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Saint Paul Planning Commission
City Hall Conference Center Room 40
15 Kellogg Boulevard West

Agenda
October 4, 2013
8:30—-11:00 a.m.
Approval of minutes of September 20, 2013.
Chair’s Announcements
Planning Director’s Announcements

PUBLIC HEARING: Alcohol Production Zoning Study — Item from the Neighborhood
Planning Committee. (Bill Dermody, 651/266-6617)

Zoning Committee

SITE PLAN REVIEW - List of current applications. (Tom Beach, 651/266-9086)
NEW BUSINESS

#13-230-602 Steven Virkus and Jennifer Virkus — Rezone from B2 Community Business

to T2 Traditional Neighborhood. 814 Grand Avenue between Avon and Victoria.
(Scott Tempel, 651/266-6621)

PED Development Update — Informational presentation by Cecile Bedor, Director of the
Department of Planning and Economic Development.

Comprehensive Planning Committee
Neighborhood Planning Committee
Transportation Committee
Communications Committee

Task Force Reports

Old Business

New Business

Adjournment

Information on agenda items being considered by the Planning Commission and its committees
can be found at www.stpaul.gov/ped, click on Planning.




Saint Paul Planning Commission &

Heritage Preservation Commission
MASTER MEETING CALENDAR

WEEK OF SEPTEMBER 30 - OCTOBER 4, 2013

Mon (30)
Tues 1)
3:30- Comprehensive Planning Committee 13" Floor — CHA
5:00 p.m. (Merritt Clapp-Smith, 651/266-6547) 25 Fourth Street West
West Midway Industrial Strategy — Continuing discussion from previous meetings and
presentations. (Allen Lovejoy, 651/266-6226)
Weds (2)
Thurs 3)
Fri 4
8:30- Planning Commission Meeting Room 40 City Hall
11:00 a.m. (Donna Drummond, 651/266-6556) Conference Center
15 Kellogg Blvd.
PUBLIC HEARING: Alcohol Production Zoning Study — Item from the Neighborhood
Planning Committee. (Bill Dermody, 651/266-6617)
ZORING . .cvviviinirinernensinenninn SITE PLAN REVIEW - List of current applications. (Tom Beach, 651/266-9086)

Informational Presentation...

#13-230-602 Steven Virkus and Jennifer Virkus — Rezone from B2 Community Business
to T2 Traditional Neighborhood. 814 Grand Avenue between Avon and Victoria.
(Scott Tempel, 651/266-6621)

PED Development Update — Informational presentation by Cecile Bedor, Director of the
Department of Planning and Economic Development.
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Saint Paul Planning Commission
City Hall Conference Center
15 Kellogg Boulevard West

Minutes September 20, 2013

A meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Saint Paul was held Friday, September 20, 2013, at
8:30 a.m. in the Conference Center of City Hall.

Commissioners Mmes. Merrigan, Perrus, Porter, Reveal, Shively, Thao, Wang, Wencl; and
Present: Messrs. Connolly, Edgerton, Lindeke, Makarios, Nelson, Ochs, Oliver, and
Ward.
Commissioners Ms. *Noecker, and Messrs. *Gelgelu, *Schertler, *Spaulding, and *Wickiser.
Absent: A
*Excused
Also Present: Donna Drummond, Planning Director; Bill Dermody, Josh Williams, and Sonja

II.

1.

Butler, Department of Planning and Economic Development staff.
Approval of minutes September 6, 2013.

MOTION: Commissioner Reveal moved approval of the minutes of September 6, 2013.
Commissioner Ward seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously on a voice vote.

Chair’s Announcements

Chair Wencl announced that the commissioners received a survey in their packets and asked them
to turn it in today so that the information can be tabulated.

Planning Director’s Announcements

Donna Drummond announced that on September 18" the City Council approved a resolution
requesting that the Planning Commission study zoning changes to the sign ordinance regarding
murals, flexible dynamic display screens and outdoor business signs. One of the reasons cited
was a decision to allow the Creative Kid Stuff store on Grand Avenue to have their big cat images
not counted as a sign. The City Council made this decision on appeal of a BZA determination
that they were a sign. The City Attorney’s office said based on the Council’s decision those types
of signs in the future have to be considered public art. The Council is requesting further study to
determine if there can be a more fine grained set of regulations developed for those situations.

The Met Council recently released its forecast for population, households and employment for all
of the cities in the seven county metropolitan area. Every ten years the Met Council requires
cities to update their comprehensive plans. Prior to that they go through a process to forecast
growth for the region and develop regional policy plans for development of the region. The
process this decade is being called Thrive MSP 2040. There will be further development of these



regional policies with input from the communities and then in 2015 they will tell all the cities to
start working on their comprehensive plan updates. The Met Council is forecasting more of the
growth in the region to be in the central cities. For Saint Paul the 2010 population census was
285,000 and they are forecasting to a population of 338,000 by 2040. This is a significant
increase, given that the city has been fairly stable in population in the past 20-30 years.

Zoning Committee
SITE PLAN REVIEW - List of current applications. (Tom Beach, 651/266-9086)

Two items came before the Site Plan Review Committee on Tuesday, September 17, 2013:

m  Western U Plaza, multi-use development on former Old Home Dairy site at 376
University Avenue West (at Western).

= Regional Ballpark, grading and rerouting utilities to prepare site for construction of the
ballpark (additional plans will be submitted at a future date for the ballpark) at 351 East
5" Street (at Broadway).

One item to come before the Site Plan Review Committee on Tuesday, September 24, 2013:

m Storage building for Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Facility, 23° x 56’ storage
building located to the east of the main building at 340 Broadway.

