South St. Paul
JOINT EDA/COUNCIL WORKSESSION AGENDA
SSP City Hall
125 3rd Avenue North
Training room
Monday, April 25, 2022
7:00 pm
AGENDA:
1. Property Management Contract Update
2. Proposed Fence Ordinance Update
3. Proposed Update to Concord Gateway Mixed Use (CGMU) District’s
Architectural Requirements
4. Review Action Plan - Crime Prevention Initiatives/Proactive Policing
5. Traffic Review – 200 Block of 9th Avenue North
6. Review Action Plan – Develop Parks & Recreation Master Plan
7. Other Parks & Recreation Updates
8. Discussion Public Works/CDL Requirements – No Attachment
9. Council Comments & Questions
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Agenda Item: Property Management Contract Update
Desired Outcomes:
•
•

Present Staff summary of Performance Evaluation for Nath Management, Inc. (in this memo,
the “Manager” or “Nath”)
Discuss alternative courses of action to be taken, if any, in response to Evaluation and generate
consensus about preferred course of action

Summary:
On December 26, 2019, the EDA entered into a Management Agreement with Nath Management, Inc.
for services related to the management and operation of the South St. Paul HRA’s Public Housing
Program (the “Agreement”). A one-year renewal of the Agreement went into effect on January 1, 2022
and is set to terminate on December 31, 2022. The Agreement provides that at least annually, the City
Manager or his designee will conduct a Performance Evaluation of the Manager’s performance under
the Agreement. Staff’s evaluation of the Manager in Spring 2022 has unfortunately revealed
deficiencies in some key areas, such that Staff is concerned about the Manager’s ongoing capacity to
successfully represent the EDA/HRA’s interests with the Public Housing Program and ultimately to
perform over the life of the Agreement. Staff believes it is critical to discuss these deficiencies with the
EDA and determine the most sustainably beneficial remedy for the residents and the organization.
2022 Performance Evaluation - Key Considerations:
In accordance with the Agreement, Nath Management, Inc. is responsible for the general management,
operation, and maintenance of the John Carroll and Nan McKay properties (hereafter referred to as the
“Property”) as well as “the successful operation of the Property in full compliance with all laws, rules
and regulations of the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”)” and other
agencies. As the EDA can recall, management and operation of a Public Housing property requires a
specific, detail-oriented and specialized management approach and this is reflected in the Agreement.
For purposes of clarity and conciseness, this memo focuses exclusively on what Staff, thorough its
evaluation, has identified as critical deficiencies or failures by the Manager to perform consistent with
their minimum obligations under the Agreement. It should be noted that the Housing Program Manager
(Tiffany Greene) has repeatedly met with Nath’s Regional Manager (Pete Stork) throughout our
partnership to identify and attempt to compel correction of these deficiencies, without much success.
•

Move-Outs / Handling of Security Deposits: Move out deposit statements and security deposit
refunds are required to be mailed no later than 21 days from the date the tenant moved out
according to MN statue 504B.178. Move out deposit statements are being sent months late and
often only upon Staff’s notification and request to the Manager.

•

Recertifications / Interim Certifications / Unit Turns: The Manager is not submitting tenant
certification (of eligibility for Public Housing tenancy) documentation correctly or not on time

to HUD. City Staff needs to check PIC and EIV (HUD Systems) weekly and must send the
Manager notice to correct the issues. The Manager continues to upload errors on top of errors
without verifying that they went through correctly and either can’t or won’t update processes to
correct the issues going forward (causing a repetition of essentially the same errors over and
over again).
•

Income Verification: The Manager is not checking the correct Enterprise Income Verification
(EIV) reports, and is not utilizing the (mandatory) Income Verification Tool (IVT) during
recertifications at all, which is a HUD requirement (and addressed in mandatory trainings that
the Manager has accessed). This failure has resulted in numerous errors and underpayments in
rent, and Staff has begun to receive emails from HUD for non-compliance. Manager appears to
be either unwilling or unable to correct this issue upon notification from City Staff.

•

Accounting
o Tenant Account Ledgers: Tenant account ledgers are constantly incorrect. Staff sends the
Manager ledger corrections regularly, however Manager does not seem to update
procedure to prevent these errors from occurring again. Rents/charges are not posted
properly or at all by the Manager. Manager cashes tenant rent checks but these are
frequently not added to the tenant accounts (which Staff must then go in to Yardi and
correct).
o Aged Receivables/Tenant Balances: Manager fails to track aged receivables or tenant
balances. By way of example, Staff recently noticed we have a tenant who hasn’t paid
rent since October 2021; her balance is $4,833.98. On top of not paying rent, she also
hasn’t done her recertification which was due to be completed no later than March 31st.
Even after reporting this to the Manager, Manager fails to take action. Staff sent the
Manager in to her unit do an occupancy check to see if she is still living there, which she
is. Still after that, Staff receive no help or assistance or follow up from the Manager. So
even though the Manager is aware of the issues with this person, they take no action to
correct the problem, or to address the issue with the tenant who is living in our building
rent free.

•

Waitlist and Vacancy Issues: The Waitlist has been non-functional since July 2021 and is still
not repaired after repeated attempts and requests from HRA. On February 15, 2022, Staff gave
the Manager a deadline of 60 days to fix the issue. The issue is still not fixed, although the
Manager has given the “all clear”. The wait list is still not operable with several instances of
missing (but required) applicant information, preferences not listed properly, and applicants not
sorting correctly. With respect to vacancies, the HRA just received notice from HUD that we
have fallen below 96% occupancy due to multiple units vacant for months at a time. HUD
monitors our vacancies and has previously sent emails of concern about the amount of time it
takes the Manager to fill units. Regional Manager was completely unaware of the number of
vacant units when brought to his attention, and from Staff’s understanding has still not sent the
managers help or helped himself to address this issue.

•

Lease Terminations for Cause: Manager has been unable and unwilling to proceed with legal
action on any tenant and is completely unaware of the issues without Staff’s intervention. When
asked to get information together to proceed with a lease termination or eviction, Manager
presents (invalid) reasons that they can’t evict anyone and fails to act, follow up, or assist Staff.
Lease terminations and evictions have been done solely by City Staff with the help of HRA’s
Legal Counsel.

•

Oversight/Leadership/Training: Regional Manager has been instructed by City Staff to have
building meetings with tenants and with on-site Management staff. Unfortunately, building
meetings have for the most part been run by City Staff as the Regional Manager has not
established this as a priority. Regional manager has not met with any maintenance or cleaning
staff in 2 ½ years. Staff is often at odds with each other, lack any basic leadership, training, and
direction. Maintenance, cleaning, and management staff issues are constant, and on-site staff has
repeatedly told City Staff that Regional manager doesn’t address any of their issues or really
help them in any way. On-site staff has come to City Staff office ready to quit because they
can’t get any help, basic support, or training. Maintenance and cleaners are completely left on
their own, having never met with upper management who is supposed to be their supervisor.
The maintenance person at Nan McKay is unable to perform basic maintenance tasks and must
be assisted daily with trash and recycling, wall repairs, anything plumbing related, door locks,
and many other basic maintenance related items. The cleaner at John Carroll is also unable or
unwilling to complete basic cleaning tasks. City Staff has encountered this staff person sitting in
the maintenance room reading the paper, hanging out, playing CDs, and not working. Several
tenants have voiced concerns or complaints with City Staff that the building is unclean and all
this particular staff person does is stand around. City Staff has brought this to the Regional
Manager’s attention in an effort to get him to address this and repeatedly had this brought up in
out monthly meetings, with no apparent discipline or correction. The on-site managers, NM
cleaner, JC and NM maintenance have come to City Staff over and over with repeated issues
with each other that continue to go unresolved – aside from the on-site managers none of them
have ever met with the Regional Manager who is supposed to be their supervisor.

