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Please be advised that the regular meeting location is City Hall Council Chambers located at 125 3rd
Ave. N., South St. Paul, but pursuant to Minn. Stat. 13D.021, under the current emergency declaration
due to the COVID-19 health pandemic, some or all of the Planning Commission members may
participate in remote locations using WebEx. Please be advised that City Hall is closed to the public,
therefore, any member of the public wishing to monitor the meeting or participate in the public hearings
may do so electronically by logging in as follows:

WebEx Meeting
For the Public
Join by phone: 1-312-535-8110
Access Code: 133 890 8681#
Members of the public wishing to participate in the meeting with video should email City Planner Michael Healy
at least two (2) hours prior to the meeting to request a link to the WebEx meeting. He can be reached at
mhealy@southstpaul.org.

Roll Call
1. Agenda
2. Minutes
A. October 7,2020

3. New Business
None

4. Public Hearings
A. Public Hearing for a Variance for a Proposed Driveway at 228 4th Avenue North
B. Public Hearing for a Proposed Ordinance Amendment Regarding Monument Signs and
Changeable Copy Electronic Signs

5. Other Business
A. Final Plat for “Harlow Addition” (Bremer Bank Redevelopment Project)
B. Review of Planning Commission Meeting Format during COVID-19 Pandemic

6. Adjournment

Next Planning Commission Meeting: December 2, 2020
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 19 on the Thursday following the meeting at 1:00 p.m. & 7:00 p.m.

MINUTES OF MEETING
SOUTH ST. PAUL PLANNING COMMISISON
October 7, 2020

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

Angela DesMarais
Tim Felton
Justin Humenik
Ruth Krueger
Matthew Thompson
Michael Healy, City Planner
Monika Mann, Community Development Support Specialist

Absent:

Jason Frankot

1)

APPROVAL OF AGENDA – Felton/Huminek (5-0)

2)

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – September 2, 2020 – Motion to approve the minutes as presented –
Krueger/ Thompson (5-0).

3)

NEW BUSINESS
None.

4)

PUBLIC HEARINGS
A) Public Hearing for a Rear Yard Setback Variance for a Proposed Deck at 110 3rd Street South

