaque or less. When the fencing material is 50 percent
opaque or less, the side yard on that "front" side of the house may be no more than 48 inches in height.

c.

Fences located within the buildable area of a lot may be up to six feet in height.

d.

Fences in industrial districts located within non-buildable setback areas shall not exceed eight feet in height from
finished grade.

e.

Fences used for backstops for ballfields at public parks and playgrounds shall be exempt from the fence height
regulations mentioned above. Fences for tennis courts shall be in accordance with section 118-260.

f.

Fences required for enclosures around swimming pools shall be in accordance with section 118-255.

g.

Fences around community gardens for wildlife management that meet the following criteria:
1. The garden is larger than 5,000 square feet;
2. The garden is used by more than six users;

h.

3. The garden is not located on the same property as a single-family residence;
4. The fence is no higher than eight feet;
5. The fence is not electrified;
6. The fence is made of material that complies with this section, except that plastic deer fencing and welded/woven
wire are considered permitted materials around a community garden.
Fences as required around an airport for security or wildlife control shall be in accordance with Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) regulations.

(8)

Plans for the fence must be submitted to the city engineer for approval at the time of permit application prior to the
beginning of construction. The plans shall include the location of the fence, type of material, method of anchoring,
attaching and/or securing the fence and fencing material.

(9)

Fences on corner lots located in the traffic visibility triangle area shall be in accordance with section 118-246(c).

(10) The following materials are approved for fence construction:
a.

Wrought iron;

b.

Aluminum (wrought iron design);

c.

Wood;

d.

Vinyl/PVC, and composite fencing (i.e. Trex); and

e.

Chain-link with approved posts and cap.

(11) The following materials are not approved for fence construction:
a.

Farm fence of any kind, which includes, but is not limited to woven or welded wire, chicken wire, plastic deer
fence, snow fence, steel bar fence, and similar type fencing, except as allowed for community gardens.

b.

T-posts and pipes.

c.

Barbed wire (except for security fences around power substations and airports).

(12) Fencing material is "opaque" to the extent it screens the yard from public view.
(Code 1992, § 1500.29, subd. 14; Ord. No. 1208, § 1, 7-21-2008; Ord. No. 1269, § 1, 5-6-2013; Ord. No. 1351, § 1, 2-18-2020)

ATTACHMENT B
PROPOSED ORDINANCE

City of South St. Paul
Dakota County, Minnesota
Ordinance No. 13XX
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL AND
COMMERCIAL FENCES
The City Council of the City of South St. Paul does ordain:

SECTION 1. REPEAL AND REPLACE. South St. Paul City Code Section 118-199 is hereby
repealed and replaced as follows:
Section 118-199.- Fences
Fences may be allowed in any district and are subject to the following:
(1) Permit Required. No person, firm or corporation shall construct, erect or replace a fence without
first obtaining a fence permit from the Zoning Administrator. The plans submitted with the fence
permit application should include the location of the property lines, the proposed location of the
fence, the proposed fencing material, and the height of the proposed fence.
(2) Property owners shall be responsible for verifying their property lines by locating their property
irons. If the irons cannot be located, the property owner shall provide the City with either a
notarized consent form signed by the adjacent property owner(s) agreeing to the location of the
common property line(s) or a survey showing the location of the property line.
(3) All fences shall be kept in good repair, painted, and well maintained.
(4) The side of the fence considered to be the face (finished side as opposed to structural supports)
must face the abutting property.
(5) Fences required for enclosures around swimming pools shall be in accordance with section 118255.
(6) Fencing material is “opaque” to the extent it screens the yard from public view.
(7) Fence height is measured from finished grade.
(8) Materials
a. The following materials are approved for fence construction, design, and maintenance:
1. Aluminum;
2. Brick;
3. Chain link with approved posts and cap;