One item to come before the Site Plan Review Committee on Tuesday, October 1, 2013:

Loomis Armored Transport Facility, new building and parking lot at 1039 East 7™ Street.

NEW BUSINESS

#13-226-244 Associated Bank (Snelling/Selby) — Rezone from B2 General Business, RM2
Multiple-Family Residential, VP Vehicular Parking, and I1 Light Industrial to T2 and T3
Traditional Neighborhood. 176 Snelling Avenue area bounded by Marshall, Snelling, Selby, and
Saratoga. (Josh Williams, 651/266-6659)

MOTION: Commissioner Nelson moved the Zoning Committee’s recommendation to approve
the rezoning. The motion carried 14 with 1 abstention (Edgerton) on a voice vote.

#13-226-009 Associated Bank Drive-Through Sales — Conditional use permit for drive-through
sales and services with modification of number of permitted lanes. 202 Snelling Avenue North,
NE corner of Dayton Avenue. (Josh Williams, 651/266-6659)

Commissioner Ochs asked if there was a bypass lane, if they’re going to add an additional drive-
through lane.

Commissioner Nelson said there is not a separate bypass lane if there is stacking. This
configuration is set up so that there is a parking aisle, which shares access to the drive-through
lanes. There are about half a dozen spaces on the south side of the parking lot facing Dayton.



The two-way drive aisle for these spaces shares access to the stacking area for the four drive-
through aisles. '

Commissioner Ochs thinks that there is or was a requirement for a by-pass for fast food drive-
through restaurants.

Commissioner Nelson said there was some discussion about the shared parking drive aisle access
and the potential for stacked cars to use that drive aisle access. If for some reason more than 12
cars want to stack, that 3™ car, if it pulled into a stacking lane, would block the drive aisle to the
parking spaces.

Chair Wenc! added that this was configured so that the head lights would not go into the
residential area but go into the street area.

Commissioner Ochs said that it may be that when there are multiple drive-through lanes the
bypass lane is not required, but if there is a single drive-through lane then a bypass lane may be
required.

Josh Williams, PED staff said that there is nothing in the T2 standards that were used for the
conditional use permit that required a bypass lane.

MOTION: Commissioner Nelson moved the Zoning Committee’s recommendation to approve
the conditional use permit subject to additional conditions. The motion carried 14 with 1
abstention (Edgerton) on a voice vote.

#13-225-722 Elizabeth Palaima and Andrew Satrijo — Establishment of nonconforming use
permit for use as a duplex. 1598 East Shore Drive between Idaho and Brighten Place. (Bill
Dermody, 651/266-6617)

Commissioner Oliver said that two people testified in opposition and asked what the opposition
was.

Commissioner Nelson said that one person testified in opposition who has some rental properties
and was concerned about who might be renting there, the future and the nonconforming use.

Commissioner Merrigan added that a second person testified in opposition who was concerned
about how they would vet their renters. The neighbor was not necessarily speaking to this
particular property, but the notion of allowing rental properties in their neighborhood.
Commissioner Merrigan said one of the biggest concerns is that this is the second case that they
have seen where a property was sold to new owners and the property was listed as single family,
previous owners operated it as a mother-in law apartment (in this case) or a duplex, and the new
owners buy the property thinking they can do the same thing.

Commissioner Nelson noted that part of the discussion involved the MLS listing, which actually
listed this as a mother-in law apartment.

Commissioner Perrus said the MLS listing stated that this was a single family home, however in
the notes it said there was a mother-in law suite. It didn’t say you were allowed to rent it, just



that it was there. This could be confusing but it was very clearly stated that it was a single family
home and zoning for single family.

Commissioner Edgerton said that Commissioner Wickiser was against this and he would like to
know what his reasoning was.

Bill Dermody, PED staff said that Commissioner Wickiser did not state a reason; however he did
have questions about the possibility of returning this to a single family home after this particular
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owner soid the home. So his opposition may be related to that.

Commissioner Reveal added that the other issue he had was whether or not it would conform as a
duplex to fire safety and separation issues, because there were building code questions about
whether or not it would meet those requirements.

MOTION: Commissioner Nelson moved the Zoning Committee’s recommendation to approve
the establishment of legal nonconforming use subject to an additional condition. The motion
carried 14-1 (Ochs) on a voice vote.

#13-225-917 Ace Auto Parts — Conditional use permit for outside auto sales with modification of
15,000 sq. ft. lot area requirement. 780 Rice Street, SE corner at Sycamore. (Jake Reilly,651-
266-6618).

MOTION: Commissioner Nelson moved the Zoning Committee’s recommendation to approve
the conditional use permit subject to an additional condition. The motion carried unanimously
on a voice vote.

Commissioner Nelson announced the items on the agenda for the next Zoning Committee
meeting on Thursday, September 26, 2013.

Plans for Snelling and W. 7" Arterial Bus Rapid Transit — Informational presentation by
Charles Carlson and Katie Roth, Metro Transit.

