CITY OF SAINT ANTHONY VILLAGE

PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING AGENDA
Tuesday, October 19, 2021 @ 7:00 PM
Join Meeting via Zoom
There is also a dial-in option available. Members of the public who wish to attend the meeting may
do so in person.

I. Call To Order
II. Pledge Of Allegiance
III. Roll Call
IV. Approval Of Agenda
V. Approval Of Minutes
A. PC Meeting Minutes August 17, 2021
Documents:
PC 08.17.2021.PDF
VI. Public Hearing
A. 3501 Maplewood Dr. Variance- Fence Height Located In The Front Yard Setback
Presented by Stephen Grittman, City Planner
Documents:
3501 MAPLEWOOD DR FENCE VARIANCE -STAFF REPORT.PDF
VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION 3501 MAPLEWOOD DR.PDF
3501 MAPLEWOOD VARIANCE PRESENTATION.PDF
NOTICE - PUBLIC HEARING FENCE 3501 MAPLEWOOD DR.PDF
3501 MAPLEWOOD FENCE VARIANCE APPROVAL - DRAFT
RESOLUTION.PDF
VII. Staff Reports
VIII. Other Business

3501 MAPLEWOOD FENCE VARIANCE APPROVAL - DRAFT
RESOLUTION.PDF
VII. Staff Reports
VIII. Other Business
IX. Community Forum
Individuals may address the Planning Commission about any City business item not
included on the regular agenda. Speakers are requested to come to the podium, sign
their name and address on the form at the podium, state their name and address for the
Clerk’s record, and limit their remarks to five minutes. Generally, the Planning
Commission will not take official action on items discussed at this time, but may
typically refer the matter to staff for a future report or direct the matter to be scheduled on
an upcoming agenda.
X. Information And Announcments
XI. Adjournment
If you would like to request special accommodations or alternative formats, please contact the City
Clerk at 612-782-3313 or email city@savmn.com. People who are deaf or hard of hearing can
contact us by using 711 Relay.
Our Mission is to be a progressive and welcoming Village that is walkable, sustainable and
safe.
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CITY OF ST. ANTHONY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
AUGUST 17, 2021
7:00 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER.
Chairperson Westrick called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE.
Chairperson Westrick invited the Commission and the audience to join her in the Pledge of
Allegiance.
ROLL CALL.
Commissioners Present:

Chair Westrick, Commissioners Kuykendall, Erickson, Rude,
Hendrickson, and Morita.

Absent:

Commissioner Socha

Also Present:

City Planner Stephen Grittman and City Clerk Nicole Miller.

I.

APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 17, 2021, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
AGENDA.
Motion by Commissioner Rude, seconded by Commissioner Morita, to approve the August
17, 2021, Planning Commission agenda.
Motion carried 6-0.

II.

APPROVAL OF THE JULY 20, 2021, REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES.
Motion by Commissioner Rude, seconded by Commissioner Morita, to approve the July 20,
2021, Regular Planning Commission Meeting Minutes.
Motion carried 6-0.

III.

PUBLIC HEARING.
A.

3501 Maplewood Dr. – Fence Variance

Chair Westrick reviewed how the public hearings will proceed this evening.
Chair Westrick opened the public hearing at 7:11 p.m.
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Mr. Grittman stated he was in contact with the applicant. The applicant will be revising their
proposal and asked that the Public Hearing be continued to the Planning Commission’s
September 21, 2021 meeting and table any action until that time.

Commissioner Rude stated he would appreciate if there is information about the neighboring
fences. Mr. Grittman will research and include in the information provided on September 21,
2021.
Motion by Commissioner Morita, seconded by Commissioner Erickson, to table consideration
of the request (3501 Maplewood Drive – Fence Variance) and the public hearing until the
September 21, 2021 meeting.
Motion carried 6-0.
Chairperson Westrick tabled the public hearing at 7:17 p.m. The item will be presented at the
September 21, 2021 meeting.
B.

Preliminary Planned Unit Development Request (2654 and 2534 Kenzie Terrace
and 2401 Lowry Avenue NE).