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Composite fencing (i.e. Trex);
Masonry;
Steel;
Wood;
Wrought iron;
Vinyl/PVC;

b. The following material are not approved for fence construction, design, and maintenance:
1. Barbed wire (except for security fences around power substations and airports).
2. Chain link fence wrap
3. Farm fence of any kind, which includes, but is not limited to woven or welded wire,
chicken wire, plastic deer fence, snow fence, steel bar fence, and similar type fencing,
except as allowed for community gardens;
4. T- posts and poles;
5. In residential zoning districts, wood, plastic, vinyl or other types of slats may not be
used in combination with chain link fencing.
6. In commercial and industrial zoning districts, wood, plastic, vinyl or other types of
slats may not be used in combination with chain link fencing in front yards.
7. In residential zoning districts, metal privacy fences may not be constructed out of
galvanized or corrugated metal.
(9) Location standards applicable in all zoning districts
a. Fences may be placed up to a property line and cannot be located on or over a property
line.
b. Fences may be placed in easements with the approval of the City Engineer so long as the
placement will not impede the flow of water or access to the easement. If the City needs to
utilize the easement, the fence will be removed and relocated at the expense of the
property owner. In addition, the city is not responsible or liable for the reinstallation of any
fence removed from the easement.
c. Fences are prohibited from being placed within public right-of-way, except through an
encroachment agreement.
d. No fence exceeding 2.5 feet in height shall be constructed or maintained within a distance
of 15 feet from the intersecting street right-of-way lines of a corner lot in accordance with
section 118-246 (c).
(10) Height- Residential Districts
a. Fences in the front yard (from the front lot line to the front building line) shall not exceed
42 inches in height unless the fencing material is 50 percent opaque or less. When the
fencing material is 50 percent opaque or less, the fencing may not exceed 48 inches in
height.
b. Fences in the side and rear yards (from the front building line to the rear lot line) shall not
exceed more than six (6) feet in height.

c. On a corner lot, fences along the side lot line abutting the street shall not exceed six feet
in height, except if the primary door of the residence faces the side lot line, the fence
shall not exceed 42 inches in height unless the fencing material is 50 percent opaque or
less. When the fencing material is 50 percent opaque or less, the fencing may not exceed
48 inches in height.
d. On a corner lot where the rear lot line of a lot is common with the side lot line of an
abutting lot, that portion of the rear lot line equal to the required front yard setback of the
abutting lot shall not be fenced to a height of more than 42 inches unless the fence
material is 50% opaque or less. When fencing material is 50% opaque or less, the fencing
may not exceed 48 inches in height.
e. In the event that a deck, portico, porch, or similar structural feature is located on the front
of the principal building, the front building line for the purposes of regulating fence
height shall be the front of the main structure, not the front of the deck, porch, or portico.
(11) Height- Commercial and Industrial Districts
a. Fences located in the CGMU, C-1, and MMM districts are subject to the same fence
height and location standards as a property located in a residential district unless stated
otherwise in this ordinance or in a specific zoning district ordinance. Commercial
properties with multiple frontages that each qualify as front yards must follow front yard
fencing requirements in each of these yards unless the fence is being provided as required
screening along a shared property line in compliance with a site plan approval or the
fence is otherwise allowed by conditional use permit
b. Fences for single-family homes, two-family homes, and three-family homes located in
commercial or mixed-use zoning districts shall follow the same standards that are in
place for two-family homes in the R-2 zoning district.
c. Fences located in the Industrial and Light Industrial districts may be up to eight (8) feet in
height in any required yard.
1. Any fencing located in a required or actual front yard may not be made of an opaque
material unless approved by conditional use permit. In such cases, the Applicant shall
be required to submit a landscaping plan and shall provide a landscaped buffer area
outside of the fence which must include shrubs, trees, or other decorative vegetation.
2. Fences which are set back at least as far from any street right-of-way as the principal
building may be allowed to exceed 8 feet in height by conditional use permit if it can
be demonstrated that additional height is necessary to fulfill the fence’s intended
function.
d. Fences located on a property in the General Business district shall adhere to the same
fence location and height standards as a property located in a residential district.
Conditional uses in the GB district that have an industrial or exterior storage component
may be allowed to have up to an eight (8) foot fence as a component of their conditional
use permit approval if such fencing is deemed necessary for adequately screening the use.
(12) Special Circumstances
a. Fences required for enclosures around swimming pools shall be in accordance with
section 118-255.