It is Staff’s opinion that Nath Management, Inc. has lost its ability to perform in accordance with the
Property Management Agreement. Unfortunately, the departure from their staff of the two individuals
who had direct Public Housing experience has proven to expose the Manager’s lack of technical
knowledge, expertise, and capacity to maintain South St. Paul’s exceptional track record as a Public
Housing agency. It is only due to City Staff’s constant oversight and direct involvement over the past
several months that the program hasn’t descended more deeply into non-compliance. However, the
Agreement as written does not contemplate City Staff taking on such a prominent role; certainly the
City is paying for a higher level of service (which is clearly baked into the Agreement) than it is
receiving. In Staff’s opinion, something must change.
Potential Resolutions:
Finding ourselves at a bit of a crossroads once again with the Public Housing program, Staff suggests
that we consider the best way forward for the health of the program and ultimately the successful
operation of the buildings for the benefit of the City and the residents of Nan McKay and John Carroll
highrises.

“Stick it out”
Staff is disappointed to be reporting this issue to the Council. We all had high hopes for Nath and they
certainly should be credited for helping us to improve upon and correct the issues that plagued the
program with our first management company. Ultimately, however, with management staff turnover
and the level of management service our Agreement demands, it very much appears that Nath does not
have the capacity to provide long-term value to the City in this role. With this in mind, we do not
believe that “do nothing” or “try to work it out” with Nath is a viable resolution.
“Terminate the Agreement”
Staff has discussed this issue with the City Attorney, and Nath is clearly in default of the Agreement.
The City Attorney advises that if the EDA elects to act on this default, the following “paths” are
available:
1. Natural expiration of the Agreement on December 31, 2022. The term of the agreement was for
one year and unless we give a notice to extend, it naturally expires at the end of the year.
2. Terminate without cause and give 180 days’ notice. (Section 10.4) If we provide notice now,
that results in termination at the end of October.
3. Terminate by mutual consent of the parties on an agreed-upon date. (Section 10.4)
4. Send a Notice of Default and give them 30 days to cure. Failure to cure allows you to terminate
immediately under Section 10.3 (assuming they fail to cure). Reasons for Default:
a. Section 10.1 (d) – if you give them a performance evaluation prior to July 1 and find
their performance unsatisfactory
b. Section 10.1(e) – the vacancy rate exceeds 3%
c. Section 10.1(g) – Failure or refusal to perform certain responsibilities under the
Agreement (record keeping, HUD reporting, vacancies, evictions, employee supervision,
maintenance)
If we choose the Notice of Default path, then we can withhold fees in the following situations:
(1) If they have failed to achieve the High Performer PHAS or REAC rating (Section
10.1(c) then you can withhold $2,000/month (Section 10.3(b)) until cured. [you did
not indicate that this was an issue yet]
(2) If you can quantify your financial damages due to their default then you can deduct
the specific amount from their monthly fees (Section 10.3(a)).
The simplest path is to let the contract expire on December 31, 2022. If we want to terminate prior to
December, 31, 2022, we can give a notice to terminate without cause and provide 180 days’ notice. If
we want to terminate sooner than those two choices, then we either need to talk to Nath about a smooth
exit strategy with an agreed-upon date or we must issue a Notice of Default. For what it’s worth, Staff
has discussed this issue with Nath’s senior leadership, as well. They are contrite about their failures but
understand and appreciate our valid concerns. They would prefer that we choose the “simplest path”
(expire on 12/31/2022) and have committed to doing their best in order to provide support as we work
through what would likely be a challenging transition to some alternative, a discussion of which is
introduced below.

Find another partner
Frankly, it is Staff’s opinion that regardless of intention, it will continue to prove especially difficult
(not to mention, inefficient) for a private, third-party property management company to provide the
comprehensive level of expertise and service that will be needed to maintain the HRA as a HUD “High
Performer”. In other words, this is not just a “Nath Problem” (or, before Nath, a “Common Bond
Problem”). If nothing else, we have learned over the past several years that Public Housing is called
Public Housing for a reason –that reason being that the Public Sector is best equipped to operate and
administer it. As such, Staff would recommend that if we are resolved to either terminate or choose not
to renew (after December 31, 2022) the Agreement with Nath, we do not issue another RFP. As the
Council will recall, in 2019 the EDA issued an RFP to 12 well-known, capable property management
entities, including public, not-for-profit, and private entities. Nath and one other private property
management company were the only two respondents at that time, and the vast majority of the other
entities (including all of the public housing agencies we reached out to) expressed that they did not feel
the management assignment was consistent with their core mission. In the past month, Staff has had
some informal/exploratory conversations with potential partners (from this same list, generally) and can
report with confidence that nothing has changed.
Reestablish a fully internalized Public Housing Program
At this point, based upon what we’ve experienced, Staff believes that the model that has the highest
probability of operational and financial success for the foreseeable future is to reestablish a right-sized
Public Housing operation that is staffed and overseen pretty much entirely by the City. Staff fully
acknowledges that while our recent operating and capital subsidies from HUD have been strong and
positioned us to operate and maintain the Property quite effectively, ultimately our funding levels are
set in Washington and influenced to a certain degree by political forces that are mostly outside of our
direct control. It may very well make sense that, at some point, we explore a repositioning of the
Property to a more predictable/steady stream of funding (RAD) or a Demolition/Disposition process (in
other words, reducing or eliminating units, and/or selling the Property). However, we are not confident
that we are in a position to do so in the immediate future, at least successfully.
Staff also fully acknowledges that there are myriad issues we’ll need to consider if we attempt to
recruit, train, and retain a successful “public housing team”. Not the least of these considerations is the
financial impact to the City. To this end, Staff has conducted a comparison of program costs under the
current model (3rd party contract) to an “in-house” model. This analysis is explored in detail below, but
in summary:
•

Currently, our monthly fee pays for all of Nath’s staffing and in addition we pay approximately
$150,000/year in “premium” (management fee) for Nath’s service. In total, by contract we pay
Nath $600,000 for 2022.

•

Currently (and proposed going forward), the City already provides Staff resources to the Public
Housing Program. These resources are covered by our Public Housing revenues (operating
subsidy and rental income).

•

Staff believes we could effectively operate the Program with fewer on-site staff than Nath.