Chair Westrick opened the public hearing at 7:18 p.m.
City Planner Stephen Grittman reviewed the applicants are Interstate Development, with
Bremer Bank, and co-applicant City of St. Anthony Village. The project involves applying a
PUD zoning district over the 3 subject parcels, two of which are owned by Bremer Bank, and
one which is owned by the City. Interstate proposes to construct a new bank facility for
Bremer on the City’s “old bowling alley” site. A zoning map was displayed for Commission
review. Once that construction is completed, Bremer would relocate from its existing building
to the new site. At that point, Interstate would undertake demolition of the Old Bremer
building and construct a new 76-unit multi-family structure on the property. As part of the
three-way transaction, the City would take control of the small triangle at 2534 Kenzie,
currently vacant. The City has discussed, in concept, ideas relating to City entrance
monumentation on that site. Future development opportunities are not clear. The units would
not be subsidized and would be a market rate project being more affordable. This is similar to
the project on 37th and Stinson.
Site plans were shown to the Commission which Mr. Grittman described in detail. The bank
building elevations were provided. The building materials will be brick and glass. An image
of the proposed apartment building was provided. The garage level is at grade. The
landscaping for the apartment building was reviewed. There would be signage on the building.
The PUD considerations included:
 Scattered site PUD to total 3 acres, per code.
 Bank site encroachment, toward alley violates 25’ setback.
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Recently revised side setbacks require 25’ north setback on residential (15’ proposed,
consistent with original zoning).
Residential parking at less than 2 spaces per unit (meets new R-4).
Lot coverage/impervious surface for residential (R-4 code limits this to 50%);
applicant’s proposal is approximately 65.9% (existing is 82.2%).