Katie Roth is a planner with Metro Transit’s BRT project office and Program Manager for the
Arterial Bus Rapid Transit Program. She presented an update on the development of the Arterial
Bus Rapid Transit and the Snelling Avenue/Ford Parkway Corridor. Metro Transit completed the
Arterial Transitways Corridor Study in April 2012, looking at twelve of the highest ridership bus
corridors, and looking at ways to improve speed and passenger experience. They developed this
arterial bus transit concept and out of this came the Snelling Corridor and the West 7" Street
Corridor proposals. What the study identified was slow transit speeds and that only 3% of the
delay on these corridors is spent stopped in traffic, which helps inform the Arterial BRT concept
in that they are not looking at a dedicated lane for transit in these corridors, they’re running in
mixed traffic and using spot improvements at signals with station spacing. For the Snelling
Avenue line, which will be known as the A line (this series of Arterial BRT will have letters)
there will be 20 stations that serve about 75% of the current riders. About 20% are within one
stop of these proposed stations, so only 5% of the current riders will walk more than a block to
get to these stations. The service plan calls for 10 minute BRT service so every 10 minutes there
will be a BRT bus. An analysis of the travel time difference by making improvements along the
line shows a 27% faster trip in the peak period than the bus service today. As a result of making
these speed and facility improvements they believe that they can increase ridership. The BRT



would become the primary service in the corridor but the local service would remain to serve the
local trips and for people who didn’t want to or weren’t able to walk to a station.

Commissioner Thao said on the corners where both local bus service and BRT is located could
there be potential for both sides of the street to lose their parking because they become bus stops?

Ms. Roth said they are primarily looking to consolidate the local service and the BRT service at
one station. There might be a couple of cases where there are so many local buses that use it that
it wouldn’t be a good idea to have them stopping like the BRT would. But in most cases it woul
be a shared station.

Regarding funding and project cost, the total cost of building the A line including stations,
technology, vehicles, the transit signal priorities and all of the design and engineering is about
$25 million. Today they have $15 million in funding secured, leaving a $10 million funding gap.
So they are looking at a lot of different avenues to fill this gap and continue to move forward with
design and getting ready to build and get the funding in place. In terms of project schedule they
have been doing a lot of planning, predesign and community engagement work in early 2013.
Moving to the later part of 2013 they are initiating concept design, and by the end of 2014 they
can break ground on some of the stations, constructing through 2014 and opening the line by the
end of 2015. In terms of the overall schedule for arterial BRT, Snelling Avenue will be the first
and West 7" Street will be the second line.

Chair Wencl asked about the $7 million cost for buses. Is that for new buses and how are they
different from the current buses?

Ms. Roth said that they will run a different type of bus, which will only be used on the BRT
service. There will be a different paint scheme and they would not be putting a lot of
advertisement on these buses. In terms of how it would be different from the standard bus the
ones on Snelling will be a 40 foot bus, which is the standard size, with a different configuration
inside of seats to floor ratio, wider doors making it easier to for passengers to move around and
for fare enforcement to happen aboard a bus. In the future they see a mix of the 40 foot buses and
the 60 foot articulated accordion buses being used on BRT lines, but for now it will be the 40 foot
buses on Snelling. '

Commissioner Edgerton said on Snelling Avenue there is a considerable wait at the lights when
trying to cross Snelling, and it would be very irritating if waiting in a long line and approaching
the green light it then switches because a bus is coming. Are we going to run into a lot of that
happening?

Ms. Roth said one of the key metrics that they are looking at in order to help define how they’ll
use this transit signal priority is what’s going to be the total person delay at an intersection given
signal priority or not. Example: if there are 40 people on a bus coming through and there are four
cars waiting at the intersecting cross street that is a different condition then it would be if there
were 40 people on bus and 80 cars waiting at the cross street. The cross streets further north on
the corridor that serve as relievers for Hwy 36 are not good candidates for transit signal priority,
because of the issues mentioned.



Commissioner Connolly asked if they really care if it takes 36-48 minutes to get from Roseville
to Hiawatha or is the real measure Snelling to Hiawatha or are there any other more finely
grained measures?

Ms. Roth said they know people are not using this line to make trips from end to end but it’s a
good way to communicate that, as they think about building something that is a 10 mile corridor.
The important part is that even shorter trips are going to be a few minutes faster and also a lot
more reliable.

Commissioner Lindeke asked about bikes on the buses. Are they going to be like the current
racks on the outside of the bus or on the inside like the light rail? How is that going to be
handled?

Ms. Roth said that is something they are looking at, along with their partners in Dakota County at
NBTA as they roll out the Red line on Cedar Avenue. They have a 40 foot bus with an onboard
bike rack and they are learning as that goes out how that’s working. They’ve gotten some
feedback positive and negative and they’re taking that back and trying to get the right answer.
They don’t know what they will end up with but the things that they are taking into account is
how many people are going to be on that bus, how easy is it to get around on the bus with a bike,
what’s the delay of someone bringing a bike on the bus versus putting it outside on the front of
the bus, so those are things that they will continue to work on.

Charles Carlson, Senior Manager of the BRT Project Office said that the next arterial BRT line
will be on West 7" Street, Route 54, beginning at the Mall of America, continuing to the airport
then to the heart of the service area which is 7" Street between Maynard and the Union Depot.
They are also looking at potentially extending it in a first build out to the east side via East 7™,
Arcade and Maryland Avenue. About two-thirds of the ridership on Route 54 is within the Saint
Paul area. It’s the greatest use within the community as well as offering connections to the
airport and Bloomington. That is also what makes it so appealing to think about extending it to
the east side. On this project they do not have much funding identified yet. The project costs
more because they would use the larger articulated buses. They have $5 million of MnDOT
Bonds and a grant from the federal government, and they are looking to fill this out because the
timing is critical. They are starting to initiate some of the advance planning on this corridor,
beginning outreach so that next year they can conceptionally design what this would be, how far
up the east side to go, where stations would be and how they might be configured. As they get
into 2014 they can get into heavy design of this corridor and obtain environmental clearance to
begin. And then they would initiate construction in 2015 and open this new service in the fall of
2016, roughly a year after the A line on Snelling Avenue would have opened.