•

Ultimately, Staff’s analysis indicates that bringing the Program “in-house” with a staffing level
as proposed below would provide Net Savings of between $15,000 - $20,000 in year one.
Hypothetically, management fees would increase over time (our current fee with Nath is

“below-market” by about 3.5%), while we know that any internal positions would see a 3%
COLA in 2023.
Current Staffing
NM_Manager
JC_Manager
Compliance
NM_Maintenance
JC_Cleaner
JC_Maintenance
Regional
NM_Cleaner
TOTAL
Management Fee Less Staffing
($600K-total w/benefits)
Proposed Staffing
Manager
Compliance
JC-Maint
NM-Maint
JC-Caretaker
NM-Caretaker

“Savings” Less Proposed Staffing
City Staff Needed
(currently in place)
Housing Programs Admin
Admin Assistant
Finance, Payroll,HR, AP
TOTAL

Current Wages
Total w/Benefits 15%
$55,000.00
$63,250.00
$60,000.00
$69,000.00
$55,000.00
$63,250.00
$48,500.00
$55,775.00
$34,000.00
$39,100.00
$51,000.00
$58,650.00
$50,000.00
$57,500.00
$38,000.00
$43,700.00
$391,500.00
$450,225.00
$149,775.00
Proposed Wages
$60,000.00
$60,000.00
$55,000.00
$55,000.00
$40,000.00
$40,000.00
$310,000.00

Total w/Benefits
$81,690.00
$81,690.00
$75,932.50
$75,932.50
$58,660.00
$58,660.00
$432,565.00

$167,435.00

Allocated Wages
(currently allocated at
$75,000.00 75%)
(currently allocated at
$50,000.00 40%)
$40,000.00 (currently billed at $30k)
$165,000.00

Recommendation:
Staff is struggling to see the benefit of continuing with Nath, or any third-party Property Manager, with
the Public Housing Program. It has proven to be inefficient and in some respects cumbersome,
redundant, and clumsy to have an outside Property Manager “in the middle” of the Program. That said,
Staff is already making moves in the immediate term to minimize their direct involvement in the
“administrative” functions of the Program in order to correct issues with HUD and prevent these issues
from blossoming into more significant problems for us. We will be prepared to discuss at Monday’s
meeting how to approach a transition, in terms of timing and process, should the EDA agree that such a
transition is desirable.

A
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ADMINISTRATOR: JRH
AGENDA ITEM: Proposed Fence Ordinance Update
DESIRED OUTCOMES:
•
•

Discuss the draft fence ordinance update that was introduced for a 1st Reading on April 18th.
City Council provides staff with direction whether any parts of the draft ordinance should be revised
prior to the second reading.

OVERVIEW:
Background
Staff has been working with the Planning Commission to update the fence ordinance. The three main goals of
the update are:
1. Make the fence ordinance more user-friendly for City Staff and for residents.
2. Establish clear fence rules for commercial districts. The ordinance currently does not have any clear
rules for fences in commercial zoning districts and this is a confusing “gray area” in the City Code.
3. Update the list of materials that are allowed to be used for fences. The biggest proposed change is that
metal and masonry (brick & stone) would be allowed as privacy fence materials.
The City Code has always allowed chain link fences but left it as somewhat of a “gray area” whether those
chain link fences could be turned into privacy fences with additional treatments:
•

Sometimes, residents and businesses try to turn chain link fences into privacy fences by wrapping tarps
and fabric sheets around them. Historically, the City has not allowed this and has issued code
enforcement letters when complaints are received.

•

Sometimes, residents and businesses try to turn chain link fences into privacy fences by inserting plastic,
bamboo, and other types of privacy slats through the fence. Historically, the City has allowed this as
long as it is done in a part of the yard that allows privacy fences.

Planning Commission Direction Regarding Chain Link Fences
The Planning Commission discussed the fence ordinance at their meeting on March 2nd and gave Staff the
following direction regarding chain link fence treatments:
•

Wrapping a tarp around a chain link fence to turn it into a makeshift privacy fence should continue to be
prohibited everywhere, just as it already is today.

•

Residential properties should not be allowed to turn their chain link fences into privacy fences by
installing privacy slats. The Code should be updated to prohibit this.

City Council Worksession Report – Proposed Fence Ordinance Update
April 25, 2022
Page 2 of 4
•

Businesses should not be able to turn chain link fences into privacy fences by installing privacy slats if
the fence is located in a front yard.

The Planning Commissioners expressed a general belief that chain-link fences that have been turned into
privacy fences with slats do not look attractive and are a nuisance to nearby residential properties. Their stance
is that residents who want to have a privacy fence should pay for a privacy fence, not try to convert a chain link
fence into a makeshift privacy fence with poor aesthetics. A detailed summary of the Planning Commission’s
discussion at the March meeting regarding chain link fences is included as Attachment A.
Staff brought a draft ordinance to the April 6th Planning Commission meeting that incorporated the feedback
that was provided in March. The Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval of the draft
ordinance with a 6-0 vote.
City Attorney Comments
Per the City Attorney:
•

If the ordinance passes as proposed, residents will not be allowed to install privacy slats in any chain
link fence that does not already have privacy slats.

•

If the ordinance passes as proposed, all existing chain link fences with privacy slats in SSP will become
lawful nonconformities (grandfathered). People with grandfathered privacy slats will be able to
maintain, repair, improve, and replace their slats. If they ever remove their slats for one full calendar
year, they will forfeit their grandfather rights and cannot put the slats back at a later date.

•

City Staff will need to try to determine whether a property has grandfather rights if a neighbor calls to
complain about a chain link fence with privacy slats. In some cases, it may be very difficult or even
impossible to determine whether the fence has grandfather rights. The fence permit in the property file
will simply say “chain link fence” and, for older fences with fence permits that were issued prior to
2022, Staff will not have a good way of knowing if the privacy slats were installed before or the new
ordinance went into effect.

The City Council should be aware that this could be a somewhat complicated ordinance to administer because
of the new lawful nonconformities that it will create. There are a significant number of residential properties in
South St. Paul that currently have chain link fences with privacy slats.
DIRECTION NEEDED
Does the City Council want any changes made to the draft ordinance before it is brought back for a second
reading? Specifically, does the City Council want to move forward with the Planning Commission’s
recommendation to prohibit residential properties from turning chain link fences into privacy fences by
installing privacy slats?
ATTACHMENTS
A- Summary of Planning Commission’s March 2nd Discussion About Chain Link Fences
B- Staff Memo from 1st Reading

ATTACHMENT A
SUMMARY OF PLANNING COMMISSION’S MARCH 2nd DISCUSSION ABOUT CHAIN LINK FENCES
Note: This summary was prepared by Associate Planner Monika Mann after reviewing video footage from the
March 2, 2022 Planning Commission meeting. This summary is not the official meeting minutes from that
meeting.