Ms. Mann presented the staff report. The applicant, Beverly Nikolai, requested a variance to allow a deck to be
built either 0 feet or 7 feet from the rear property line. The applicant had recently submitted a building permit
for a deck to replace a deteriorating staircase that had served the side entrance of the home. Upon review of the
application, it was determined by Staff that a variance would be necessary because the existing house is located
within the required rear setback and the deck would encroach this setback.
The subject property is a single-family property located in the R-2 District. The existing house on the property is
located almost entirely in the required rear yard setback. This leaves the property without a backyard. In
addition, the property directly abuts an alley which leaves the property with only one side yard. The applicant
requested a 10-foot rear yard setback variance to allow the proposed deck to span from the entry vestibule of the
side door to the rear property line. The deck would sit flush with the rear property line, just as the house does.
This is the applicant’s preferred location as it would allow the greatest use of the property. The applicant
proposed a secondary location for the deck in the that the Planning Commission did not find a 0-foot setback to
be supportable. This location would require a 3-foot rear yard setback variance. In this scenario, the applicant’s
deck would start at the entry vestibule of the side entrance door and span towards the front of the property. This
location is not ideal for the applicant because it would create a section of the property that is useless but would
still need to be maintained.
Section 118-121 lists performance standards for single-family properties located in R-1 or R-2 District. This
section requires the rear yard of a single-family property to be at least 25 feet in the depth. Section 118-273
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offers setback exemptions for structures located in a residential district. Per this section, decks may encroach 15
feet into a rear yard setback so long as a setback of 10 feet in maintained. The applicant’s property does not
meet this requirement which is why the applicant requested a variance.
Staff discussed the application with the Building Official to determine if a 0-foot setback would be allowable
under the Building and Fire Code. The Building Official stated that the deck would not impact the fire safety of
the property given that the existing house is already flush with the rear property line. Staff recommended
approval of the variance subject to the conditions of approval.
Commissioner Huminek asked if the applicant could install a concrete staircase in place of the proposed deck if
the variance was denied. Ms. Mann stated that the applicant would be able to put in a concrete staircase without
the need for a variance, but the applicant requested a deck in this location because it would allow for greater use
of the property. Mr. Healy further explained that staircases do not have a setback requirement and can encroach
into any area.
The applicant, Beverly Nikolai, was present to speak on the application.
Chair DesMarais opened the public hearing.
No correspondence had been received on the item nor was anyone present to speak on the item.
Chair DesMarais closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Krueger stated that while a 0-foot setback seemed strange, the location of the house made the
location of the deck self-evident.
Commissioner Felton stated that he believed the variance made perfect sense and that the deck would be a big
improvement to the property.
Commissioner Huminek requested clarification from the commissioners that they were voting to recommend
approval of the 0-foot setback for the deck. Commissioners confirmed this was the case.
Motion to recommend approval of a rear yard setback variance to allow a deck to be constructed 0-feet from the
rear property line– Felton/Krueger (5-0)
B) Public Hearing for Alter Recycling Rezoning and Comprehensive Plan Amendment Request for PID
#36-03900-10-011
Mr. Healy presented the staff report. The applicant, TKDA on behalf of Alter Logistics, requested to amend the
2040 Comprehensive Plan to guide part of their parcel as “Industrial” instead of “Open Space” and to rezone
their entire 17 acres parcel from North River Front Development District (NRDD) to Industrial.
Alter Logistics operates a recycling facility in St. Paul’s “South Port Terminal.” While the majority of Alter
Logistics’ business is located in St. Paul, the company owns 17 acres in South St. Paul which directly connects
to their St. Paul property. The 17 acre property is bifurcated by Union Pacific Railroad tracks, which effectively
split the lot in two sections which are referred to as the “east part” and the “west part.”
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The 17-acre parcel was zoned heavy-industrial until 1992. In 1992, the City created the NRDD zoning district.
At the time, the City was considering creating a golf course, boat marina, and other major recreational amenities
at the former landfill site known as Port Crosby (Kaposia Landing Park). The City rezoned the Port Crosby area,
including a number of surrounding properties, from Heavy Industrial to NRDD. The NRDD zoning district
would only allow boat marinas and recreational uses to ensure that the land was used for recreation purposes.
All of the parcels zoned NRDD were acquired by either the City or the Metropolitan Council, except for the
existing Alter Logistics parcel. Today the Alter Logistics property is still zoned NRDD. The 2040
Comprehensive Plan guides the west part of the property for industrial use and the east part for open space use.
Given that their property is zoned NRDD, Alter is limited in their ability to use the site for anything other than
recreational uses. The existing exterior storage and spur track on the 17-acre site are “grandfathered” uses. State
law allows these uses to be “maintained, repaired, replaced, and improved but not expanded” meaning that Alter
can continue their use indefinitely, but they cannot expand their operations unless the property is rezoned for
industrial use.
Alter Logistics plans to invest in their St. Paul property in the next few years. As a part of the project, Alter is
looking to replace and improve the rail spur on the South St. Paul portion of their site. The company is
considering creating of a stormwater pond on the east part of their South St. Paul property to support the
facilities on their St. Paul property. The applicant has stated that they have no intention to build on their South
St. Paul property in the coming years and that their request to rezone the property is a proactive request.
Mr. Healy explained that the City cannot legally rezone a piece of land unless the rezoning is consistent with the
Future Land Use Map found in the City’s comprehensive plan. Further, if an applicant requests a property to be
rezoned and the Future Land Use Map calls for a rezoning, the City is legally obligated to rezone the property. If
the City receives a rezoning request that does not match the Future Land Use map, the City must deny the
request because the City cannot approve a rezoning that does not match the Comprehensive Plan. The City is not
obligated to approve a comprehensive plan amendment in the same way that the City is obligated to rezone a
property that matches the comprehensive plan. Comprehensive Plan amendments require a supermajority (five
vote) approval from the City Council.
The City reached out to neighboring communities and organization for comments regarding the Comprehensive
Plan Amendment as is required by the Metropolitan Council. A number of organizations did not provide
comments. The City of Newport commented that they were okay with the amendment as long as a conservation
easement protects their scenic views. The Friends of the Mississippi River, a non-profit, advised the City to deny
the Comprehensive Plan amendment. If the City voted not deny the Comprehensive Plan amendment, the
Friends of the Mississippi River encouraged the City to require a 300-foot conservation easement along the
property line and shoreline of the river.
Mr. Healy stated that the City is legally required to rezone the west part of the parcel to Industrial. Mr. Healy
explained that this part of the property could be zoned either “I-Industrial” or “LI- Light Industrial.” Staff
recommended rezoning the east part of the property to match the western portion but only if the Comprehensive
Plan amendment is approved. Staff recommended that the comprehensive plan amendment either be denied
outright or be approved but only if a conservation easement is put in place along the shoreline and the southern
property line.
Commissioner Krueger asked staff to speak to how to Robert Piram Regional Trail affected the Alter Logistics
site. Mr. Healy explained that the City had submitted its 2040 Comprehensive Plan to the Met Council in
December of 2019. During the summer/fall of 2020, a bike trail known as the Robert Piram Regional Trail was
constructed to connect Kaposia Landing to St. Paul. The trail is nearby the western side of the Alter Property.
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Jeremy Goldstein of Alter Logistics explained that the Robert Piram Regional Trail also abutted the impound lot
and the St. Paul portion of the Alter property. Mr. Goldstein stated that the main focus was on the east side of
the property. Mr. Goldstein stated that a buffer of 300 feet would be detrimental to the multi-million-dollar
updates the organization had planned for their St. Paul site; however, he was open discussing what a
conservation easement could look like.
Mr. Healy explained to the applicant that the Planning Commission provides a recommendation to the City
Council who will approve or deny the application after considering the Planning Commission’s
recommendation. Mr. Healy stated that there was room for negation but the rezoning of the western part of the
property is a given. The rezoning of the eastern part of the property is not a given and will require the vote of 5
City Council members in order for it to be approved. The City Council members can deny the rezoning of the
eastern part of the parcel (if the comprehensive plan amendment is denied) or allow for the rezoning subject to a
conservation easement on the property.
Mr. Healy further explained that the Robert Piram Trail does not access the Alter property, but it does provide
residents with a view of the area that they have not previously had.
Commissioner Krueger shared her positive experience with the new Robert Piram Trail and stated her concerns
about having an industrial property near the trail.
Mr. Healy addressed Commissioner Krueger’s concerns by explaining that Alter Logistics would need a
Conditional Use Permit and a Site Plan approval to expand their business if the property were rezoned. In the
case of a Conditional Use Permit, the City could add a condition of approval to require a conservation easement
along the property line. Mr. Healy speculated that Alter Logistics would likely not engage in a project that
would go right up to the property line.
Commissioner Felton asked if there was a city benefit to the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and rezoning.
Mr. Healy stated that there was not. Commissioner Felton stated that he was not comfortable with allowing an
organization to put their foot in the door as it has previously resulted in organizations expanding without
permission. Commissioner Felton also stated that the eastern part of the property does offer a significant buffer
so allowing a business to be active in this area would infringe on the park area the City worked so hard to create.
Commissioner Felton pointed out that the applicant requested for their entire property to be rezoned and stated
that he was strongly against that.
Jeremy Goldstein (Alter Logistics) and Evan Monson (TKDA) were present to speak to the application. Mr.
Monson explained that the rezoning and comprehensive plan amendment requests were proactive requests. Mr.
Monson explained that having the entire Alter property zoned for one use could avoid confusion in the future if
the existing tracks on the Alter property were removed. Mr. Monson reassured the commissioners that Alter was
not looking to do major work on the site or clear cut the site; the applicant is looking to improve the site and be
good stewards to the area. Mr. Goldstein reiterated that any future use would involve material storage and that a
buffer between the site and the park would be maintained.
Chair DesMarais opened the public hearing.
No one was present to speak on the item and staff had not received any additional comments.
Chair DesMarais closed the public hearing.
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Commissioner Huminek stated he agreed with Commissioner Felton’s comments. Commissioner Huminek
stated that the community had put a lot of thought into the Comprehensive Plan and that the plan reflects the
wishes of the community. Commissioner Huminek stated he was in favor of keeping the eastern portion of the
property as open space. Commissioner Huminek stated that he believed the best zoning for the western portion
of the property would be Light Industrial to match the industrial district located north of I-494.
Commissioner Felton asked Mr. Healy to confirm that the applicant’s request was to rezone their entire property
and that if this was the case, was it the Planning Commission’s responsibility to rewrite the applicant’s request
or if the Planning Commission should opt to deny the whole application. Mr. Healy explained that the applicant
did request their entire parcel to be rezoned from “NRDD” to “I”. The applicant also requested a Comprehensive
Plan Amendment for the eastern half of their parcel. Commissioner Felton pointed out that while Staff talked
about rezoning the western part of the Alter property, the applicant had requested that entire property to be
rezoned which could create ambiguity. Commissioner Felton stated that he did not want to rewrite the
Applicant’s application for them.
Mr. Healy and Commissioner Felton discussed the logistics of how the item would be brought to the City
Council and how to best proceed with the application.
Commissioner Krueger stated that the Planning Commission seemed to be leaning towards denying the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and keeping the eastern portion of the applicant’s property as open space.
Commissioner Felton asked Staff if it was best to deny the application in its entirety and have the applicant
amend their application for the City Council meeting or withdraw their application and reapply. Mr. Healy
stated that this was potentially one option but this would be more time consuming for the Applicant and for City
Staff. Additionally, Healy stated that staff’s understanding is that the rezoning of the western portion of the
property to an industrial zoning district must be approved.
Motion to recommend denial of the Comprehensive Plan amendment – Krueger/Huminek (5-0).
Motion to recommend denial for the rezoning of the Alter Logistics property from NRDD to IndustrialFelton/Huminek- (4-0-1).
5)

OTHER BUSINESS

Mr. Healy informed the member of the Planning Commission that Chair Yendell had resigned due to conflicts
with her work schedule. Chair Yendell’s position would be filled in February of 2021 when the City Council
would fill the two Planning Commission seats that are up for election. In the interim, per the Planning
Commission bylaws, Vice Chair DesMarais would assume the role of the Chair. If Chair DesMarais were absent
for a meeting, an acting chair would be selected by the remaining Planning Commissioners for that meeting.
6)

ADJOURNMENT

Motion to adjourn- Felton/Thompson (5-0).