As they continue with this planning they are aware that these lines match some of the lines of the
Saint Paul Streetcar long range vision. They are working in close coordination both at the project
manager level as well as the agency level. However, as they move ahead they are working with
the bus improvements mindful of future streetcar improvements but not designing a streetcar
station where a bus stops at. They are also attuned to the broader corridor studies so that they are
working in harmony and coordination while they roll out these nearer term bus improvements
waiting longer term for the streetcar, light rail or dedicated bus way type of improvements that
might be envisioned by those projects. ’



Commissioner Reveal asked about fare policy. Will there be premium fares or some fare
variation based on demand?

Mr. Carlson said the fare will be the standard local bus fare, same as LRT.

Commissioner Ward said the Snelling Avenue Corridor has a $10 million gap and the West 7"
Street Corridor has a $21 million gap. What is the anticipated payback with this new type of
service? Is there a threshold at some point in which it’s not working and the plug is pulled?

Mr. Carlson replied these are structured as permanent transit way investments that Metro Transit
will pursue. There’s a strong commitment to an increased level of service including nights and
weekends. Where they have had trouble is that transit funding, especially transit operations
funding has faced a lot of challenges in recent years. An exception would be this past legislative
session, there was a significant restoration of funding that came out of that year, and as a result
they have been able to reinstate the service that they had previously cut over the last couple of
years. With these BRT investments they would be seeking to make that investment permanent,
and these are seen as policy investments as well as physical investments.

Commissioner Edgerton said regarding land use planning he’s assuming this has all been
coordinated in terms of the location of the stops. On West 7™ there’s the idea of nodes,
commercial nodes at different intersections, and he wants to make sure that as we review this or
as we’re putting together planning efforts for these areas we factor in where theses buses are
going to be stopping because that will have a big impact on what can happen at different
intersections.

Mr. Carlson said that the advanced planning of where these stops go changes based on the
condition at the time when they put them in. A good example is the Snelling and Selby
redevelopment. They had a general idea of a stop somewhere serving the Selby area in the earlier
plans, but now that’s evolving into a really specific opportunity to put a station in and it should go
right here. In the case of the B Line they went out last February 2012 with some study results.
They had a public meeting at the Mississippi Market on West 7™ and the manager of the store
said, I know you show it up there but we’d really like it if the stop was down here. Look at the
things that have changed in this neighborhood. We have this housing development across the
street and there’s a park in the works down the block. We see why you have it there at that big
cross street but the center of this area is shifting. Those are the kind of discussions that we can
get into as we begin more detailed planning and then tailor the specific siting of the station to
match what would be best in the community.

Commissioner Nelson said with the BRT deadlines approaching and in terms of priorities and
funding and how projects often chase the dollars that are available based upon when grants are
being made, how do you reconcile doing a really good job of deciding what takes precedence or
how that should interface with the streetcar?

Mr, Carlson said they are really seeking to define the function of both these types of service and
BRT invariably is a longer service that’s more akin to replacing existing longer local bus routes.
Streetcars are a much shorter service. They don’t replace any bus service and are more of a
pedestrian accelerator and shorter trip transit service. The challenge is communicating the need
for both of those kinds of improvements in the context of extremely limited transit funding.



Commissioner Makarios asked about the potential extension to the east side of BRT and how that
overlaps with the planning for Gateway Corridor.

Mr. Carlson replied the Gateway Corridor primarily focuses on 1-94 east and exploring options on
East 7™ Street and other streets. It’s another piece to coordinate with as well as the Rush Line.
Gateway seems to more focused on a freeway alignment but it is something they need to stay
attuned to both in the official process as well as coordinating with staff.

wheelchairs and people with strollers etc. With this type of bus is there level boarding? It didn’t
look like it so how will handicapped accessibility be handled?

Donna Drummond, Planning Director, said one of the benefits of LRT is the level boarding for

Mr. Carlson said the intent on these lines is to provide a higher curb where it’s feasible to do so.
Typically a regular curb is about 6 inches tall they’re seeking a 9 or 10 inch curb instead of the 14
inch curb required for full level boarding. The reason is that bus heights are different from each
other and it’s not advantageous to design a system around a given floor height. Also there’s a lot
of engineering that needs to go into designing a level boarding platform and given the urban
context and some of its constrained right of way along these lines raising a sidewalk a couple of
inches is manageable but raising it 8 inches is a big challenge. Where possible they do want to do
an increase because it significantly reduces the work it takes to get onto the bus but between a
kneeling bus and that raised platform they think it will be a significant improvement.

Ms. Drummond said so a kneeling bus would try to split the difference in a way?

Mr. Carlson said they’d be pretty close and with the low floor buses and the ramp that deploys
out to serve wheelchair customers they’re much faster than the older lifts were. The whole story
of this project is marking transit more visible and easier to use and faster but also fitting into the
neighborhood and the surrounding context that they’re already operating in.

Commissioner Ward said with all this investment in transit is there any for thought about
outreach related to job equity for members that live along these corridors as well as seeking out
contractors and employees of color?

Mr. Carlson said on that front they currently have an active RFP for design services that have
established a disadvantage business enterprise goal for participation. It’s not location specific,
it’s not specific to the Snelling Corridor but within the context of that program it is an established
goal. Moving forward it’s too early to say what might be possible but it’s definitely an interest
that they have heard and are working with the constraints of some of the funding approaches and
the laws that accompany them as well as any opportunities they have along these routes.

Chair Wencl noted that in the early 90’s she was on the small area plan committee in the Phalen
area and they had envisioned a transit hub. So this has been a long time coming but she is
encouraged to see that they are actually talking about doing an extension to the East 7" Street
Arcade area because that is an area that has long been under served.