Chair Thompson asked the Commissioners for their opinions on fence wrap. Commissioner DesMarais stated that she
liked fence wrap for commercial uses but not residential uses. Chair Thompson brought up the discussion from the
November Planning Commission meeting about fence wrap. Chair Thompson shared that he was fine with fence slats but
not fence wrap.
Commissioner Frankot shared that he had paid attention to other properties with fence wrap since the November
discussion and shared that fence wrapping did not appear to hold up well to Minnesota’s weather. Commissioner Frankot
suggested listing fence wrap as a prohibited fencing material.
Commissioner Krueger stated that the sustainability of fence wrap was an issue. Commissioner DesMarais agreed and
stated that the maintenance of a fence tarp is likely not a high priority for property owners. Commissioner Krueger
reiterated that homeowners likely would not maintain their fence wrap.
Commissioner Frankot shared that there may be a seasonal use for this fence wrap. Commissioner DesMarais stated that
she felt fence wrap would be acceptable for trash enclosures.
Mr. Healy explained that the discussion about fence wrap was the result of several complaints the City received last fall
about fence wrap at residential properties.
Commissioner Thompson shared that if a property owner wants a privacy fence, they should get a privacy fence.
Commissioner Frankot suggested banning fence wrap but allowing privacy slats.
Commissioner Thompson asked the commissioners if they felt comfortable with allowing privacy slat while prohibiting
fence wrap. Commissioner DesMarais shared that she agreed.
Ms. Mann asked the commissioners to clarify if they wanted to allow privacy slats and prohibit fence wrap in residential
and commercial districts or just in one of the districts.
Commissioner DesMarais stated that she was ok with fence slats in both residential and commercial districts but did not
want to see fence wrap in residential districts. Commission Frankot suggested not allowing fence slats in front yards to
avoid creating privacy fencing in the front yards of residential properties.
Mr. Healy stated that the code allows short privacy fences in front yards. The maximum height for a front yard privacy
fence is 3.5 feet.
Commissioner Felton stated that he would prefer not to allow either option and that both materials were not aesthetically
pleasing.
Commissioner DesMarais suggested creating straightforward standards to avoid confusing residents.
Chair Thompson reiterated that chain link fences are great for keeping kids and animals in the yards, but if someone wants
a privacy fence, they should install a privacy fence. Commissioner DesMarais shared her agreement with Chair
Thompson’s statement.

Mr. Healy pointed out that the most recent chain link fence with slats that was approved was for the trash enclosure for
Pomp’s Tire, which the City Council approved. Mr. Healy shared that this was a fairly common request from industrial
property owners because it is the most economical trash enclosure option. Mr. Healy encouraged the Planning
Commissioners to make a decision about whether chain link fences with slats should be allowed for commercial
properties.
Chair Thompson asked Commissioner Felton to clarify if his comment was meant for residential or commercial
properties. Commissioner Felton stated that he would not want chain link fences with slats or fence wrap in residential
districts.
Commissioner DesMarais asked if Commissioner Felton prefer allowing slats or fence wrap for commercial properties.
Commissioner Felton shared he preferred slats because fence wrap requires more maintenance.
Staff suggested not allowing fence slats in the front yards of commercial properties which would in turn prevent trash
enclosures from being in the front yard of a commercial property or visible from the street.
Commissioner Thompson asked if staff was looking for additional feedback. Ms. Mann stated that staff had received the
feedback that they were seeking.
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Agenda Item: First Reading- Ordinance Repealing and Replacing the Fence Ordinance
Action to be considered:
Introduce an ordinance amendment to repeal and replace the existing fence ordinance.

Overview:
Application
The Applicant is the City of South St. Paul. The Planning Commission called for a public hearing for
the draft ordinance after a discussion at their March 2, 2022 meeting.
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. The City’s commercial
districts include the C-1, GB, MMM and CGMU 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.
In addition to creating zoning standards for commercial fences and fine-tuning the standards for
industrial fences, Staff and the Planning Commission are proposing to make some other minor changes
to the fence ordinance. Most of the changes are strictly organizational and are intended to improve the
readability of the ordinance. The proposed ordinance does, however, also update the list of materials
that are allowed to be used for fencing.
Proposed Fence Ordinance Updates
The proposed ordinance would repeal and replace the fence ordinance. Most of the existing fence rules
will be kept intact but the new ordinance will have improved formatting that is more user-friendly to
read. The proposed ordinance would do the following:
1. It will establish clear standards for fences on commercially-zoned properties.
•
•

•

They will generally need to follow the same standards as fences in residential districts
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.
Industrial type uses in the General Business district whose use requires a Conditional
Use Permit can required to have a 8-foot tall privacy fence as part of their CUP request.

2. It will update the allowable and prohibited fence materials lists:
•

New materials proposed to be allowed:
 Aluminum privacy fences
 Steel ornamental and privacy fences
 Brick and stone walls (subject to the same height limits as fencing)
Note: Metal privacy fences in residential districts will not be allowed to be galvanized or
corrugated metal.

•

There are some materials that are currently allowed (although it is a gray area) that the
Planning Commission would like to outright prohibit:
 Privacy fence slats that are inserted in chain link fences (wood, plastic, vinyl or
other types of slats)
o The Planning Commission would like to prohibit these entirely in
residential areas.
o The Planning Commission would like to prohibit these in front yards in
commercial and industrial areas.

3. It will clarify the standards for fencing on industrially-zoned properties.
•
•
•

Fences can be up to 8 feet in height in any required yard
Fences in front yards may not be opaque unless approved with a Conditional Use Permit.
In such cases, there shall be a landscaped buffer area outside of the fence.
Fences setback as far from the street right-of-way as the principal building may be
allowed to exceed 8 feet by conditional use permit if the applicant can demonstrate that
the additional height is necessary to fulfil the fence’s intended function.

Other Proposed Updates
In addition to the more substantive content-related updates summarized above, the proposed ordinance
also includes the following organizational updates:
•
•
•
•

Restructuring the fence ordinance to improve readability
Clarifying the fence permit application requirements
Clarifying that fences can be placed up to the property line
Listing out the visibility triangle standards for corner lots more clearly

Planning Commission Public Hearing and Recommendation
The Planning Commission held a public hearing for the proposed ordinance at their April 6th meeting.
No members of the public attended the public hearing or submitted comments. The Planning
Commission recommended approval with a 6-0 vote
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the City Council introduce the ordinance for a first reading.

City of South St. Paul
Dakota County, Minnesota
Ordinance No. 139X

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) Fencing material is “opaque” to the extent it screens the yard from public view.
(6) Fence height is measured from finished grade.
(7) Materials
a. The following materials are approved for fence construction, design, and maintenance:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.

Aluminum;
Brick;
Chain link with approved posts and cap;
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:
i.
ii.
iii.

iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Barbed wire (except for security fences around power substations and airports).
Chain link fence wrap
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;
T- posts and poles;
In residential zoning districts, wood, plastic, vinyl or other types of slats may not be
used in combination with chain link fencing.
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.
In residential zoning districts, metal privacy fences may not be constructed out of
galvanized or corrugated metal.

(8) Location standards applicable in all zoning districts
a. Fences may be placed up to a property line.
b. 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.
c. 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.
d. Fences are prohibited from being placed within public right-of-way, except through an
encroachment agreement.
e. 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).
(9) 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.
(10) 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.
(11) 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

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)

A
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ADMINISTRATOR: JRH
AGENDA ITEM: Proposed Update to Concord Gateway Mixed Use (CGMU) District’s Architectural
Requirements
DESIRED OUTCOMES:
•

Discuss zoning petition from South St. Paul Animal Hospital for an amendment to the CGMU ordinance
to allow contemporary architecture and contemporary exterior building materials on Concord Exchange.