AGENDA ITEM 4.A

South St. Paul Planning Commission

Prepared By:
Monika Mann, Community Development Support Specialist

Meeting Date:
11/4/2020

Item Description:
Public Hearing for a Setback Variance for a Proposed Reviewed By: Michael Healy, City Planner
Driveway at 228 4th Avenue North

ACTION REQUESTED
A motion recommending approval or denial of a proposed variance to allow a driveway at 228 4th Avenue North
to abut the south side property line with a 0-foot setback.
BACKGROUND/ DISCUSSION
Application
The Applicant, Gabriela Dominguez Torres, is requesting the following:
•

A variance to allow a new driveway at 228 4th Avenue South to abut the south side property line with
a 0-foot setback.

Review Timeline
Applied Date: October 5, 2020
Planning Commission: November 4, 2020
Tentative City Council Meeting: November 16, 2020
60-Day Review Deadline: December 4, 2020
Background
Staff met with the applicant’s husband earlier this year to discuss the possibility of adding a driveway to the
property at 228 4th Street South. The subject property is the only property on the block that does not have
a driveway or access to off-street parking. The applicant has proposed a driveway just over 12 feet in width
which would ordinarily be allowed under code; however, due to the proximity of the house to the side
property line, the driveway width the applicant has proposed will cause the driveway to abut the south side
property line with a 0-foot setback. City Code requires there to be a 2-foot buffer between a residential
driveway and any neighboring residential property. The applicant has requested a variance to allow the
proposed driveway to be constructed up to the side property line.

Site Characteristics
The subject property is a single-family home built on a 40-foot wide lot located in the R-2: Single-and TwoFamily Residence District. The subject property was built in 1900 and is one of the oldest houses on the
block. The house abuts the north side property line leaving the property with one side yard. The subject
property is located on the east side of 4th Avenue North. The properties along the east side of 4th Avenue
North do not have access to an alley as these properties back up to a steep bluff and below that bluff is Fred
Lawshe Park and Grand Avenue. Alternatively, most of the properties along on the east side of 4th Avenue
North have a driveway that can be used for off-street parking. Most of these driveways either abut or cross
the property line on the property they serve. The subject property is the only property on the east side of
4th Avenue North that does not have a driveway.
The zoning code requires all single-family and two-family residences to have at least two off-street parking
spaces per residence, so the home is currently “legal nonconforming” since they do not have off-street
parking.
Relevant City Code
A number of sections in the City Code speak to performance standards for residential off-street parking.
These sections include the following:
•

Section 118-198.- Required yards and open spaces.

(b) Off-street parking, structures of any type, buildings, or other improvements shall cover no more than
75 percent of the lot areas. The landscaped portion of the lot shall not be less than 25 percent of the
entire lot as a result of permitted encroachments on required yards.
•

Section 118-352.- General provisions

(j) Parking on grass, yards prohibited. In all zoning districts within the city, off-street parking of any
type of motor vehicle shall be permitted only on driveways or parking areas that are
constructed of asphalt or concrete material. No more than one-third of the front yard of any
property used for residential purposes may be paved for parking areas.
•

Section 118-353. – Design and maintenance of off-street parking areas.

(a) Driveway width limitation. Parking areas shall be designed so as to provide adequate means of
access to a public street or alley. Such access driveway widths and surface type shall be in accordance
with standards approved by the city engineer, but in no case shall they exceed 22 feet in width unless
approved or required by the city engineer. Driveway access shall be so designed and located as to
cause the least interference with traffic movement on a street or alley. There shall be only one
driveway access off a public street for each one-family residential lot.
(q) Location. All required off-street parking shall be located on the same lot as the principal building
served unless otherwise approved by the city engineer. No driveway or off-street parking area shall be
located closer than two feet from an adjacent lot zoned or used for residential purposes.
•

Section 118-354.- Off-Street parking spaces required.

(1) One-family and two-family residences: Two spaces per dwelling unit, but not to exceed four per
dwelling unit.
The applicant’s proposed driveway meets all of the above-listed requirements aside from Section 118-353
(q) which the applicant is requesting a variance from.
Discussion
Staff finds the request to be reasonable. Per Section 118-353, the widest a driveway can be in South St. Paul
is 22 feet. The applicant has proposed a driveway that is 10 feet narrower than the allowable driveway width
because that is all the space the applicant’s property affords. Given the lot configuration and the
performance standards found in the zoning code, the applicant is required to have a driveway that is 12 feet
narrower than the maximum driveway. This would leave the applicant with a 10-foot-wide driveway that
would narrowly fit one vehicle and may continue to encourage on-street parking. Staff feels that granting
this variance may help alleviate some of the pressure created by the limited amount of on-street parking
available on 4th Avenue South. Staff is not concerned that the variance will alter the essential character of
the neighborhood as most of the houses on the east side of 4th Avenue North have driveways that directly
abut the side property line or that span between two properties (Attachment C). Given this reasoning, Staff
recommends approval of the proposed variance.
Variance Criteria
The Planning Commission is asked to review the proposed variance using the criteria laid out in the City
Code. Staff have drafted an analysis that the Planning Commission can use if they wish to recommend
approval of the variance:
a. That the variance is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the ordinance
The variance is in reasonable harmony with general purpose and intent of the ordinance.
b. That the terms of the variance are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
The variance does not contradict the comprehensive plan.
c. That economic considerations are not the reasoning for the variance
Economic considerations are not the reasoning for the variance. The applicant does not have the ability to
park off-street which is a disservice to the applicant and the surrounding property owners.
d. That the plight of the property is not due to the circumstances created by the property owner
The property was constructed in 1900 when off-street parking was unnecessary. The lack of off-street parking
was not created by the property owner.
e. That the variance will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.
The variance will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood as almost all of the properties on
the east side of 4th Avenue North have a driveway that abuts or encroaches their side property line. The
variance may help remedy the lack of parking along 4th Avenue North.

Conditions of Approval
Staff recommends approval subject to the following conditions:
1. The Applicant must obtain a miscellaneous zoning permit for any concrete or asphalt paving related to
the project prior to starting construction. This permit is required for the driveway installation and
sidewalk restoration.
2. The Applicant will confirm their property lines prior to the construction of the proposed driveway. All
parts of the driveway must be on the Applicant’s property. The driveway shall be permitted to have a 0foot setback from the south side property line but may not encroach the neighboring property. The
driveway must comply with all zoning requirements in the City Code aside from the setback requirement.
3. The Applicant will be responsible for curb cut installation and curb and gutter restoration as well as the
bituminous street patching required for the curb removal and reinstallation. The driveway, curb cut
installation, and curb and gutter restoration shall comply with the City’s standards. Copies of the City’s
standards will be provided to the applicant.
4. The Applicant will be responsible for restoring the sidewalk. Prior to pouring the concrete sidewalk, the
concrete forms are to be inspected by City Staff to ensure the sidewalk will meet ADA standards. 6” thick
concrete is required for sidewalks through driveways.
5. The Applicant must ensure that the driveway is graded so that drainage is directed away from the
neighboring property. In order to determine that there are no adverse drainage impacts, the applicant
will need to submit a plan showing how they intend to accomplish this at minimum providing proposed
driveway grades with spot elevations.
6. The Applicant must use concrete for the driveway apron.
7. If the Applicant’s water shut off valve is located within the driveway area, the Applicant must bring the
water shut off valve to grade and a Ford Type A-1 valve box cover must be installed over the shut off
valve. The City will provide the Applicant with a A-1 valve box cover if the applicant is unable to find one.
8. The new parking area in the rear yard must be at least 40 feet away from the bluff line.
9. Per City Code, the variance will terminate if improvements have not substantially begun within 1-year
from the date of approval of the variance. The violation of any condition of approval may result in the
termination of the variance, following a hearing by the City Council.
Attachments
A. Site Location Map
B. Photo of the Subject Property
C. Applicant’s Site Plan
D. Neighboring Properties with Driveways at the Side Property Line
E. Applicant’s Narrative