Mr. Carlson said that they are excited to improve service in one of their most important markets
in Saint Paul.
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Comprehensive Planning Committee

Commissioner Merrigan said that they met last Tuesday and they continued to review the West
Midway Industrial Strategy. They are looking at more specific recommendations and they will
continue looking at them over the next 2-3 meetings with a goal of bringing back a
recommendation to the full commission of the parts that will be adopted as an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan. Their next meeting is Tuesday, October 1, 2013.

Neighborhood Planning Committee

Commissioner Oliver had no report, but announced that their next meeting on Wednesday,
September 25, 2013 has been cancelled.

Transportation Committee

Commissioner Ochs reported that the committee met last week and talked about the West
Midway Industrial Strategy transportation elements and they discussed the East Side Transit
Conversation update. The next meeting is on Monday, September 23, 2013. On the agenda is the
Red Rock Corridor update and the Gateway Corridor update.

Communications Committee

Commissioner Thao had no report.

Task Force/Liaison Reports

Commissioner Reveal announced that the West Side Flats Community Task Force will be
meeting on Monday, September 23, 2013 at the Neighborhood Development Alliance (NeDA)
Office to continue discussing the draft Development Guidelines and proposed zoning. The
meeting starts at 6:00 p.m.

Old Business

None.

New Business

None.

Adjournment

Meeting adjourned at 9:58 a.m.




Recorded and prepared by

Sonja Butler, Planning Commission Secretary
Planning and Economic Development Department,
City of Saint Paul

Respectfully submitted,
N Ce—

Donna Drummond
Planning Director
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Approved

(Date)

Daniel Ward II
Secretary of the Planning Commission
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This is an updated version from the
August 23, 2013.packet.

DATE: September 27, 2013

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Neighborhood Planning Committee

RE: Review of zoning study initiated by Resolution 13-256, regarding amending the

zoning code text regarding alcohol production (Secs. 63.207, 65.772-82, 66.321,
66.421, and 66.521)

ISSUE

Councilmember Amy Brendmoen and Councilmember Russ Stark introduced Resolution 13-256
on February 13, 2013, requesting the Planning Commission’s study, report, and recommendation
regarding proposed amendments to commercial brewing zoning regulations. The resolution calls
for facilitating the growth of small, local commercial breweries. (Please see the memo
attachments for a copy of the resolution.) The study has been expanded to also address small
distilleries and small wineries, as allowed for by the resolution. A significant, but limited Zoning
Code amendment allowing small brewers to have taprooms was processed in March 2013 (Ord.
13-14) as directed by the resolution ahead of the full study.

The following document provides background, analysis, a summary of public input, and a
recommendation for action. Due to the length and complexity of the background section, it is
broken down into several subsections: legal setting, definitions, current Zoning Code
classifications, existing and planned facilities, comparison to other cities — breweries,
comparison to other cities — distilleries, comparison to other cities — wineries, parking, odor,
truck traffic, fire, and the 5,000 barrels cutoff.

BACKGROUND

The market for small, local breweries has expanded exponentially in recent years across the
nation, including in Minnesota and in Saint Paul. Just 5 years ago, Minnesota had only 3
microbreweries and 11 brew pubs; by 2012 it had 29 microbreweries and 19 brew pubs.
Additionally, many existing breweries are expanding quickly, including local producers Surly
and Fulton. The recent boom is driven in part by changes in state law, but it also reflects the
larger trend of shifting consumer preferences away from mainstream national brands toward
“craft” brands, whether national (Sam Adams), regional (Summit), or local (Flat Earth). This
zoning study analyzes potential amendments to the Zoning Code that could allow Saint Paul to
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participate more fully in this growth, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and sound
planning principles.

A more recent nationwide trend of note is the growth of small, craft distilleries. For instance, in
Washington, where laws and tax rates are favorable, there are now more than 60 craft distilleries.
With recent changes to Minnesota tax rates, several small distilleries have expressed interest in
locating in our area. Another potential growth sector is small, craft production of alcoholic cider,
sake, or other beverages technically classified as “wine” under State of Minnesota law. Due to
the similarities between the various types of craft alcohol production, the study has been
expanded to include distilleries and wineries in addition to breweries.

Legal Setting
Alcohol business laws are in tremendous flux across the nation and in Minnesota, with continued

change anticipated. After the end of Prohibition in 1933, state laws generally established a
“three-tier” system for alcohol (production, distribution, retail), with no overlap between the
tiers, as a way to prevent abuses that had occurred in the previous era of legal alcohol sales. The
“three tiers” had to be completely separate business entities under these laws. The strict three-
tier system has been loosened in recent decades to various degrees on a state-by-state basis. For
instance, brew pubs — which produce, sell, and sometimes distribute — are now commonplace. In
Minnesota, a significant 2011 amendment (popularly known as the “Surly Bill”) allowed for
small brewers to operate taprooms that serve the product directly to consumers. Numerous other
amendments to State of Minnesota alcohol law have been discussed and are possible in the
future, including allowing small distilleries to operate taprooms and allowing brew pubs to
distribute off-site.

Taxation is also in flux and could have a significant effect on the alcohol marketplace. Major tax
rate decreases for small brewers and distillers have spurred market growth in Minnesota and
elsewhere, while upward adjustments in the definition of “small” are often debated and possible
for the future. However, states including Minnesota have also considered increasing alcohol
taxes and capturing more money from the growing small brewery sector as a way to balance
budgets. These taxation issues are out of the City’s control, but could drastically shape the local
scene.