•

Discuss the draft ordinance that Staff has prepared in response to the petition.

OVERVIEW:
Zoning Petition from South St. Paul Animal Hospital
South St. Paul Animal Hospital is proposing to construct a new building on the vacant lots that are directly
north of Al’s Corral Bar and Grill. Their proposed building is very attractive but it utilizes contemporary
architecture and contemporary building materials. Technically, contemporary building architecture is prohibited
on Concord Exchange and all new buildings are required to imitate the historic architecture of the late 1800’s
and early 1900’s. The City Council has made it clear in recent years that they do not want the “imitation historic
architecture” rules enforced and they have routinely waived these rules for development projects with variances
and Planned Unit Development (PUD) approvals. The 2040 Comprehensive Plan calls for studying and
updating Concord Exchange’s small area plan and zoning rules.
The South St. Paul Animal Hospital project does not qualify for variances because there is no practical
difficulty that prevents them from following the Code. The project is a poor candidate for a PUD approval since
it 100% complies with the City Code except for not meeting the “imitation historic architecture” requirements
that the City Council no longer wishes to enforce. Because the variance and PUD routes were not good options,
Staff encouraged the Applicant to petition for an ordinance amendment to legalize contemporary building
architecture. Staff then drafted the ordinance which is being presented for discussion.
The proposed “new rules” for architecture on Concord Exchange are based on recent projects that the City
Council has approved via PUD and variances such as “The Yards” and “The Back Yards” apartments,
Stockyards Tavern and Chophouse, and Vandalia Glassworks.
Background on Existing Concord Exchange Zoning Rules
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 the 1970’s and the
vision for what this street should look like has evolved several times. The original 1970’s vision called for
suburban redevelopment that would be similar to Robert Street in West St. Paul. In 2003, the City Council
approved the Concord Gateway Streetscape and Redevelopment Plan which established the new goal of
creating a traditional pedestrian-friendly main street along Concord Exchange. Since 2003, the properties along
Concord Exchange have all been zoned Concord Gateway Mixed Use (CGMU) which is a mixed-use district
that allows both commercial and residential development.
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City Staff has facilitated numerous discussions about Concord Exchange in recent years and it is clear that the
City Council’s vision has evolved significantly since 2003. The CGMU zoning district requires pedestrianoriented building and site design and policymakers and City Staff still very strongly believe in that aspect of the
vision. The CGMU district also requires imitation historic buildings with old-timey architecture and old-timey
façade materials. In recent years, the City Council appears to have soured on that aspect of the original vision
and no longer views it as realistic to require imitation historic architecture.
Problematic Architectural Requirements in CGMU Ordinance
There are two main components of the existing CGMU ordinance that trip up projects and deter development on
Concord Exchange:
1. All buildings must have brick, stone, and glass as their principal exterior materials and these materials
must comprise at least 60% of each façade. Up to 30% of each façade can be masonry stucco or
decorative block. All other materials are limited to being “accent materials” and cannot take up more
than 10% of each façade. These requirements add a lot of cost to projects and appear to be out of
alignment with what the market will support in South St. Paul. Additionally, these requirements stifle
creativity and chase away businesses that would prefer a building with a more contemporary look.
2. Buildings must have facades that consist of repeating bays that are between 20-40 feet wide. This
requirement mandates a very specific type of historic architecture and prohibits contemporary
architecture. This requirement has been waived for every development project and no new buildings on
Concord Exchange constructed since 2003 have been designed with repeating bays.
Projects Where City Council Has Waived the “Imitation Historic Architecture” Requirements
The “imitation historic architecture” requirements have been waived for every significant development and
redevelopment project on Concord Exchange since 2003:
•

In 2016, the Concord Lanes bowling alley was granted variances to allow its façade to be upgraded
with modern exterior building materials.

•

In 2018, Vandalia Glassworks was granted variances and allowed to use architectural metal siding to
restore an old block building. Vandalia Glassworks has a sleek and modern appearance that is very
different than the “old-timey” architecture required under the CGMU ordinance.

•

In 2018, Kaposia Club (AKA Stockyards Tavern and Chophouse) was allowed to be constructed with
a modern façade design instead of having repeating bays built into the façade.

•

In 2020, “The Yards” apartments were allowed to be designed with contemporary architecture and
contemporary exterior building materials such as architectural metal and Hardie siding. This was
allowed under a Planned Unit Development approval that granted flexibility from the Code.

•

In 2021, “The Back Yards” apartments were allowed to be designed with contemporary architecture
and contemporary exterior building materials. This was allowed via a PUD amendment to the Planned
Unit Development approval for “The Yards.”
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•

In 2021, the Planning Commission and City Council reviewed a concept plan for “The Vaquero”(AKA
The Drover Phase II) which contemplates using contemporary architecture and contemporary exterior
building materials. The Planning Commission and City Council signaled their support for a PUD
approval and stated that they were willing to waive the “imitation historic building” requirements.

Summary of Proposed Updates to the Concord Exchange Zoning Rules
The proposed ordinance amendment would do the following:
1. It would remove the requirement that all buildings must have facades that consist of repeating bays that
are between 20-40 feet wide.
2. It would update the list of permitted exterior materials to allow a wider range of materials, similar to
what was done in 2021 when the zoning rules for Concord Street North were updated with the creation
of the Mixed Markets and Makers (MMM) zoning district. The new materials that would be allowed in
the CGMU district would be based on Section 118-9 of the City Code which lists out exterior building
materials and assigns them different classes based on their level of quality.
a. As proposed, any Class I material would be allowed as a principal exterior material.
b. As proposed, any Class II material would be allowed as a secondary exterior material.
c. Cement-based architectural products (i.e. Hardieboard), engineered wood products (i.e. LP
Smartside), and architectural metal siding would also be allowed as secondary exterior materials.
d. Cement-based architectural products (i.e. Hardieboard) may be used to satisfy up to half of the
primary exterior material requirement for each façade. This material is actually considered a
Class I material in some communities such as Saint Louis Park.
e. On the west side of Concord Exchange, rear facades facing the toe of the bluff which are not
readily visible from public roads may be constructed out of any combination of Class I and Class
II materials, cement-based architectural products, synthetic stucco, engineered wood products,
and architectural metal siding.
3. It would update the rules for nonconforming buildings to make it easier to upgrade and beautify their
facades. It would create a Conditional Use Permit review process for these façade improvements so that
projects like Vandalia Glassworks and Concord Lanes would not require variances.
DIRECTION NEEDED
The Applicant’s zoning petition asked that Staff draft an ordinance amendment that would allow the South St.
Paul Animal Hospital project to move forward. The proposed ordinance honors that request and attempts to
make improvements to the CGMU ordinance to align it with the City Council’s evolved vision for Concord
Exchange.
The City Council is asked to provide feedback on the draft ordinance and alert Staff to any provisions that ought
to be removed from the draft ordinance. The goal of bringing this item to a Worksession discussion is to ensure
that the review process moves smoothly and the South St. Paul Animal Hospital project is not delayed.
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ATTACHMENTS
ABCDE-