ATTACHMENT A
SITE LOCATION MAP

4th Avenue
North

Fred Lawshe Park

ATTACHMENT B
PHOTO OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY

ATTACHMENT C
APPLICANT’S SITE PLAN

ATTACHMENT D
NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES WITH DRIVEWAYS THAT ABUT THE SIDE PROPERTY LINE

ATTACHMENT E
APPLICANT’S NARRATIVE

AGENDA ITEM 4B

South St. Paul Planning Commission

Prepared By:
Michael Healy, City Planner

Meeting Date:
11/4/2020

Item Description:

Ordinance Reviewed By: Amanda Johnson, City
Public Hearing for an ordinance amending the Zoning Code Attorney
to allow institutional uses to have electronic changeable
copy signs in residential zoning districts and to modify the
performance standards for monument signs
ACTION REQUESTED
A motion recommending approval or denial of an ordinance allowing institutional uses to have electronic
changeable copy signs in residential zoning districts and modifying the performance standards for
monument signs.
BACKGROUND/ DISCUSSION
Application
The Applicant, the City of South St. Paul, is proposing to amend the zoning code to allow institutional uses
(schools, churches, government buildings, etc.) to have electronic changeable copy signs even if they are
located in residential zoning districts. The ordinance amendment would also allow institutional uses in
residential areas to have larger monument signs than what is currently allowed and would stop counting the
square footage of the main support structure of a monument sign when calculating the total size of such
signs.
Review Timeline
City Council Worksession Discussion: October 12, 2020
Planning Commission Public Hearing: November 4, 2020
Tentative City Council 1st Reading: November 16, 2020
Tentative City Council 2nd Reading: December 7, 2020
60-Day Review Deadline: Not Applicable
Background
In September 2020, the City Council reviewed a variance petition from the Church of Saint John Vianney.
Through the variance, the church was seeking permission to have a dynamic display changeable electronic
sign, an electronic sign that could display changing words and changing graphics. The church is located in a
residential zoning district and the Code prohibits changeable electronic signs in all residential zoning districts
with no exceptions.

The City Council denied the variance because there was no practical difficulty. After the denial, the City
Council asked Staff to facilitate a review of this part of the sign ordinance. Staff facilitated a discussion at the
October 12th City Council worksession and the City Council directed Staff to take a draft ordinance to the
Planning Commission for a public hearing in order to “workshop” the proposed standards.
Summary of Existing Rules
South St. Paul allows electronic changeable copy signs in ALL of its commercial zoning districts, mixed-use
zoning districts, and industrial zoning districts. In these districts, the Code has very specific rules concerning
setbacks from residential uses and signage lighting levels. The Code also regulates how frequently the
graphics on the sign can change and what types of graphic transitions are allowed to be used when the text
is changing. The Code’s existing rules for electronic signs in commercial and industrial zoning districts are
included as Attachment A.
The Code’s signage rules are very restrictive in residential zoning districts. The following rules are in place in
the community’s low and medium density zoning districts (R-1, R-2, and R-3):
•

Most R-1, R-2, and R-3 properties can only have 6 square feet of total signage.

•
Staff can only issue “over the counter” sign permits for area identification signs, non-lit awning
signs, and non-lit canopy signs. All other signs in residential zoning districts require City Council approval
through a Conditional Use Permit.
•
The City Council can approve various types of wall signs through a Conditional Use Permit. They
can also approve changeable copy signs as long as they are non-electronic.
•

The City Council can approve monument signs with a Conditional Use Permit.
o In residential zoning districts, only institutional uses can have monument signs. Institutional
uses are churches, schools or educational buildings, hospitals, government buildings, day care
centers, and charitable/philanthropic organizations.
o These organizations are given permission to have 12 square foot monument signs instead of
being capped at 6 square feet like all other signs.

•
All types of electronic changeable copy signs are prohibited (words only, words and graphics,
dynamic display with movement).
Additionally, South St. Paul has an unusual method for measuring the “total size” of monument signs (in all
zoning districts):
•

In most cities, the size of the sign itself is what is measured. The “main supporting structure” of a
monument sign generally is not counted towards the size of the sign unless there is additional signage
displayed on the support structure.

•

In South St. Paul, the Code currently does count the main supporting structure as part of the “total
size” of the sign even if there is no signage located on the support structure. This may be one of the
reasons why South St. Paul sees so many requests for sign size variances.

Overview of Other Cities’ Rules
It has been pointed out that many churches in the Minneapolis-Saint Paul area, including Grace Lutheran
Church in South St. Paul, already have electronic changeable copy signs. Grace Lutheran Church is located
in a business district on Southview Boulevard and is zoned “C-1 Retail Business” which is the reason that
they were allowed to install their electronic sign.
The Church of Saint John Vianney provided Staff with a list of church dynamic display signs in surrounding
communities that was provided by their sign vendor. The list included signs in Woodbury, Eagan, Inver
Grove Heights, St. Paul, Little Canada, Shoreview, and North Oaks. Staff reviewed the list and determined
that most of the signs are located in non-residential areas. Several of these cities appear to ban electronic
changeable signage in residential zoning districts like South St. Paul does. There were two (2) signs on the
list that are located in residential zoning districts. There is one in Saint Paul and one in Shoreview:
•

Shoreview allows “public and quasi-public land uses” in residential zoning districts to have
electronic changeable copy display areas up to 30 square feet in size. They increase the allowance
to 40 square feet if the sign is on an arterial road.

•

Saint Paul allows parks, community centers, and religious, civic, educational, and philanthropic
institutions located in residential zoning districts to have one “bulletin board sign” with a size up to
30 square feet.
o
o
o
o

The sign must follow all of their normal rules for brightness and setbacks.
The text must be monochromatic (just one color)
The text is not allowed to change more often than once every 20 minutes.
The sign must be turned off between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM

Discussion
•

It is unclear how attractive the Saint Paul option (electronic signs that can only change once every 20
minutes) would be for institutional uses. Electronic signs are pretty expensive to install and this
restriction makes them significantly less useful.
o In commercial/industrial zoning districts, electronic signs are allowed to change every 8
seconds.
o The City Council discussed at their worksession whether “the sign can change every 8 seconds”
is a good rule for electronic signs in residential areas or whether there should be a stricter
standard in residential districts. The consensus was that this should be left up to the Planning
Commission but that restricting changes to once per 20 minutes like Saint Paul is “too strict.”