Definitions

Definition of terms is helpful in discussing alcohol laws and concepts. The Saint Paul Zoning
Code provides definitions and/or standards and conditions for malt liquor production, micro and
regional brewery, national brewery, small brewery as an accessory use to a bar or restaurant,
brew on premises store, and bar. Malt liquor production (Sec. 65.774) is a brewery that
produces less than 5,000 barrels per year. A micro and regional brewery (Sec. 65.820) is a
brewery with the capacity to produce up to 1,000,000 barrels per year. A rational brewery (Sec.
65.821) produces over 1,000,000 barrels per year. A small brewery accessory to a bar or
restaurant (Sec. 65.910 (1)), commonly known as a “brew pub,” is generally limited to selling its
beer for consumption on the premises where it is brewed, excepting only “growlers” for off-site
consumption as defined by State of Minnesota law. A brew on premises store (Sec. 65.611)
provides the ingredients and equipment for a customer to brew malt liquor at the store for
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personal or family consumption. A bar (Sec. 65.610) is an establishment that serves wine, beer,
or intoxicating liquor for consumption on the premises between midnight and 2 a.m.; notably, a
taproom or brew pub would be considered a bar if it were open past midnight and would then be
subject to additional standards.

Chapter 409 of the City Code (“Licensing: Intoxicating Liquor”) provides definitions and
regulations that generally mirror State of Minnesota law regarding brew pubs, taprooms,
growlers, and several other alcohol-related terms. One notable difference between City licensing
regulations and State law is that the City limits breweries to 3,500 barrels produced per year if
they are to offer growlers, while the State recently raised the limit to 20,000 barrels.

State law provides several other relevant definitions, including for taproom, malt liquor, growler,
wine, distilled spirits, microdistillery, and proof gallon. A taproom is a space on the premises of
or adjacent to a brewery where the malt liquor product is sold and consumed on-site. Malt liquor
is any beer, ale, or other beverage made from malt by fermentation and containing not less than
0.5% alcohol by volume. A growler is a 64-ounce container filled by a brewer and sold directly
to a customer for off-site consumption. Notably, growler sales are limited to 500 barrels
annually and are only permitted by brewers of a certain size (<20,000 barrels per year) and brew
pubs. A brew pub is not explicitly defined (the State instead uses the phrase “restaurant operated
in the place of manufacture”), but regulations limit it to 3,500 barrels per year and prohibit sales
to other restaurants or liquor stores, except restaurants owned by the same entity. Wine is the
traditional product made from the normal alcoholic fermentation of grapes, but also includes
vermouth, cider, perry, and sake, so long as the product contains between 0.5% and 24% alcohol
by volume. Distilled spirits is defined to include whiskey, rum, brandy, gin, and other distilled
spirits for nonindustrial use. A microdistillery is a distillery producing premium, distilled spirits
not exceeding 40,000 proof gallons in a calendar year. A microdistillery can provide samples to
customers on-site, but cannot sell its product for on-site consumption like a brewery taproom. A
proof gallon is one liquid gallon of distilled spirits that is 50% alcohol at 60 degrees Fahrenheit.

Though not explicitly defined by the State or City, a beer barrel is commonly defined as
containing 31 gallons and a keg as containing 15.5 gallons.

Current Zoning Code Classifications
Below is a summary table of the current Zoning Code classifications for brewing uses:
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Table 1: Saint Paul Zoning Code.

' T1 | T2 | T3 | T4 | B1 | B2 | B3 | B4 |BS5 | IR | 11 | I2
Brew Pub P/C | P/IC | PIC P | P | P|P | P | P |P
Restaurant

Brew Pub Bar P/C P/C P/C P/C P P P P P P
Brew on P| P | P P|P|P|P|P|P|P
Premises Store

Malt Liquor P/C | PIC | PIC pPC| P | P | P | P | P | P
Production

Micro and

Regional p P P
Brewery

National P
Brewery

P = Permitted  C= Conditional Use Permit
A small brewery accessory to a bar or restaurant, or “brew pub”, is allowed wherever
restaurants or bars are allowed, including T2-4, B2-5, IR, I1, and 12 districts. For restaurants
(including brew pubs) in the T2-4 districts, a conditional use permit is required to exceed a floor
area of 15,000 square feet. Notably, restaurants do not typically come close to that size limit.
For bars in the T2-4 and B2 districts, a conditional use permit is required to exceed a floor area
of 5,000 square feet. Examples of brew pubs include Great Waters Brewing Company,
Minneapolis Town Hall Brewery, and Rock Bottom Restaurant & Brewery.

A brew on premises store is allowed in the same districts as a brew pub (T2-4, B2-5, IR, I1, and
12), though without the size limitations. A prime example of a brew on premises store is the
Vine Park Brewing Company.

Malt liquor production (maximum 5,000 barrels/year) is allowed in the same districts as a brew
pub (T2-4, B2-5, IR, I1, and 12). The size limit is. 15,000 square feet in the T and B2 districts,
similar to the size limit for a brew pub restaurant (which 1s the same amount, but does not apply
in B2). Examples most likely meeting the City’s definition of malt liqguor production include
Flat Earth Brewing Company, Steel Toe Brewing (St. Louis Park), Indeed Brewing Company
(Minneapolis), and Dangerous Man Brewing (Minneapolis), among many others.

Micro and regional breweries (gp to 1,000,000 barrels/year) are allowed in IR, I1, and 12
districts. Examples of breweries meeting the City’s definition of micro and regional brewery
include Summit Brewing Company and Surly Brewing Company.

National breweries (over 1,000,000 barrels/year) are allowed only in the 12 district. National
breweries meeting the City’s definition include Samuel Adams, Miller, Coors, and Budweiser.
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Distilleries and wineries are not currently addressed in the Zoning Code and therefore require
determinations of similar use from the Zoning Administrator for each individual case. The Mill
City Distillery recently received zoning approval to occupy part of the former Hamm’s Brewery,
which is zoned 12, making it the first modern distillery approved in Saint Paul.