Draft Ordinance
Excerpt from Section 118-9 of the City Code Which Separates Exterior Building Materials into Classes
Aerial Photograph of Site of Proposed South St. Paul Animal Hospital
Proposed Site Plan for South St. Paul Animal Hospital
Proposed Building Elevations for South St. Paul Animal Hospital

ATTACHMENT A
DRAFT ORDINANCE

City of South St. Paul
Dakota County, Minnesota
Ordinance No. 13XX
AN ORDINANCE AMENDMENT UPDATING THE ARCHITECTURAL REQUIREMENTS IN
THE CONCORD GATEWAY MIXED USE DISTRICT
The City Council of the City of South St. Paul does ordain:
SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. South St. Paul City Code Section 118-125 is hereby amended as follows:
Sec. 118-125. CGMU, Concord Gateway mixed-use district.
(a) Purpose. The purpose of the Concord Gateway mixed-use (CGMU) district is to provide an area for
compact, mixed-use development made mutually compatible through a combination of careful
planning, urban design and coordinated public and private investment. The mixture of land uses
within the district is essential to establishing the level of vitality and intensity needed to support retail
and service uses. The placement of building edges and the treatment of building, parking,
landscaping, and pedestrian spaces is essential to creating the pedestrian-friendly environment
envisioned for the CGMU. The standards in this section are intended to implement and effectuate the
principles and relationships established in the city's Concord Gateway Framework Plan, a copy of
which is on file in the office of the city clerk, which will be carried out through specific standards
related to site planning, signage, architecture, building materials, and landscaping. The CGMU is
divided into two subdistricts, CGMU-1 and CGMU-2, as depicted on the official zoning map. In
2022, the architectural standards were updated to allow contemporary architecture and contemporary
exterior building materials with the understanding that buildings constructed with this style still must
be pedestrian-oriented and adhere to the core principles of the district.
(h) Building and architectural provisions.
(4) Building facades shall be divided into similar bays of roughly equal width between 20 and 40
feet in width. Reserved.
(5) Exterior building materials shall be classified primary, secondary, or accent materials. Primary
materials shall cover at least 60 percent of the facade of a building. Secondary materials may
cover no more than 30 percent of the façade unless otherwise noted. Accent materials may
include door and window frames, lintels, cornices, and other minor elements, and may cover
no more than ten percent of the facade. Allowable materials are as follows:
a.

Primary exterior building materials may be brick, stone, or glass, or any material defined
as Class I in Section 118-9. Bronze-tinted or mirror glass are prohibited as exterior
materials.

b.

Secondary exterior building materials may be decorative block, cement-based
architectural products (i.e. HardieBoard,), engineered wood products (i.e. LP Smartside),
architectural metal siding, or integrally-colored stucco, or any material defined as Class
II in Section 118-9.

c.

Synthetic stucco may be permitted as a secondary material on upper floors only.

d.

Accent materials may be wood or metal if appropriately integrated into the overall
building design and not situated in areas that will be subject to physical or environmental
damage.

e.

All primary and secondary materials shall be integrally colored unless otherwise
approved by the City Council as part of a site plan review in accordance with Section
118-47.

f.

Decorative block shall be colored only by means of a pigment integral to the block
material, not applied to the surface.

g.

All primary and secondary materials shall be earth tones, compatible with and
complimentary to the natural stone and brick of existing historic buildings in the district.

h.

Sheet metal, corrugated metal, asbestos, iron, shakes, and plain flat concrete block
(whether painted or integrally colored or not) are not acceptable as exterior wall materials
on buildings within the Concord Gateway district.

i.

Cement based architectural products (i.e. Hardieboard) may be used to satisfy up to half
of the primary exterior material requirement for each façade.

j.

On the west side of Concord Exchange, rear facades facing the toe of the bluff which are
not readily visible from public streets may be constructed out Class I materials and Class
II materials as defined in Section 118-9, engineered wood products, synthetic stucco,
cement-based architectural products, and architectural metal siding. No specific
percentages are required for exterior materials on these rear façades.

(i)

Nonconforming uses. Nonconforming buildings and sites can be maintained through repair and
maintenance. Nonconforming buildings and sites that are damaged 50 percent or less of their market
value may be rebuilt. Nonconforming buildings and sites may be expanded up to ten percent of their
floor area or assessed value, provided the expansion is consistent with the zoning that existed prior to
the effective date of the ordinance from which this section is derived. Expansion of nonconforming
buildings or sites between ten percent and 50 percent of their floor area or assessed value will be
required to come into reasonable partial compliance with the provisions of this section as determined
by the development review committee. Expansion of nonconforming buildings or sites or rebuilding
of sites or buildings damaged by more than 50 percent of market value is not allowed unless the
entire building and site is brought into compliance with this section.

(i)

Nonconformities.
(1) Nonconformities shall be administered consistent with State Statute and the City’s adopted
nonconformity ordinance unless otherwise noted in this section.
(2) Nonconforming buildings and sites may be expanded up to ten percent of their floor area or
assessed value, provided the expansion is consistent with the zoning that existed prior to the
effective date of the ordinance from which this section is derived. Expansion of nonconforming
buildings or sites between ten percent and 50 percent of their floor area or assessed value will be
required to come into reasonable partial compliance with the provisions of this section as
determined by the City Council. Expansion of nonconforming buildings or sites by more than 50
percent of market value is not allowed unless the entire building and site is brought into
compliance with this section.
(3) Buildings that have facades consisting of lawful nonconforming exterior building materials may
have their nonconforming facades upgraded using materials that are allowed as primary and
secondary materials in the CGMU zoning district. In these situations, City Council may allow

(4) deviations from the strict ratios that are required for new construction buildings by conditional
use permit.
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:
This ordinance amendment updates the Concord Gateway Mixed Use (CGMU) zoning district to
allow contemporary architecture and contemporary exterior buildings materials. It also updates the
rules for administering nonconformities in that district.

SECTION 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance shall become effective upon publication.
Approved:

_________________________

Published:

_________________________

_____________________________________
Christy Wilcox, City Clerk

ATTACHMENT B
EXCERPT FROM SECTION 118-9 OF THE CITY CODE WHICH SEPARATES EXTERIOR
BUILDING MATERIALS INTO CLASSES
Sec. 118-9. Architectural requirements.

(4)

Exterior design standards. Exterior surface materials of buildings are subject to the following:
a.

Classes of materials: For the purpose of this subsection, materials are divided into Class I, Class
II, Class III, Class IV, and Class V categories as described below:

Class I
Architectural metal panels which cover a wall—i.e., copper, aluminum composite metal panels
(ACM)
Brick (integrally colored); clay based masonry units
Natural stone
Transparent glass/spandrel glass
Other comparable or superior materials (as approved by city council)
Class II
Architecturally precast textured concrete panels
Concrete brick
Masonry stucco
Specialty concrete block such as textured, burnished block or rock faced block
Manufactured stone provided it replicates the appearance of natural stone, not concrete block
Tile (masonry, stone or clay)
Other comparable or superior materials (as approved by city council)
Class III
Cement based architectural products (e.g., Quik Brik and HardieBoard)
Exterior insulation and finish systems (EIFS) (synthetic stucco)
Opaque or mirror window panels
Ornamental metal as an accent to the building
Other comparable or superior materials (as approved by city council)
Class IV
Glass block
Industrial grade concrete precast panels
Smooth concrete block
Smooth scored concrete block
Smooth concrete tip up panels
Wood
Other comparable or superior materials (as approved by City Council)
Class V
Steel, sheet or corrugated aluminum, or iron provided it is coated or anodized with a nonreflective,
glare-free finish
Any other material not within the standards set forth in subsection (c)(4)a.