•

The current 12 square foot monument sign allowance is so low that no institutional user can
realistically accommodate an electronic changeable copy sign unless they obtain a sign size variance or
have their entire sign be electronic.
o If the City intends to amend the sign ordinance at all, that amendment should include
increasing the monument sign size allowance for institutional users to either 24 square feet or
32 square feet. Staff would also recommend that “main structural supports” no longer be

counted towards the total size of a monument sign. There are enough other performance
standards in the Code to regulate this such as the “total height” standard which does not allow
monument signs to exceed 6 feet in height when measured from the ground.
Overview of Proposed Changes
The draft ordinance amendment would implement the following changes to Article VI of the Zoning Code:
1. The main structural support would no longer “count” towards the total size of a monument sign if no
signage was attached to the support. The 6-foot height limit would remain in effect and all ornamental
attachments that are not the “main structural support” would still count towards the allowance.
2. Institutional uses in residential zoning districts can have monument signs with up to a 32 square foot
sign face (with a Conditional Use Permit).
3. Institutional uses in residential zoning districts can have dynamic display and electronic changeable
copy signage on their monument signs (with a Conditional Use Permit)
a. These signs must follow all of the same rules already in place in commercial/industrial districts.
b. These signs must be turned off between 10 PM and 7 AM.
The Planning Commission is invited to suggest additional performance standards if they so choose, such as
setting a different time limit on how often the sign’s image is allowed to change. As previously stated, the
current default is that the sign is allowed to change not more than once every eight (8) seconds.
The City Council has already stated that they do not want to require the text to be monochromatic (just
one color) like Saint Paul does. They view this to be an unreasonable/unnecessary regulation.
Staff Recommendation
Staff fully supports changing the sign size allowance and not counting the “main structural support” towards
the total size of a monument sign.
If the City wants to move ahead with allowing electronic changeable signage in residential zoning districts,
Staff would recommend approval of the draft ordinance either as presented or with additional performance
standards. This is a “community values decision” and there are certainly communities that do not allow
electronic changeable signs in residential zoning districts. There is no right or wrong answer here and the
Planning Commission should make a recommendation based on what they feel is best for the community.
Planning Commission Alternatives
A) A motion recommending approval of the proposed ordinance allowing changeable copy electronic
signage in residential zoning districts and to amend the performance standards for monument signs,
either as presented or with modifications.
B) A motion recommending denial of the proposed ordinance allowing changeable copy electronic signage
in residential zoning districts and amending the performance standards for monument signs.

Staff would note that there is a chance that the City Council will want to approve some version of this
ordinance even if the Planning Commission recommends denial. The Planning Commission might want to
consider giving some advice on potential performance standards as a “Plan B,” even if the main
recommendation is that electronic changeable signs should continue to be prohibited in residential zoning
districts.
Attachments
ABCD-

City Code Rules for Changeable Copy Electronic Signs in Commercial and Industrial Zoning Districts
South St. Paul Zoning Map
Photographs of Church Signs
Draft Ordinance

ATTACHMENT A
CITY CODE RULES FOR CHANGEABLE COPY ELECTRONIC SIGNS IN COMMERCIAL AND
INDUSTRIAL ZONING DISTRICTS
Dynamic display, electronic changeable copy, and electronic graphic display signs, subject to the following
requirements:
(i)

Display hold time: No part of the display shall change more than once every eight seconds; and

(ii)

Number of signs and distance to other electronic signs: There shall be no more than one electronic
sign per property and each sign must be located at least 60 feet from any other electronic sign on
any other property as measured in a straight line from the base of the sign to the base of any other
electronic sign.

(iii)

Distance to residential uses: Each sign shall be located at least 60 feet from a residential use, as
measured in a straight line from the base of the sign to the nearest lot line of the residential use. In
the case of a mixed-use development that includes residential uses a sign may be located less than
60 feet from a residential use within that same development provided that the residential use(s) are
located at a significantly higher elevation or similar means of reducing the impact of the brightness
and impact of the sign to equate to the straight line distance of 60 feet.

(iv)

Transitions: Display transitions shall be limited to one second. Transitions such as slideshow and
fade/dissolve may be used.

(v)

Illumination limits. The difference between the off and solid-message measurements using the
electronic sign measurement criteria (listed in the table below) shall not exceed 0.3 footcandles at
night.

(vi)

Illumination measurement criteria. The illuminance of the sign shall be measured with an
illuminance meter set to measure footcandles accurate to at least two decimals. Illuminance shall be
measured with the electronic sign off, and again with the sign displaying a white image for a full colorcapable sign or a solid message for a single-color sign. All measurements shall be taken
perpendicular to the face of the sign at the distance determined by the total square foot age of the
sign as set forth in the accompanying sign area versus measurement distance table.

Sign Area Versus Measurement Distance
Area of Sign
(sq. ft.)

Measurement
Distance (ft.)

10

32

15

39

20

45

25

50

30

55

35

59

40

63

45

67

50

71

55

74

60

77

65

81

70

84

75

87

80

89

85

92

90

95

95

97

100

100

*For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the table
(i.e. 12 square feet, 112 square feet, etc.) the measurement distance may be
calculated with the following formula: Measurement Distance = the square foot of
(Area of the sign square feet times 100).
(vii)

Dimming capabilities. All permitted electronic signs shall be equipped with a sensor
or other device that automatically determines the ambient illumination and shall be
programmed to automatically dim adjusting to ambient light conditions, or that can be
adjusted to comply with the 0.3 footcandle measurements. These signs must also be
equipped with a means to immediately turn off the display or lighting if it malfunctions,
and the sign owner or operator must immediately turn off the sign or sign lighting
when notified by the city that the sign is not complying with the standards in this
section.

(viii)

Maximum size of the sign. An electronic dynamic display or electronic graphic
display sign shall not exceed 75 percent of the maximum size permitted for a
freestanding sign in that district.

Attachment B
Zoning Map

ATTACHMENT C
PHOTOGRAPHS OF CHURCH SIGNS

WITH ELECTRONIC CHANGEABLE COPY

WITH NON-ELECTRONIC CHANGEABLE COPY

ATTACHMENT D
City of South St. Paul
Dakota County, Minnesota
Ordinance No. 13XX
AN ORDINANCE ALLOWING INSTITUTIONAL USES TO HAVE CHANGEABLE
COPY ELECTRONIC SIGNS WHEN LOCATED IN RESIDENTIAL
NEIGHBORHOODS AND MODIFYING THE RULES FOR MONUMENT SIGNS
The City Council of the City of South St. Paul does ordain:
SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. South St. Paul City Code Section 118-339 is hereby amended as
follows:
Sec. 118-333. - Definitions.
Gross area means the method of calculating the allowable square footage of signs. The stipulated
maximum gross area for a sign refers to a single facing. Freestanding signs which are V-shaped be
considered as two signs. Gross area shall be calculated as follows:
(a)

Individual letters or figures: When attached onto a surface such as a building, canopy, awning,
or wall, the gross area shall be the smallest rectangle that encompasses all of the letters or
symbols.

(b)

Monument signs: The area within the frame, including all lettering, wording, and accompanying
designs and symbols, together with all the background, whether open or enclosed, on which they
are displayed, including a message board. The area shall also not include the main supporting
sign structure and but shall include any other ornamental attachments that are not a part of the
main support of the sign.

(c)

Pylon signs: The area within the frame, including all lettering, wording, and accompanying
designs and symbols, together with all the background, whether open or enclosed, on which they
are displayed, including a message board. The area shall not include the main supporting sign
structure, but shall include all other ornamental attachments that are not a part of the main support
of the sign.

(d)

Wall signs: The area within the frame, including all lettering, wording, and accompanying designs
and symbols, together with all the background, whether open or enclosed, on which they are
displayed, including a message board. The area shall include all other ornamental attachments
that are not a part of the main support of the sign.
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Sec. 118-339. - Permitted signs by district.

Figure A-1

R1
R- R- CGMU- CGMUCNCMU
GB
2 4
1
2
1
R3
Maximum Gross Area of all Signage
on the Property (Square Feet)

6* 24* 150

I

150

150

150 200* 200*

Individual Sign Maximum Gross Area
6
(Square Feet)

24

100

100

100

100 100* 100*

Height (Feet)

6

6

6

6

6

6

10*

10*

Area Identification Signs

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Box or Cabinet Signs

C* P

C*

C*

C*

P

P

P

Dynamic Display Signs

C* C* C*

C

C

C

C

—

Electronic Changeable Copy Signs

C* C* C*

C

C

C

C

C

Electronic Graphic Display Signs

C* C* C*

C

C

C

C

—

Freeway Signs

— —

—

—

—

—

C*

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

Illuminated Canopy and Awning Signs C

P

Menu Board Signs

— —

C*

C

C

C

C

C

Monument Signs

C* P

C*

P*

P*

P

P

P

Nonelectronic Changeable Copy Signs C

P

C*

C*

C*

P

P

P

Nonilluminated Awning and Canopy
Signs

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Projecting Signs

C

P

P

P

P

P

P

—

Pylon Signs

— —

—

—

—

—

—

—

Wall Signs

C

P*

P*

P*

P

P

P

P

*See special conditions within each zoning district
(a)

Within residential zoning districts (R-1 through R-3) signs must comply with the following
regulations:
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(1)

Aggregate property signage: The maximum gross signage for a property shall not exceed
six square feet in gross area unless otherwise excepted below.

(2)

Individual signs: The maximum gross area per sign shall not exceed six square feet in gross
area and six feet in height, or as otherwise excepted below.

(3)

(4)

The following types of signs are permissible:
a.

Area identification signs.

b.

Nonilluminated awning signs and nonilluminated canopy signs.

c.

In the case of a residential business office as allowed pursuant to a conditional use
permit for a home occupation, the city council may permit a nonilluminated business
sign, not to exceed six square feet in an approved location. In the single-family
residence (R-1) district, no home occupation signage is allowed.

The following types of signs require a conditional use permit:
a.

Monument signs for institutional uses such as a church or recreational facility only,
which shall be allowed one monument sign per lot. No such sign shall exceed a gross
area of 12 32 square feet.

b.

Illuminated canopy and awning signs on nonresidential buildings.

c.

Projecting signs.

d.

Nonelectronic changeable copy signs.

e.

Wall signs.

f.

Box or cabinet signs for nonresidential uses.

g. Dynamic display signs, electronic changeable copy, and electronic graphic display signs,
only when located upon the monument sign of an institutional use such as a church or
recreational facility and subject to the following requirements:

(5)

(b)

1.

The signage shall adhere to all requirements of subsection 118-339(c)4c.1.

2.

The electronic sign shall be turned off between 10 PM and 7 AM.

The following types of signs are prohibited:
a.

Dynamic display signs.

b.

Electronic changeable copy signs.

c.

Electronic graphic display signs.

d.

Freeway signs.

e.

Menu board signs.

Within multifamily residential zoning districts (R-4) signs must comply with the following
regulations:
(1)

Aggregate property signage: The maximum gross signage for a property shall not exceed
24 square feet in gross area unless otherwise excepted below.

(2)

Individual signs: The maximum gross area per sign shall not exceed 24 square feet in gross
area and six feet in height.

(3)

The following types of signs are permissible:
a.

Area identification signs.

b.

Illuminated canopy and awning signs.
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c.

Monument signs. Institutional uses such as a church or recreational facility are permitted
to exceed the 24 square foot allowance and have one monument sign up to 32 square
feet in size, provided that it is the only sign on the property.

d.

Nonelectronic changeable copy signs.

e.

Nonilluminated awning signs and nonilluminated canopy signs.

f.

Projecting signs.

g.

Wall signs.

h.

Box or cabinet signs.

(4) The following types of signs require a conditional use permit:
a. Dynamic display signs, electronic changeable copy, and electronic graphic display signs,
only when located upon the monument sign of an institutional use such as a church or
recreational facility and subject to the following requirements:

(4 5)

1.

The signage shall adhere to all requirements of subsection 118-339(c)4c.1.

2.

The electronic sign shall be turned off between 10 PM and 7 AM.

The following types of signs are prohibited:
a.

Dynamic display signs.

b.

Electronic changeable copy signs.

c.

Electronic graphic display signs.

d.

Freeway signs.

e.

Menu board signs.

SECTION 2. 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 City’s sign ordinance is amended to allow institutional uses to have electronic
changeable copy signage, dynamic display signage, and electronic graphic display signs
when located in residential zoning districts (R-1, R-2, R-3, and R-4). Such signage is
allowed only on monument signs and shall require a conditional use permit. The Code is
also amended to increase the size allowance for monument signs for institutional uses in
residential zoning districts and to change the way the City calculates monument sign size.
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SECTION 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance shall become effective upon publication.
Approved:

_________________________

Published:

_________________________

_____________________________________
Christy Wilcox, City Clerk
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AGENDA ITEM 5A
South St. Paul Planning Commission

Prepared By:
Michael Healy, City Planner

Meeting Date:
11/4/2020

Item Description:
Final Plat for “Harlow
Redevelopment Project)

Addition”

(Bremer

Bank

ACTION REQUESTED
A motion recommending approval or denial of the “Harlow Addition” Final Plat for the Bremer Bank
Redevelopment Project at 633 Concord Street South.
BACKGROUND/ DISCUSSION

OVERVIEW
Application
The Applicant, Kriss Novak on behalf of True North Investments, LLC has submitted an application seeking
final plat approval of “Harlow Addition,” a 2-lot subdivision that is part of their redevelopment of the Bremer
Bank property at 633 Concord Street South.
Review Timeline
Application Submittal: October 5, 2020
Planning Commission: November 4, 2020
Tentative City Council Meeting: November 16, 2020
60-Day Review Deadline: December 4, 2020
Background
The subject property, 633 Concord Street South, is 4.71 acres of land spread across five (5) parcels that are
a mix of old platted lots, unplatted land, and abandoned railroad right-of-way. The 4- story Bremer Bank
office building sits in the southwest corner of the site with its 11,862 square foot footprint. The rest of the
site is covered by an enormous surface parking lot.
The Applicant obtained a Preliminary Plat approval and a Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit
Development approval on August 17, 2020. The Applicant is now moving forward with the final plat of
Harlow Addition which will format the subject property as two lots. The northern lot, Lot 1, will host the new
2-story Bremer Bank branch building. The southern lot, Lot 2, will host the existing 4-story office building.