Mr. Grittman reviewed the recommended conditions. The applicants have reviewed the
recommended conditions and are making adjustments. There will be further discussions
regarding the conditions with the applicant. The complete landscaping plan was included in
the Commission packet.
The project received concept review at a joint meeting of the Planning Commission and City
Council earlier this year. Primary among the comments for this project were an interest in
affordability for the multi-family project, as that has been a policy related to reuse of the
City’s bowling alley property. Other objectives related to architecture and site planning at the
Kenzie/Lowry/Stinson corner that create an entry statement to the community and supporting
retention of Bremer Bank as a commercial presence in the City.
Mr. Grittman stated staff has reviewed the project for land use compliance with the intent and
policies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, and for zoning consistency with the C,
Commercial and R-4, Multiple Family Residential Districts as baselines. In summary, the
Comprehensive Plan promotes use of the subject properties that reflect the proposed uses of
commercial and high density multiple family resident uses of up to 40 units per acre.
The proposed PUD meets the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for many of the baseline
standards. The principal areas of flexibility under the PUD include:
1. Building height (code is 35 feet / 3 stories); applicant proposes approximately 56 feet to
top of parapet and 4 stories;
2. Lot coverage/impervious surface (R-4 code limits this to 50%); applicant’s proposal is
approximately 50.5%.
3. Density (R-4 code limits this to approximately 24 units per acre, Comprehensive Plan
calls for 20-40 units per acre); applicant is proposing approximately 32-26 units per acre.
Staff believes that the flexibility requested under the PUD is appropriate, given the objectives
of the Comprehensive Plan and the related improvements and amenities proposed as part of
the project. Staff is recommending approval of the Preliminary Plan stage of the PUD
Amendment for Bremer Bank at 2654 Kenzie Terrace and Interstate Development at 2410
Lowry Avenue NE, with a series of conditions.
Mr. Grittman reviewed the Site Plan Summary including Circulation, Building Materials,
Signage, Landscaping, Trash Enclosure and Lighting.
The building is proposed to be a four-story facility. The first level would be a parking level at
grade and the upper three floors a mix of one bedroom (30), one bedroom/alcove (17), two
bedroom (26) and three bedroom (3) units. Mr. Grittman reviewed Site Access and Parking,
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Setbacks, Building Height, Emergency Vehicle Access, Building Materials, Landscaping,
Signage, Trash Handling, Grading, Drainage, and Utilities.
The applicant (Victoria Perbix) from Intercity Development. She thanked Mr. Grittman for his
presentation and staff report and the Commissioners for their consideration of their proposal.
She is available for any questions the Commissioners may have.
Ms. Perbix addressed the items #3 and #4 of the conditions. She showed how 3-4 vehicles
stacking could be provided. Bremer’s current stacking potential is 2-3 as this would be
sufficient. She reviewed the two evergreens that could be moved if possible that would be in
the way of the development. The trash area has been moved to be serviced off the property
rather than the alley. There would be no conflict with the monument sign. They are working
with the lighting designer to meet the condition.
Chair Westrick invited public comment. Mr. Grittman stated there was no one in the Council
Chambers.
Ms. Carol Weiler, 2312 St. Anthony Parkway, noted there seems to be much less public
engagement on this site compared to the Development 65 site. She would have appreciated
more of an overview of the proposal at the public hearing. She has exchanged some emails
with the City Planner about the traffic increase. The current Bremer building has very little
traffic. There will be a substantial increase in traffic with this development. Most of the traffic
will be on Stinson Parkway. She has concerns about that. She would encourage the access
road that Hennepin County prefers. The number of access points should be limited if possible.
She agrees with the plan to increase the landscaping along Stinson Parkway. She encouraged
the use of mulch rather than rock. She questioned why there was no public presentation on the
project.
Mr. Ben Adamich, 2337 Taft Street NE, lives very close to proposed multi-family
development. He had conversations with Mr. Grittman where his questions were answered.
He has questions about the parking adequacy for the proposed facility. Before the most recent
R-4, the two spaces per unit, he would not like to see as many cars parking in the
neighborhood. He suggested additional fees be charged for parking in the residential fees.
This would encourage residents to use the constructed parking stalls. He also has concerns
that the sustainability elements are being met by the developer (as shown in the
Comprehensive Plan). There was not a lot of public engagement for this development. On the
website it still refers to a senior housing and memory care facility.
There was no further public comment.
Chair Westrick closed the public hearing at 7:57 p.m.
Chair Westrick re-opened the public hearing at 7:58 p.m.
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Ms. Carol Weiler readdressed the Commission. She echoed the last observations and found it
unusual these documents were not loaded on the website for viewing. She questioned
people’s ability to view the documents.
Chair Westrick closed the public hearing at 7:59 p.m.
Commissioner Morita asked the applicant on the number of units (76) and asked what the mix
is. There will be 30 (1 bedroom units), 17 (1 bedroom/alcove units), 26 (2 bedroom units) and
3 (3 bedroom units). There are 1.17 parking spaces per bedroom. Ms. Perbix stated they