ATTACHMENT C
AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH OF SITE OF PROPOSED SOUTH ST. PAUL ANIMAL HOSPITAL

SIGNAGE AND STRIPING NOTES

ATTACHMENT D
PROPOSED SITE PLAN FOR SOUTH ST.
PAUL ANIMAL HOSPITAL
SITE NOTES

1.

CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL SITE SIGNAGE AND STRIPING AS SHOWN ON
THIS PLAN.

1.

2.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PAINT ALL ACCESSIBLE STALLS, LOGOS AND CROSS HATCH LOADING
AISLES WITH WHITE PAVEMENT MARKING PAINT, 4" IN WIDTH.

2.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PAINT ANY/ALL DIRECTIONAL TRAFFIC ARROWS, AS SHOWN, IN WHITE
PAINT.

3.

ALL CURB DIMENSIONS SHOWN ARE TO THE FACE OF CURB UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

4.

ALL BUILDING DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE OUTSIDE FACE OF WALL UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

5.

TYPICAL FULL SIZED PARKING STALL IS 9' X 18' UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

6.

ALL CURB RADII SHALL BE 5.0' UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

3.
4.

ALL SIGNAGE SHALL INCLUDE POST, CONCRETE FOOTING AND STEEL CASING WHERE
REQUIRED.

5.

ALL SIGNAGE NOT PROTECTED BY CURB, LOCATED IN PARKING LOT OR OTHER PAVED AREAS
TO BE PLACED IN STEEL CASING, FILLED WITH CONCRETE AND PAINTED YELLOW. REFER TO
DETAIL.

6.

ANY/ALL STOP SIGNS TO INCLUDE A 24" WIDE PAINTED STOP BAR IN WHITE PAINT, PLACED AT
THE STOP SIGN LOCATION, A MINIMUM OF 4' FROM CROSSWALK IF APPLICABLE. ALL STOP
BARS SHALL EXTEND FROM DIRECTIONAL TRANSITION BETWEEN LANES TO CURB.

7.

ALL SIGNS TO BE PLACED 18" BEHIND BACK OF CURB UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

B612 CURB & GUTTER
TYP

LIGHT DUTY
BITUMINOUS PAVEMENT
TYP-
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AGENDA ITEM: Action Plan for Crime Prevention Initiatives/Proactive Policing
DESIRED MEETING OUTCOMES:
APPROPRIATE

REVIEW DRAFT ACTION PLAN AND PROVIDE FEEDBACK AS

OVERVIEW:
One of our 2022 Goals was to Undertake Crime Prevention Initiatives/Proactive Police. The
attached draft action plan is Staff’s attempt to accomplish that goal. We are looking for feedback
on the action plan. Based on that feedback, we will make the needed modifications and bring it
to the Council for adoption at a later date.
SOURCE OF FUNDS:
N/A

2022 Action Plan
Undertake Crime Prevention Initiatives / Proactive Policing
Responsible
Party

Tasks

Target
Date

 Assist City Administration in refining Communication
position description to meet PD’s needs

Staff

Q2 2022

 Develop Community Safety Survey to Determine
Community Perceptions/Needs regarding
Public Safety (overall community survey?)

Staff

Q3 2022

 Develop listing of possible individual and multi-department
community outreach events

Staff

Q3 2022

 Develop Listing of Possible Crime Prevention Initiatives
 Review Proposed Community Outreach Events
& Crime Prevention Initiatives
 Plan for Implementation of New Events/Initiatives
 Implement Initiatives/Events

Staff

Mayor & Council
Staff

Q3 2022

Q1 2023
Q1/Q2 2023
2023

COUNCIL WORKSESSION REPORT
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DATE: APRIL 25, 2022
DEPARTMENT: POLICE
Prepared by: Bill Messerich & Brian Wicke
ADMINISTRATOR: JRH
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AGENDA ITEM: Traffic Review – 200 Block of 9th Avenue North
DESIRED MEETING OUTCOMES: REVIEW TRAFFIC DATA RELATIVE TO 200 BLOCK OF 9TH
AVENUE NORTH AND PROVIDE COMMENTS/DIRECTION AS APPROPRIATE

OVERVIEW:
At a recent City Council Meeting, Mr. Boomgaarden (251 9th Avenue North-highlighted on the
attached map) brought a concern forward about the excessive speeding at the three-way
intersection of 9th Avenue North And 3rd Street North (in front of his home) and that a number of
motorists ignored the stop signs at that location. Mr. Boomgaarden had suggested the placement
of speed bumps to deter this behavior.
The Police Department deployed a device to capture the vehicle count and the speed those
vehicles were traveling (the location of the device placement is shown as a red “x” on the
attached map). This devise was deployed from March 31, 2022 at 8:41 AM until April 14, 2022
at 9:11 AM. The attached spreadsheet is the raw data from the Police Department’s Traffic Data
Collector and listed below is a summary of the data.
•
•
•
•
•

6,239 vehicles were captured traveling though this area, or roughly 445 vehicles per day.
1,959 vehicles were traveling above the posted speed limit of 30 MPH, or roughly 140
per day.
256 vehicles were traveling above 35 MPH, or roughly 18 per day.
48 vehicles were traveling above 40 MPH, or roughly 3 per day.
53 MPH was the highest speed captured. Two other vehicles were captured traveling
above 50 MPH.

It should be noted that emergency vehicles may have been captured traveling through this area
while responding calls for service.
The “85th percentile speed” captured during this study was 32 MPH. (The 85th percentile speed
is the speed at or below which 85 percent of the drivers will operate with open roads and
favorable conditions.)
Based upon this data, specifically that only 18 vehicles per day are travelling above 35 mph and
only three per day are travelling about 40 mph, no special actions are needed beyond normal
traffic enforcement for this area.
SOURCE OF FUNDS:
List source of funds (if none, list N/A)
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DATE: APRIL 25, 2022
DEPARTMENT: PARKS & RECREATION
Prepared by: Shannon Young
ADMINISTRATOR: JRH
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AGENDA ITEM: Review Action Plan for Development of Parks & Recreation Master Plan
DESIRED MEETING OUTCOMES:
NEEDED CHANGES

REVIEW DRAFT ACTION PLAN AND PROVIDE DIRECTION ON

OVERVIEW:
Pursuant to our 2022 Goal Setting session held on March 23rd, staff has prepared a draft Action
Plan related to the Goal of Developing a Parks & Recreation Master Plan. The Development of a
Parks & Recreation Master Plan is heavily focused on citizen engagement. Some areas of focus
may involve more rigorous engagement or could include other consultants. Staff would like to
discuss the areas of focus and the overall process to get us to the selection of a consultant to help
lead us through the Master Plan process.
SOURCE OF FUNDS:
N/A – So Far