PUD Approval
The subject property is zoned GB-General Business. The Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit
Development that was approved in August granted the following flexibility from the GB district’s zoning rules
to Lot 1 and Lot 2 of the proposed Harlow Addition:
a. For the new bank building located on Lot 1, Block 1, the Applicant is permitted to have signage
beyond the 200 square foot limit established for the GB district. The Applicant shall be permitted
to have up to 144 square feet of wall signage. Additionally, the Applicant shall be permitted to
install a 148 square foot freestanding letter monument-type sign on top of their retaining wall as
depicted in the building elevations.
b. The Applicant shall be given flexibility from minimum parking requirements and shall provide
twenty-nine (29) parking stalls for the proposed 7,500 square foot office/bank building on Lot 1,
Block 1.
c. The existing 40,000 square foot 4-story office building on Lot 2, Block 1 shall be permitted to be
used for “office” with the existing 118 striped parking stalls. The Applicant’s site plan shows a
“proof of parking” area that shows an area where an additional 36 parking stalls can be striped.
The new parking may also need to include the installation of additional asphalt to ensure that there
is enough room for adequate drive aisle width. The City may require the parking stalls in the proof
of parking area to be built/striped at any time if, at the City’s sole discretion, it is determined that
there is insufficient parking at the property based on user demand. The City may require the
parking stalls to be striped if any part of the building is converted to a use other than offices which
increases parking demand.
d. Setback flexibility is granted to Lot 1, Block 1 of Harlow Addition. All parking areas and drive
thru-lanes must be set back at least 5 feet from front property lines along 6th Street East and
Concord Street South. The building setback requirement from the property line along Concord
Street shall be 20 feet. The building setback requirement from the property line along 6th Street
East shall be 10 feet.
e. Glare from light fixtures located on Lot 1, Block 1 and Lot 2, Block 1 of Harlow Addition shall be
permitted to cross the shared property line at levels in excess of what is allowed by the City Code.
Consistency with Preliminary Plat
The preliminary plat for Harlow Addition called for the subject property to be platted into two (2) lots. The
proposed final plat for Harlow Addition is consistent with the approved preliminary plat and incorporates
the City’s “conditions of approval” from the preliminary plat in regards to easements.
Easements
There are four (4) easements that are relevant to the final plat approval.
1. The Applicant is being required to plat 10-foot drainage and utility easement along the property lines.
2. The Applicant is being required to provide a cross-access easement between Lot 1 and Lot 2 to allow cars
to circulate between the two properties. This is necessary because direct access to Concord Street is
being removed as part of the upcoming Concord Street reconstruction project.

3. The County is requiring a 5-foot trail easement along a portion of the western plat boundary of both lots.
This will be a “paper easement” that is recorded after the plat.
4. As noted in the preliminary plat review, the Applicant may need to dedicate a new easement over the
existing north-south public sewer line. This sewer line is already located in an easement but it is unclear
whether it is a public easement in favor of the City. This will need to be clarified prior to the City Council’s
review of the final plat.
Public Sidewalks
The Preliminary Plat and CUP/PUD approval required that the Applicant provide a new public sidewalk along
both 6th Street East (the northern end of the plat) and Villaume Avenue (the southern end of the plat). Both
sidewalks will connect to the existing public sidewalk along Concord Street South and will extend towards
the eastern edge of the Harlow Addition plat.
The Applicant is proposing to construct the sidewalk along 6th Street East immediately as part of the 2-story
Bremer Bank branch building project. The Applicant is proposing to postpone the construction of the
Villaume Avenue sidewalk for now because there is a tentative plan to tear down the existing 4-story building
and redevelop the southern part of the subject property. If the southern part of the property is redeveloped,
it would likely damage the new sidewalk and necessitate its replacement.
As part of the development agreement, the developer will need to provide a letter of credit equal to 125%
of the cost of the sidewalk along 6th Street East to guarantee its construction. The Applicant will need to
provide a cash escrow equal to 125% of the estimated cost of the future sidewalk along Villaume Avenue.
The cash escrow will only be returned if/when the future sidewalk is constructed and the City will be able to
use the escrow to construct the improvement itself if the future redevelopment of the south part of the
subject property fails to occur and the Developer fails to construct the improvement.
Relocation of Sewer Line
There is an existing east-west public sewer main that runs directly beneath the proposed building pad for
the proposed new bank building. The sewer line is located in two drainage and utility easements that were
recorded in the 1970’s. The City approved the vacation of those two easements in August, contingent upon
the Applicant relocating the sewer main into the right-of-way at their own expense. The sewer main will be
relocated so that it is within the Concord Street and 6th Street East rights-of-way. The City Engineer is
requiring that the relocation be completed before May 15, 2021 so that it does not conflict with the City and
County’s major reconstruction project on Concord Street. The main needs to be installed before the road
project. The City does not want to build the new street only to have it torn up to install a new sewer main.
This will result in a suboptimal road surface.
Grading, Drainage, Utilities, and Easements.
All final grading, transportation, drainage and utility issues, including easements, are subject to review and
approval of the City Engineer. Any outstanding issues will need to be resolved before a building permit can
be issued for the project.

Development Agreement
The Applicant is required to enter into a developer’s agreement with the City to ensure that the public
improvements are completed correctly. Staff has prepared a draft development agreement which is being
reviewed by the City Attorney’s designee (the City Attorney’s office recused itself from this review because
they are a tenant in the existing office building). It will be presented to the City Council for review and
approval at their meeting on November 16th.
Park Dedication
South St. Paul requires park dedication whenever land is being subdivided in order to create a new buildable
lot on a property where park dedication has not taken place in the past. The City has the option to require
any subdivider of commercial or industrial land to donate 5% of their property to the City for conversion to
a public park. If the subdivision is in an area where the City does not want/need a park, a cash-in-lieu fee is
collected instead of a land donation. The subject property is not located in an area where the City needs a
public park. Therefore, this project will need to pay a park dedication fee.
The park dedication fee for commercial and industrial projects is based on the value of the land being
subdivided. It is based only on the land value (including any public roads, utilities, etc.) and does not consider
the value of any existing buildings located on a site that is being subdivided. The subdivider is required to
pay a fee equal to 5% of the land value of the new lot being created. Section 42-92 of City Code contains a
stipulation, however, that the fee cannot be higher than $5,000 per acre of land.
The Dakota County Tax Assessor lists the five (5) parcels that constitute the subject property as having a
combined land value of $1,044,700. The new buildable lot being created is 1.32 acres in size which is 28% of
the subject property. This means that the “new lot” is worth approximately $292,782. Five percent (5%) of
that value is $14,639. However, the City is limited to collecting $5,000 per acre for commercial subdivisions
which means that the full amount likely cannot be collected. The City will collect $6,600 in park dedication
fees. This calculation will be reviewed by the City Attorney prior to City Council review/approval of the final
plat.
COMMENTS FROM OTHER DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES
City Engineer
The City Engineer has provided a comment letter which is included as Attachment F.
Dakota County Plat Commission
The Dakota County Plat Commission reviewed the final plat at their October 14th meeting. They noted that
they will be requiring a 5-foot trail easement along the western plat boundary as a condition of approval.
Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT)
Not yet submitted.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the final plat with the following conditions:
Planning/Zoning Conditions
1.) The Applicant shall address any outstanding conditions from the Preliminary Plat, Conditional Use Permit
for a Planned Unit Development, and Site Plan approval, Resolution #2020-103.
2.) Park dedication fees in accordance with the approved development agreement shall be paid.
3.) The final plat and related documents must be recorded with Dakota County within 90 days of approval
or the final plat will become null and void unless an extension is granted by the City Council. The final
plat for Harlow Addition and supporting documents shall be filed with Dakota County by February 14,
2021.
4.) The Applicant shall be responsible for furnishing the City with at least two mylars of the final plat for its
permanent records.
5.) The Applicant will provide the City with proof that a cross-access easement has been recorded.
6.) The Applicant shall enter into a development contract with the City and post all required securities,
subject to the approval of the City’s attorney.
Engineering Department Conditions
7.) The Applicant shall satisfy the 24 comments listed in the City Engineer’s Letter dated October 27, 2020.
Dakota County Plat Commission Conditions
8.) The Applicant shall be required to dedicate a drainage and utility easement in favor of Dakota County,
as outlined in the conditions letter from the Dakota County Plat Commission.
9.) Restricted access shall be shown along all of future County Road (Concord Street).