appreciate the comments on the parking. One of the resources they use is a parking generation
manual. That manual recommends 1.3 stalls per unit. They look at different benchmarks as to
how the parking is designed.
Commissioner Erickson asked the applicant and noted the resident’s concerns about parking
are valid. The homes in Minneapolis are close together and there are not as many parking
spaces available to the residents. Commissioner Erickson asked if the applicant could go with
1.66 parking spaces per unit so nothing changes in a future proposal that would lower the
threshold below that. Ms. Perbix stated what they have proposed is achievable. If this needs to
be included as a condition they are willing to discuss.
Commissioner Kuykendall stated his concerns are regarding traffic flow. It seems a U-turn
would be needed to enter and there would be only right turns out of the project. Ms. Perbix
stated in looking at the plan the intention was to provide right and left exit off of Kenzie.
Commissioner Kuykendall stated there is a divider in the road. She will take the concern back
to the planners. Mr. Grittman stated there are currently two curb cuts. The easterly driveway
cut will provide access to the site.
Commissioner Kuykendall stated an aerial drawing would be nice. Ms. Perbix shared her
laptop and Commissioner Morita noted there is a cut that would allow in/out to/from the
property. The Fire Department has approved the plan.
Commissioner Rude stated he would like to see a view of how this fits in with the neighboring
properties. The Comprehensive Plan suggests properties should be near reasonable transit. Mr.
Grittman stated there are transit facilities on both sides of the site. Commissioner Rude asked
about the triangle piece which could be combined with something else in the future for
development. Mr. Grittman stated at that time the PUD would need to be amended.
Commissioner Rude asked about the drainage. He assumes it is draining south into the
Minneapolis system. Is the drainage being re-constructed to the east of this property? Will the
property have adequate drainage. Mr. Grittman stated the applicant is required to take a very
close look at the drainage and the City Engineer is also looking at this. There is a significant
amount of underground storage. Commissioner Rude asked if this is to be a modular
construction and Ms. Perbix stated it will be modular. Commissioner Rude asked if this was
tabled for a month to allow for more citizen input, could some of the issues (traffic flow,
garbage, etc.) be addressed. He stated if it would not be a problem with the time line, to wait a
month. Mr. Grittman stated there is time in the required timeline to do so. The number of
phone calls on the project have increased.
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Commissioner Hendrickson asked if there was any other community engagement done to date
or any going forward. She asked about the sustainability elements of the project that the
applicant would like to highlight. Ms. Perbix stated she is not aware of the Initiative in St.
Anthony but they will implement as many of those that can be incorporated into the project.
Mr. Grittman stated the landscape has pollinator plant materials that would qualify in that
regard.
Commissioner Erickson asked the applicant for the apartments do all units have balconies.
Ms. Perbix stated the developer selects which units will have balconies. Not everyone wants
to pay for a balcony. Commissioner Erickson asked how the rent differs with the modular
building rather than traditional construction. Ms. Perbix stated she would need to research and
come up with some sort of illustration. Commissioner Erickson stated in his work he deals
with property tax appeals. He has heard from banks that the size of banks are obsolete due to
the increase in mobile banking. He asks if the City has some assurances that this new building
will not become obsolete in the future leaving an empty commercial building. Ms. Perbix
noted Bremer has a new branch in Amery, WI using the same size building. She stated there
have been some adjustments due to mobile banking.
Commissioner Morita asked if this could be tabled for a month to give the public more time to
review and get answers to questions. Ms. Perbix stated it would not be desirable for them to
delay this a month. The track they are on in developing their construction plan and working
with their suppliers for building materials. Commissioner Morita asked if the public would be
able to comment at the City Council meeting and Mr. Grittman stated with Mayor’s approval
public comments could be heard. Mr. Grittman stated that could be included in the
Commission’s motion.
Chair Westrick asked if a traffic study was done for this project. Mr. Grittman stated he is not
aware of a separate traffic study. Plans were submitted to Hennepin County and they were
satisfied with the curb cuts for access. Hennepin County looked at the additional traffic
volume.
Commissioner Rude stated he has harped on this many times in the past. It seems they are
losing commercial space. St. Anthony is the most densely populated city in Minnesota. He
does not think St. Anthony is a balanced community. He does not know there is a financial
plan to go another way. Traffic, lack of stores, and a lack of a park are all concerns. The
applicant has put together a good plan. He questioned if another apartment building is needed
in the City.
Chair Westrick asked Mr. Grittman at the Preliminary PUD stage once this goes to Council it
will not come back to the Planning Commission again. Mr. Grittman showed the Preliminary
Plan PUD Process and it would not come back to the Planning Commission again.
As a condition of Final PUD approval, the applicant will be required to enter into a PUD
agreement with the City and post all the necessary securities required by it. Staff recommends
approval of the Preliminary Plan PUD with the following conditions:

Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes
August 17, 2021
Page 7
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

1. The applicant participates in a subdivision of the portion of 2654 Kenzie that encroaches
into the alley and the City retains ownership of that remnant.
2. Access-related issues shall be subject to comment and recommendation by the City
Engineer, as well as Hennepin County and Minneapolis Park Board.
3. The proposed bank site plan is modified to increase drive-through lane stacking space.
4. The applicants modify the landscaping plan for the bank location to retain a portion of the
existing evergreen plantings.
5. The proposed monument sign on the bank site is placed and designed to meet City
ordinances for size and setback. If an electronic display is desired, the applicants will need
to apply for a separate Conditional Use Permit under the applicable code.
6. The lighting plan for the proposed bank site is modified to show a zero footcandle light
intensity at the boundary with the senior residential property to the west.
7. The applicant adds foundation plantings along the Stinson and Kenzie frontages of the
residential building.
8. The City finds that the proposed parking supply is adequate to serve the residential
facility.
9. Final PUD Plans demonstrate compliance with ADA parking supply requirements (for
disabled persons).
10. As part of the Final PUD Plan submission, a final signage plan be submitted for review
which demonstrates compliance with City requirements.
11. Issues related to grading, drainage and utilities shall be subject to comment and
recommendation by the City Engineer.
12. The applicant enters into a PUD agreement with the City and post all the necessary
securities required by it.
13. The applicant executes the required land transfers suitable to the City Council.
14. Consideration of comments of other City Staff.
This recommendation is based on a finding that the proposal, with the conditions cited, is
consistent with the requirements for PUD consideration, with the long-term objectives of the
recommendations and policies of the St. Anthony Comprehensive Plan.
Interstate’s proposal was included in full for Commission review.
Motion by Commissioner Morita, seconded by Commissioner Rude, to recommend the City
Council approve the Preliminary Planned Unit Development Request (2654 & 2534 Kenzie
Terrance and 2401 Lowry Avenue NE) with 14 conditions and allow for further public
comment during the City Council Meeting on September 14, 2021.
Motion by Chair Westrick, seconded by Commissioner Morita, amended the motion to
include adherence to maintain parking ratios.
Motion by Commissioner Rude, seconded by Commissioner Morita, to amend the motion to
include finalization of location of the dumpster at the bank location, be addressed by City
Staff.
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Motion carried 6-0.
IV.

STAFF REPORTS.
Mr. Grittman stated on September 21, 2021 will be the next Planning Commission Meeting.
There is a Council/Planning Commission work session also to be held that evening regarding
the gas station site. The work session will be held at 5:30 p.m. if there is a regular agenda for
the Planning Commission Meeting and if not the work session will be held at 7:00 p.m.

V.

OTHER BUSINESS – NONE.

VI.

COMMUNITY FORUM.
Mr. Ben Adamich, 2337 Taft Street, asked if the City could update the website of current
projects.

VII.

INFORMATION AND ANNOUNCEMENTS – NONE.

VIII. ADJOURNMENT.
Motion by Commissioner Morita, seconded by Commissioner Erickson, to adjourn the
meeting at 8:50 p.m.
Motion carried 6-0.
Commissioner Morita volunteered to present at the September 14, 2021 City Council Meeting.
Respectfully submitted,
Debbie Wolfe
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.

MEMORANDUM
To:

St. Anthony Village Planning Commission

From:

Stephen Grittman, City Planner

Date:

Planning Commission Meeting – October 19, 2021

NAC Project No.

323.01 – 20.05

Request:

Request for Variance to Front Yard Fence Setback Requirement

Property Address:

3501 Maplewood Drive

Property PID:

06-029-23-11-0093

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The applicant proposes to construct a fence to enclose a proposed swimming pool on the west
side of their property at the above address. Fences are allowed to be up to 6 feet in height in
side and rear yards (behind the front building setback line), and 4 feet in height in front yards.
The applicant is proposing to extend the fence toward the Maplewood Drive property line, into
the setback area that requires a height of no more than 4 feet, but build it at the 6 foot height.
That encroachment of a 6 foot high fence requires approval of a variance.
Since the original application, the applicant has further refined the request, limited the
proposed fence encroachment, and added new materials that clarify the proposal for the
variance. In the initial review, the proposed encroachment would have been to within a few
feet of the front property line. That has now changed, with a proposed encroachment of
approximately 5 feet into the required setback.
In reviewing the proposed improvements against the ordinance requirements for lot
development, and the considerations for variance, staff has changed its original
recommendation to approval of the fence height encroachment as newly proposed.
Staff has reviewed for height, use, other setbacks, and impervious surface. One of the prior
issues, combined with the setback/height request, was impervious surface on the lot, given the
new pool, pool deck, and existing rear yard shed. The applicant has reduced the size of the
proposed pool, and will be removing the existing shed to meet the impervious surface
standards of the code.
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

Anthony Farah

Owner:

Anthony and Alexia Farah

Location:

3501 Maplewood Drive

Existing Land Use

Low-Density Residential

Zoning:

R-1 Single Family District

Surrounding Land
Use / Zoning:

North:
East:
South:
West:

Low-Density Residential / Zoned: R-1 Single Family District
Low-Density Residential / Zoned: R-1 Single Family District
Low-Density Residential / Zoned: R-1 Single Family District
Low-Density Residential / Zoned: R-1 Single Family District

Deadline for Agency Application Complete Date:
Action:
60 Days:
Letter Sent:
120 Days:

7/06/2021
9/04/2021
No
11/03/2021

ANALYSIS
1. Background
The applicant is proposing to construct
a fence to enclose a future swimming
pool. The fence regulations require
that fences closer than the front
building line on a single family parcel
may be no greater than 4 feet in
height. The applicant’s preferred
design would be to establish a fence
of 6 feet in height to increase privacy.
The applicant also notes that two
properties to the east of the subject
property have fences of 6 feet that
encroach into the front yard setback,
similar to the situation he finds himself in. The parcel in question is shown on the zoning map
above, is 80 feet in width and approximately 10,560 square feet in area.
The zoning ordinance sets out a series of criteria necessary to qualify for variance
consideration. Those criteria are found in §152.245, (C) Evidence of the Zoning Chapter, and
are included in this report for reference below. The criteria can be summarized as whether
there are unique conditions on the property that contribute to creation of a practical difficulty
in putting the property to what would otherwise be considered a reasonable use – reasonable
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use is often thought of as one that would be common and acceptable in the area. Variances
may not be entirely economic in nature, nor be the result of the actions of the applicant.
In this case, the property owner has a rear year that is approximately 40 feet wide east to west,
and 50 deep north to south. The applicant is proposing a pool of 36 feet in length, and up to 22
feet in width. This would, with the removal of the shed, leave approximately 300 square feet of
potential decking around the pool, only about 2.5 feet of width. There is no specific standard or
requirement for pool decking, although the decking (concrete or otherwise) requires a zoning
permit from the City. It would be up to the applicant to demonstrate that the proposed pool
decking would not exceed the amount of impervious surface allowance for the property.
For variance consideration, there is a two-step test. First is the definition of “reasonable use”.
There is no specific presumption that a pool of any particular size is an integral component of
residential use.
The second test is whether there are unique physical conditions on the property that require
consideration of a variance to reach the reasonable use as defined. The parcel itself is a typical
residential parcel of common dimensions and use.
For both the reasonable use and unique conditions arguments, in viewing properties along the
north side of Maplewood Drive, each of the principal buildings encroach into the setbacks
adjoining that road to a point equal to, or much closer than, the applicant’s property. The
applicant’s proposed encroachment with the fence would be equal to the current setback of
the front porch, which is approximately 25 feet from the right of way line, an encroachment of
5 feet into the required 30 foot setback.
Due to the angle of the house on the lot, the fence would equal this encroachment, requiring
the 5 foot variance for a 6-foot tall fence. It is noted that a 4-foot tall fence in this location
would be allowed without variance. As discussed, this encroachment is essentially the same as
other structures on the same frontage for 1-2 blocks in either direction, or in some cases, much
less that the setbacks of the homes to the west, which appear to be less than 15 feet from the
right of way.
Combined with the angle of the house, the current front porch location, and the homes on
adjoining lots, staff believes that the proposed 6 foot tall fence meets the tests for variance
with an encroachment of 5 feet into the required 30 foot setback from Maplewood Drive. This
finding is conditioned on the applicant’s ability to prove compliance with the impervious
surface standards including existing improvements on the lot, removal of the shed, and both
the proposed pool and any pool deck that is to be constructed. The applicant will need to
document those square footages as a part of the pool and zoning permits required for
construction.
2. Representative Codes Referenced.
Title XV Land Usage, Chapter 150 Zoning Code, Section 150.072, Fence Regulations.
Title XV Land Usage, Chapter 152 Zoning Code, Section §152.245 VARIANCES.