2022 Action Plan
DEVELOP PARKS & RECREATION MASTER PLAN
Responsible
Party

Tasks
 Develop listing of special areas of focus such as:
-

-

Jefferson Site
Long-term Pool Plan
How many Outdoor Hockey Rinks are Needed
Parks Facilities Maintenance/Replacement
Need Trail Connections
Community Center
County Takeover of a Park Facility
Recreation Programming Needs
Multi-Agency Partnership Potential
Other

 Work Session to Review/Modify Listing & Define Scope
 Prepare Draft RFP for Council Review
 Approve RFP for Issuance

Target
Date

Staff

6/10/22

City Council

6/13/22

Staff

7/11/22

City Council

7/25/22

 Finalize & Issue RFP
 Submit by RFP Deadline
 Review Proposals
 Decide on Consultants to Interview

 Conduct Interviews of Consutlants
 Select Consultant

Staff

8/01/22

Consultants

8/24/22

City Council & Staff
City Council

9/07/22
9/12/22

City Council & Staff

9/26/22

City Council

10/03/22

COUNCIL WORKSESSION REPORT

A

DATE: April 25, 2022
DEPARTMENT: Park & Rec
Prepared by: Shannon Young
ADMINISTRATOR: JRH
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AGENDA ITEM: Parks & Recreation Updates
DESIRED MEETING OUTCOMES:
FEEDBACK AS APPROPRIATE

DISCUSS PARKS & RECREATION ITEMS AND PROVIDE

OVERVIEW:
Staff want to provide a couple of Parks and Recreation updates for the Council’s consideration.
Vet’s Field Satellite Location:
The first is the request to remove the satellite restroom from the north end of Veteran’s Field.
On the attached aerial view, the satellite is within the circle at the north end of the park. We also
have restroom facilities available in the building at the south end of the park. The reason the
satellite is located where it is relates to convenience for the users and spectators at the two north
fields.
The options available to address the Semo’s concerns are as follows:
1. Remove the satellite and expect all park users to go the building at the south end of the
park for restroom facilities.
2. Only have the satellite at the park to accommodate the youth baseball season which
would result in placement at the end of April and removal by the end of July.
3. Leave it available year-round. This would include replacement of the screening fence
that was destroyed by fire last year (when the satellite was set on fire).
These options were discussed with Mr. Semo. He wasn’t opposed to option #2, but he would
prefer the satellite be removed entirely or placed on another side of the field.
Doug Woog Arena Financial Update:
Attached is the year-end financial statement for 2021. You will note that we ended the year with
a surplus of $151,700. You will also note that this includes property tax support of $322,954. It
is important to remember that we also lost about $100,000 in annual revenue when the CLC
moved to 19th & Thompson. The deficit balance has been reduced to $837,701.76. At the end of
2018, we were just under $1.2 million. COVID really impacted us in 2020. The concession
stand is another area where better controls in terms of staffing and cash management are in place.
However, we only had three months of operation in 2021, again due to COVID.

You will note two $30,000 items on different lines on the statement. There are the additional
payments made by South St. Paul Youth Hockey and Woodbury Area Hockey Club as part of
their recent ice rental agreements. SSPYHA is listed as rental based on the wording of the
contract while WAHC is listed as a Capital Contribution. Effectively, they can both be
considered capital contributions and we have collected $75,000 since the 3rd quarter of 2020.
Here is a quick breakdown of prime season ice rental hours for the three major tenants:
SSP School
SSPYHA WAHC -

SOURCE OF FUNDS:
N/A

-

415.50 hours
559.40 hours (contract commitment – 550 minimum)
871.30 hours (contract commitment – 800 minimum)

MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT
DOUG WOOG ARENA
Year-to-Date December 2021
2021
December YTD
Amended
Actual
Budget
2021
20243 - DOUG WOOG ARENA
OPERATING REVENUES
CHARGES FOR SERVICE
ICE RENTALS-FALL & WINTER
ICE RENTALS-SUMMER
TICKET SALES FOR GAMES
PUBLIC SKATING
FIGURE SKATING
SKATE SHARPENING
CONCESSION SALES
RENTAL-LEASE
SIGN RENTAL
VENDING - WOOG ARENA
RENT
TOTAL CHARGES FOR SERVICE
MISCELLANEOUS
MISCELLANEOUS
CONTRIBUTION-ARENA CAPITAL
TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS
OPERATING REVENUES

December YTD
Actual
2020

2021 VS 2020
December
Dollar Change

480,000.00
150,000.00
9,000.00
500.00
6,500.00
1,000.00
45,000.00
23,000.00
10,000.00
4,000.00
0.00
729,000.00

476,670.36
224,084.05
0.00
582.64
11,172.90
441.40
16,550.26
30,000.00
6,400.00
1,595.54
70.94
767,568.09

252,145.76
126,527.95
0.00
0.00
2,544.59
157.76
15,586.70
16,170.00
4,314.26
2,428.41
63,411.98
483,287.41

224,524.60
97,556.10
0.00
582.64
8,628.31
283.64
963.56
13,830.00
2,085.74
(832.87)
(63,341.04)
284,280.68

0.00
0.00
0.00
729,000.00

15,780.33
0.00
15,780.33
783,348.42

1,220.30
30,000.00
31,220.30
514,507.71

14,560.03
(30,000.00)
(15,439.97)
268,840.71

529,828.00
56,500.00
330,307.00
2,300.00
25,000.00
943,935.00

418,654.59
81,046.07
445,948.69
2,763.87
5,723.51
954,136.73

355,503.92
47,579.28
315,893.88
2,258.41
10,180.24
731,415.73

63,150.67
33,466.79
130,054.81
505.46
(4,456.73)
222,721.00

(214,935.00)

(170,788.31)

(216,908.02)

46,119.71

NON OPERATING REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES
TAXES
UNREALIZED GAIN/LOSS ON INV
NON OPERATING REVENUES
DEBT SERVICE TRANSFERS
CAPITAL OUTLAY
NON OPERATING EXPENDITURES

322,954.00
0.00
322,954.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

322,954.00
8,342.19
331,296.19
0.00
8,775.00
8,775.00

322,954.00
(4,210.28)
318,743.72
0.00
98,439.15
98,439.15

0.00
12,552.47
12,552.47
0.00
(89,664.15)
(89,664.15)

NON OPERATING REVENUES OVER (UNDER)
NON OPERATING EXPENDITURES

322,954.00

322,521.19

220,304.57

102,216.62

REVENUES OVER (UNDER) EXPENDITURES

108,019.00

151,732.88

3,396.55

148,336.33

OPERATING EXPENDITURES
PERSONAL SERVICES
MATERIALS & SUPPLIES
SERVICES AND OTHER CHARGES
MISCELLANEOUS
INTEREST ON DEFICIT BALANCE
OPERATING EXPENDITURES
OPERATING REVENUES OVER (UNDER)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES