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 development application
because they find that it is consistent with the approved preliminary plat and approved Conditional Use
Permit for a Planned Unit Development, the following action should be taken:
•

A motion recommending approval of the Final Plat of Harlow Addition.

B. Denial. If the Planning Commission wishes to recommend denial of the development application because
they feel that the final plat is not consistent with the approved preliminary plat and Conditional Use
Permit for a Planned Unit Development, the following action should be taken:

•

A motion recommending denial of the Final Plat of Harlow Addition.
If the Planning Commission were to recommend denial, the motion should include the rationale behind
the denial.

Attachments
ABCDEFG-

Site Location Map
Aerial Photograph of Subject Property
Preliminary Plat
Final Plat
Civil Plans
City Engineer’s Letter (dated October 27, 2020)
Dakota County Plat Commission Comments Letter
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AGENDA ITEM 5B
South St. Paul Planning Commission

Prepared By:
Michael Healy, City Planner

Meeting Date:
11/4/2020

Item Description:
Review of Plans for “Hybrid” Planning Commission Meeting
Format
ACTION REQUESTED
Staff is providing an update on a plan to begin holding “hybrid meetings” for the Planning Commission. No
action is needed unless the Planning Commission would prefer to continue meeting exclusively via WebEx.
BACKGROUND/ DISCUSSION
Background
The Planning Commission has been holding their monthly meetings remotely via WebEx since May 2020 due
to the COVID-19 pandemic. Per the City Attorney, this is permitted under State Law only as long as the
governor’s emergency order remains in effect. During the early part of 2020, the City Council and all of the
City’s boards and commissions were meeting exclusively via Webex. In more recent months, some groups
have returned to in-person meetings for some or all of their meetings while others are still using WebEx:
•

•
•
•
•
•

The City Council is holding their formal meetings in-person in the City Council Chambers.
o These meetings are “hybrid” which means that there is a WebEx component. Members of the
public and project applicants are able to participate remotely if they are not comfortable
attending an in-person meeting. Councilmembers can technically be remote as well but none
have done so.
The City Council is holding their informal worksession meetings virtually via WebEx.
The Central Square Advisory Board is holding their meetings in-person at Central Square Community
Center.
The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board is holding their meetings in-person at Central Square
Community Center.
Their Airport Advisory Commission is meeting in-person at Fleming Field Airport.
The Library Board is holding their meetings virtually via WebEx.

“Hybrid” meetings require a significant amount of additional support from City Staff, Town Square
Television, and the City’s IT Department. Hybrid meetings are technically complicated and, consequently,
there have been minor technical difficulties during many of the hybrid meetings that have been held so far.
This situation has generally improved with each meeting although there are still some glitches.
Several Planning Commissioners have requested that the City find a way to begin holding “in-person”
meetings again. Consequently, the IT Director is going to be training Monika Mann on how to run a hybrid

meeting and we are going to attempt to start holding Planning Commission meetings as “hybrids” starting
in December 2020. Planning Commissioners are encouraged to attend meetings in-person if they are
comfortable doing so as there is a small time-delay on the WebEx component of hybrid meetings which can
potentially affect the flow of discussion.
Planning Commission Meetings are “Essential Meetings”
The Planning Commission is different than the City’s other appointed boards because the Planning
Commission’s meetings are considered “essential” as they have responsibilities that are mandatory to keep
the City in compliance with State Law. When the City receives a planning/zoning application (variance,
development proposal, conditional use permit, etc.), the City Council MUST review the application and give
the Applicant a yes/no answer within 60 days or the application is automatically approved. The “60-Day
Rule” is still fully in effect during the pandemic.
The Planning Commission is legally obligated to meet, hold public hearings for planning/zoning applications,
and give a recommendation to the City Council. The Planning Commission can only meet and review a
planning/zoning application if a quorum of at least four (4) Planning Commissioners is present. If a quorum
is not present, the Planning Commission meeting is cancelled and all of the items on the agenda are delayed
until the next month’s meeting (very bad for most development projects which tend to be time-sensitive).
It is absolutely critical that the Planning Commission hold every one of their scheduled meetings and that at
least four (4) Planning Commissioners be present at every meeting. There are several major development
projects “in the pipeline” that are tentatively scheduled for review by the Planning Commission in December
2020 and the early months of 2021 and all of these meetings must be held. The City is putting extra staff
resources into facilitating “hybrid” meetings for the Planning Commission in recognition that this is an
essential board that merits extra attention to ensure that there is a quorum.
Safety Precautions in the City Council Chambers
The City Council chambers have been modified with additional safety precautions to allow the City Council
to resume in-person meetings. If the Planning Commission chooses to resume in-person meetings in the
chambers, the following safety measures will be in effect:
1. Staff will sanitize the dais prior to the meeting using disinfectant wipes. Wipes and hand sanitizer will be
available for use by the Planning Commissioners at the meetings.
2. Plexiglass shields have been installed to separate each of the Planning Commissioners from each other.
3. Everyone in the chambers is asked to wear a mask unless they are the active speaker giving a
presentation or participating in a discussion (there have been audio quality issues with the television
recording if the speaker is wearing a mask). When someone is done presenting/speaking, they will be
expected to put their mask back on.
4. Only 13 chairs have been left in the chambers for use by the general public and they are all spaced far
apart. If these chairs are full, no more members of the public will be allowed in the chambers. Any
“overflow” audience members will need to wait outside the chambers until their item is up for review.
“Attachment A” of this memo is photographs of the City Council chambers in its new configuration.

Update on Vacant Planning Commission Seat
The City Council is tentatively planning to appoint someone to fill the vacancy created by Stephanie Yendell’s
resignation at their November 2nd meeting which will allow the new commissioner to begin serving at either
the November or December meeting.

Attachments
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