b. Fences used for backstops for ballfields at public parks and playgrounds are exempt from
the fence height requirements of this section.
c. Fences around tennis courts shall be in accordance with section 118-260.
d. Fences around community gardens for wildlife management must meet the following
criteria:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

The garden is larger than 5,000 square feet;
The garden is used by more than six users;
The garden is not located on the same property as a single-family residence;
The fence is no higher than eight feet;
The fence is not electrified;
The fence is made out of a material that complies with this section, except that
plastic deer fencing and welded/woven wire are considered permitted materials
around a community garden.
e. Fences as required around an airport for the security or wildlife control shall be in
accordance with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations.

SECTION 2. AMENDMENT. South St. Paul City Code Section 118-125 is hereby amended as
follows:
Section 118-125.- CGMU, Concord Gateway mixed-use district.
(g) Building and architectural provisions.
(13) Wherever a surface parking area faces a street frontage, such frontage shall be screened
with a decorative wall, railing, hedge, or a combination of these elements to a minimum height
of two and one-half feet. and a The maximum height of fences and walls is regulated by Section
118-199is three and one-half feet above the level of the parking lot at the build-to line.
SECTION 3. AMENDMENT. South St. Paul City Code Section 118-127 is hereby amended as
follows:
Section 118-127.- Mixed Markets and Makers Districts
(e) Design and Development Standards
(10) Parking
(i) Screening on public street frontage. Where parking fronts a public ROW it shall be
screened with an edge planting, decorative fence, wall, or a combination of these elements
that is at least 36” high to a minimum height of three feet. The maximum height of fences
and walls is regulated by Section 118-199. The screening shall also include one overstory

tree per 30 feet, on center, of lot perimeter unless this requirement is waived or modified
by the City Engineer in situations where the parking setback area is not sufficiently wide
to allow the planting of overstory trees without damaging adjacent infrastructure. The
graphic below shows an example of screening that could be employed to satisfy this
requirement.
SECTION 4. SUMMARY PUBLICATION. Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 412.191, in
the case of a lengthy ordinance, a summary may be published. While a copy of the entire ordinance
is available without cost at the office of the City Clerk, the following summary is approved by the
City Council and shall be published in lieu of publishing the entire ordinance:
The ordinance repeal and replaces the existing fence ordinances with an amended ordinance that
improves the readability and layout of the ordinance, clarifies the existing standards for residential
fences, and explicitly lists performance standards for commercial fences.
SECTION 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance shall become effective upon publication.
Approved:

Meeting Date

Published:

_________________________

_____________________________________
Christy Wilcox, City Clerk

ATTACHMENT C
CORNER LOT COMMERCIAL PROPERTY FENCING OPTIONS
Option A: Prohibit commercial properties from having 6-foot privacy fences in “Second Front Yards”

Option B: Allow Commercial properties to have 6-foot privacy fences in “Second Front Yards” in some
situations with a Conditional Use Permit

ATTACHMENT D
CURRENTLY ALLOWED FENCING MATERIALS

Wood

Composite

Chain Link W/ Post and Cap

Vinyl/PVC

Wrought Iron

ATTACHMENT E
FENCING MATERIALS PROPOSED TO BE ALLOWED/ PROHIBITED

PROPOSED TO BE ALLOWED

Masonry/ Brick
(Currently only allowed to be up to 4 feet tall,
even in back yards, would be allowed up to 6
feet tall)

Aluminum Privacy
(Currently prohibited)

PROPOSED TO BE PROHIBITED

Chain Link with Privacy Slats
(except when in the side or rear yard
of a Commercial/Industrial Property)

Chain Link with Plastic Privacy Screen Wrap
(Gray area but historically not allowed in SSP)