October 19, 2020
Page 4

3. Criteria for and Consistency with Criteria for Variance Approval. Title XV Land Usage,
Chapter 152 Zoning Code, Section §152.245, (C) Evidence, lists the criteria the City Council
must consider in determining whether to grant or deny a variance.
Request: Request for a 5-foot variance from the required side yard setback. The applicable
criteria include:
1. The subject matter of the application is within the scope of this section.
2. Strict enforcement would cause practical difficulties because:
a. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not
permitted by the zoning code;
b. The plight of the property owner is due to circumstances unique to the property
not created by the property owner;
c. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; and
d. Economic considerations alone are not the basis of the practical difficulties.
3. The variance, if granted, would be consistent with the City’s comprehensive land use
plan.
4. The granting of the variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the
zoning code.

SUMMARY AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Side Yard Setback Variance. Staff recommends approval of the requested (and amended) front
yard fence height encroachment variance at 3501 Maplewood Drive based on the following
findings:
A. The applicant is able to construct a swimming pool, pool deck, and privacy fencing
within the proposed 5 foot setback encroachment.
B. A pool of the size, along with any associated construction such as a pool deck, that
would encroach into the front yard will require additional verification of compliance
with the terms of the City’s impervious surface maximum for residential lots of this
size.
C. The applicant can show unique conditions on the property that interfere with putting
the property to a reasonable residential use, with reasonable use being defined in this
case as the significant encroachments toward Maplewood Drive that exist on most of
the surrounding properties to the east and west.
D. Circumstances that would lead to variance approval are the result of the actions of
prior owners, and those owners in the neighborhood, and not the actions of the
applicant.
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RECOMMENDED ACTION
Decision 1. Variance to Side Yard Setback
1. Motion to recommend approval of the request for a variance to the front yard setback
for construction of a fence of up to 6 feet in height, based on findings to be identified
by the Planning Commission following the public hearing, and direct staff to prepare
resolution declaring terms of the same.
ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
2. Motion to recommend denial of the variance as requested. In the event of a
recommendation for denial, the Planning Commission should adopt the findings in the
staff report and/or identify other factors leading to the recommendation.
3. Request Additional Information and Table Action, subject to the submission of
additional information from staff and/or applicant.

ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit A:

Application and Supporting Material

PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 19, 2021
3501 MAPLEWOOD DRIVE
- Fence Height Variance in Front Yard

3501 MAPLEWOOD DRIVE
FENCE HEIGHT VARIANCE

3501 MAPLEWOOD DRIVE
FENCE HEIGHT VARIANCE

 Project Description
 Construct a 6 foot

tall fence into front
yard setback (4’
allowed)

3501 MAPLEWOOD DRIVE
FENCE HEIGHT VARIANCE

VARIANCE CRITERIA:
 Use is a reasonable one, given the character of the neighborhood
 Unique conditions exist on the property
 Those conditions create practical difficulties in putting the property to that

reasonable use; and
 Conditions cannot be created by the owner;
 Conditions cannot be solely economic in nature.

3501 MAPLEWOOD DRIVE
FENCE HEIGHT VARIANCE - STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff recommends approval of the requested (and amended) front yard fence height
encroachment variance at 3501 Maplewood Drive based on the following findings:
A. The applicant is able to construct a swimming pool, pool deck, and privacy fencing within the
proposed 5 foot setback encroachment.
B. A pool of the size, along with any associated construction such as a pool deck, that would

encroach into the front yard will require additional verification of compliance with the terms
of the City’s impervious surface maximum for residential lots of this size.
C. The applicant can show unique conditions on the property that interfere with putting the

property to a reasonable residential use, with reasonable use being defined in this case as
the significant encroachments toward Maplewood Drive that exist on most of the
surrounding properties to the east and west.
D. Circumstances that would lead to variance approval are the result of the actions of prior

owners, and those owners in the neighborhood, and not the actions of the applicant.

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING
August 17, 2021, 7:00 p.m.
City Hall, 3301 Silver Lake Road, St. Anthony, MN 55418
Notice is hereby given that the City of Saint Anthony Village Planning Commission will hold a public
hearing to solicit public response to a proposed 2 foot variance from the 4 foot height maximum for
fences located in the front yard setback at the property located at 3501 Maplewood Drive.
The Planning Commission agenda and packet item relating to this application will be made available
prior to the meeting online at www.savmn.com.
Ways to Comment:
Online
Those persons having an interest are encouraged to attend via Zoom. The link to participate via Zoom
can be found at http://www.savmn.com/Calendar.aspx?EID=1227
In Person
The public is welcome to attend in person at the City of Saint Anthony Community Center, 3301 Silver
Lake Road, in the Council Chambers at 7:00 p.m.
Written
Written comments may be taken at the St. Anthony Village City Hall, 3301 Silver Lake Road, St. Anthony
Village, Minnesota 55418 until the date of the public hearing.
Comments can also be conveyed via email, to planner@savmn.com until the date of the public hearing.
Questions?
Questions may be directed to the City Planner at 763-957-1100.

The Planning Commission will make a recommendation regarding the proposed request to the City
Council for their meeting tentatively to be scheduled on September 14, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. at City Hall.

Steve Grittman
City Planner

CITY OF SAINT ANTHONY VILLAGE
HENNEPIN COUNTY, MINNESOTA
RESOLUTION NO. _____________
A RESOLUTION APPROVING A REQUEST FOR A VARIANCE FROM
THE REQUIRED MAXIMUM HEIGHT FOR A FENCE IN THE FRONT YARD
WHEREAS, the City of St. Anthony Village received a request from Anthony Farah for a
variance from the required maximum height for a fence in the front yard at 3501 Maplewood
Drive, legally described as follows:
Lot 23, Block 5, Wilshire Park 4th Addition (Subject Property); and
WHEREAS, the property is located in the R-1 Single Family Residential district and the
applicable fence height for the front yard is 6 feet for the Subject Property on the south side of
the home; and
WHEREAS, Title XV Land Usage, Chapter 152 Zoning Code Section §152.245 provides that
City Council must provide evidence that the subject matter of the application is within the scope
of the section and that strict enforcement would cause practical difficulties; and
WHEREAS, the Applicant has requested a 5 foot variance from the fence height dimension
requirements to accommodate space for a swimming pool; and
WHEREAS, the impervious surface limits on the property could, pending verification, permit a
swimming pool and appurtenant deck and fence within the approved setback with variance; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 17 and September 21,
2021 on the application and the applicant and members of the public were provided the
opportunity to present information to the Planning Commission; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered all of the comments and the staff report,
which are incorporated by reference into the resolution; and
WHEREAS, the City Council makes the following findings of fact in support of the resolution
for approval:
1. The applicant is able to construct a swimming pool, pool deck, and privacy fencing
within the proposed 5 foot setback encroachment.
2. A pool of the size, along with any associated construction such as a pool deck, that would
encroach into the front yard will require additional verification of compliance with the
terms of the City’s impervious surface maximum for residential lots of this size.
3. The applicant can show unique conditions on the property that interfere with putting the
property to a reasonable residential use, with reasonable use being defined in this case as
the significant encroachments toward Maplewood Drive that exist on most of the
surrounding properties to the east and west.

4. Circumstances that would lead to variance approval are the result of the actions of prior
owners, and those owners in the neighborhood, and not the actions of the applicant.
NOW THEREFORE MAY IT BE RESOVLED, that the City Council of the
City of St. Anthony Village accepts the findings and recommendations documented in the staff
report and approves the requested variance to the required fence height of six feet, with a setback
encroachment of 5 feet, as shown on the application dated 7/6/2021, and as amended on August
26, 2021.
Passed in regular session of the City Council on the ___ day of _________ 2021.

CITY OF SAINT ANTHONY VILLAGE

By:_________________________________
Randy Stille, Mayor

ATTEST:

By:_________________________________