The full permitted use tables are located within the Zoning Code as Table 66.321 (Traditional
Neighborhood Districts), Table 66.421 (Business Districts), and Table 66.521 (Industrial
Districts).

Existing and Planned Facilities ,

Saint Paul currently has four alcohol production facilities, with five new facilities and a
relocation/expansion planned in 2013. Great Waters Brewing Company, classified as a small
brewery accessory to a restaurant, is zoned B4. Summit, a micro and regional brewery, is
zoned I1. Flat Earth, a malt liquor production facility, is zoned I1. Vine Park, a brew on
premises store, is zoned B1. A relocated/expanded Flat Earth and Mill City Distillery are
planned for the former Hamm’s Brewery, zoned 12. New malt liquor production facilities, Bang
Brewing Company and Urban Growler Brewing Company, are planned on neighboring parcels
in St. Anthony zoned 12. Another malt liquor production facility, Burning Brothers, is planned
in Hamline-Midway on property zoned T3, while Mr. McGeasil’s has not yet chosen their
Lowertown location. Other new distilleries and a new malt liquor production facility have
inquired about property in Saint Paul, but have not yet announced their planned locations.

Figure 1:
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Comparisons To Other Cities - Breweries

Staff researched regulation and location characteristics of breweries in other cities locally and
throughout the United States, focusing especially on Minneapolis, Duluth, Dallas, Denver,
Portland, and Seattle because of their similarities to Saint Paul. Key findings include that Saint
Paul has rather permissive zoning regulations for small breweries compared to many cities
nationally and that the primary comparison cities noted above are similarly permissive.
Generally, Saint Paul’s regulations make it possible for small breweries (“malt liquor
production”) and brew pubs to exist in almost any mixed use, commercial, or industrial district,
excepting only the most restrictive districts intended to serve just the surrounding neighbors (B1
and T1), heavy industry (I3), or non-production uses (OS and BC). Many other cities still limit
breweries of any size to industrial areas, and some cities limit brew pubs to commercial zones.

Though Saint Paul’s regulations are already rather welcoming to breweries, there are several
ideas that can be drawn from the primary comparison cities. Minneapolis, distinctively, allows
small breweries in their C1 Neighborhood Commercial District, but they have a much more
restrictive floor area limit without needing a conditional use permit (1,200 sq. ft. vs. 15,000 sq.
ft. in Saint Paul’s most similar district). Only one brewery (Dangerous Man) is currently located
in a C1 District — it is relatively new, but Minneapolis staff interviewed are not aware of any
noise, traffic, or odor issues thus far.

imagery/Date 4
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Denver’s regulations stand out as the most permissive — the districts that allow breweries are
similar to Saint Paul, but without similar size/output limits specified in their form-based zoning
code (a limit of 60,000 barrels per year, vs. 5,000 in Saint Paul, applies only in their mixed use
districts). Denver’s larger, established microbreweries are mostly located in industrial areas or
near the baseball stadium, though newer ones are located in a variety of settings, including mixed
use. None of the newer breweries located near residential properties appear to be producing

more than 5.000 b

wiall JL,UU U

arrels per year, and so no |

compatibility at such a capacity.

essons can yet be drawn about their land use

Nearly all cities nationwide allow microbreweries in industrial districts and brew pubs in
commercial/mixed use districts. Also, the primary comparison cities (other than Duluth) allow
brew pubs in industrial districts, just as Saint Paul does. The summary table below addresses the
more variable regulations regarding breweries in commercial/mixed use districts.

Table 2: Breweries in Commercial or Mixed Use Districts.

Maximum
Barrels/ | Maximum
Allowed? Year Sq Ft Notes
Mpls Yes none 1,200 | Includes C1 Neighborhood Commercial District
Duluth | Some none none | Allowed districts are clustered d'town/lakefront
CUP also required for bars, sometimes required for
Dallas w/ CUP none 10,000 | restaurants and brewpubs
60,000 or CUP if w/in 500 feet of resid. in non-mixed use
Denver | Yes none none | districts; barrel limit only applies in mixed use districts
5,000 or
Portland | Yes none 10,000
10,000 or
Seattle | Yes none 20,000*
Saint
Paul Yes 5,000 15,000%

* Maximum does not apply in more intense districts (B3-B5 in Saint Paul, equivalent in Seattle)

Comparisons To Other Cities - Distilleries

Though some small, craft distilleries have existed for decades, they are generally more of an
emerging concept than craft breweries. There were only 323 craft distillers in the country in
2012 based on an American Distilling Institute directory, with nearly half (149) of them
concentrated in six states: California, Colorado, New York, Oregon, Texas, and Washington.
The major urban concentrations of craft distillers (5+ businesses) were in Portland and Seattle.

Nationwide, zoning regulations that specifically mention small or micro distilleries address them
both qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative limits identified range from 5,000 gallons per
year (Evanston, IL, which also requires a taproom to meet the definition) to 660,000 gallons per

year (Nashville). Proof-gallons are also used as a measure in other locations.
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The leading distillery cities (Portland and Seattle) do not specifically address small distilleries in
their codes. Rather, distilleries are considered subsets of production or light manufacturing uses,
much like breweries; all uses fitting the broader production/manufacturing categories are allowed
in most commercial and mixed use districts so long as they abide by size restrictions. Some of
the distilleries in Portland and Seattle are immediately adjacent to residential uses. Research into
property complaints and interviews with city staff have revealed no land use impacts regarding
distillery operations. Anecdotally, Portland staff note that distilleries tend to have more of a
retail goods element than breweries.

Figure 3: Oola Distillery in Seattle is surrounded to the south, west, and east by
apartments.
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Comparisons To Other Cities - Wineries

Staff research has not discovered any major cities that specifically address small, local wineries
(or producers of sake, hard cider, etc.) in urban locations. Some cities, such as those noted
above, would likely classify small wineries in the broader production or light manufacturing
categories. Sake is addressed in State of Minnesota law to clarify that it can be sold in growlers
similarly to that sold by small brewers, a response to a specific situation in Minneapolis.
Minneapolis has one sake producer (Moto-i) that is located in a commercial district and functions
much like a brew pub, with the sake production being accessory to a restaurant. Portland,
Seattle, and Minneapolis, incidentally, each have a hard cider producer in the process of opening
this year.
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Parkin

Parking can become a concern when a brewery adds a taproom due to the increased customer
traffic it typically presents. Current practice is to require the production portion of the facility to
provide parking based on the limited production/manufacturing Zoning Code entries, while the
taproom portion is treated like a restaurant. The same practice would likely apply to distilleries
or wineries (sake, cider, etc.) with taprooms, should the State of Minnesota law allow for it.
Limited production/manufacturing uses must provide 1 space per 1,000 sq. ft. gross floor area or
1 space per 2,000 sq. ft. if more than 50% of production floor space is occupied by automated
machinery. Restaurant uses must provide 1 space per 400 sq. ft. It is recommended that this
current practice be clarified through new language in the Zoning Code. The parking
requirements are summarized in Table 63.207 of the Zoning Code.

Any taproom or brew pub restaurant that became a bar by definition would become subject to
the parking regulations applied to bars. A bar is required to provide 1 space per 150 sq. ft. gross
floor area.

Notably, Minneapolis currently calculates parking for breweries in industrial areas as if it were a
100% production use, regardless of any taproom space — a significant difference from Saint Paul
practice.

Odor ,

In general, manufacturing processes that create noxious odors detected beyond property lines are
often limited to industrial districts. Some non-manufacturing uses regularly found in commercial
districts, however, frequently generate smaller-scale odors discernable beyond the property line —
particularly restaurants with fryers. The question of whether an odor should be limited to
industrial areas seems to be a matter of preferences and expectations, which may be best
measured by neighbor complaints. Staff research has found that small breweries, distilleries, and
wineries in urban areas do not normally generate odor-based complaints.

Breweries, distilleries, and wineries (sake, cider, etc.) do have the potential to generate odor.
Breweries, distilleries, and sake producers, in particular, will generate some odor similar to a
bakery when the product is cooked (brewed) and still non-alcoholic. (Sake is actually brewed
even though the State of Minnesota classifies it as a “wine”.) This type of cooking odor can be
quite noticeable with larger brewers, like Summit. Staff research has found no odor-related
complaints against small brewers or distillers in Saint Paul or the primary comparison cities. It is
not clear at what operation size the brewing odor becomes plainly noticeable.

A distinctive odor potential from wineries or distilleries comes from drying/rotting byproduct —
the problem identified with the former industrial ethanol plant on. West 7%, Certain distilled
liquors, generally those with more flavor, can also produce odors during the aging process. So
long as waste products are not left to dry on-site, small wineries and distilleries are not expected
to generate significant odors beyond what would be expected from a similarly sized bakery or
brewery. Small distilleries in the primary comparison cities have not generated odor complaints.
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Truck Traffic

A near-universal land use impact of breweries, distilleries, and wineries is truck traffic, including
both inbound delivery of raw materials and outbound delivery of product. The correlation of
production and truck traffic is not linear — an annual capacity of an additional 1,000 barrels does
not equal a certain amount of additional truck traffic. Small producers have more irregular
patterns and generally higher levels of traffic per unit, but often via smaller vehicles with less
land use impact like vans or personal trucks. That is, the product is often delivered on-demand
for each individual customer (restaurant, liquor store, etc.). Larger regional brewers — our area
does not yet have any regional distillers or wine producers — have more regular and larger
deliveries, often via semi-truck, typically coordinated through a major distributor who can store
the product in their own warehouse. Brewers of an intermediate size often use box trucks.

Staff research has found that there is not enough consistency in brewery facility operations to
allow prediction of the increase in truck traffic for a given increase in production. Complicating
variables include type of vehicle used (van vs. box truck vs. semi-truck), fullness of vehicle, mix
of product containers (can/bottle vs. keg), and amount of on-site storage for grain supplies and
finished product. However, the following approximate idealized figures may still be helpful:
1,000 barrels per year = 19 barrels per week = 264 cases (24-packs of cans or bottles) per week =
0.44 box trucks full of outbound product per week (if all in cans or bottles) = 0.2 semi-trucks full
of outbound product per week. The idealized figures can be used to generate best-case scenarios
(e.g. 2 5,000 barrel per year facility could generate as little as 2.2 outbound box trucks per week).
It should be emphasized that the idealized figures have not been found to reflect reality — they
are at best a starting point for analysis.

Fire

Fire risk is more difficult to measure and predict than other land use impacts because fire is
chronologically irregular rather than an ongoing event. Thus, the lack of fire events in similar
situations elsewhere is not necessarily predictive. Fire is of particular concern with regard to
distilleries’ flammable product and breweries’/distilleries’ grain storage. The Fire Code
addresses both of these concerns and would be applied at the time of building permits. Staff
research has not discovered fire to have been an issue with existing small distilleries in urban
areas, though fire risk has been used as rationale for limiting distilleries to industrial districts in
some jurisdictions. In the primary comparison cities, fire risk does not appear to have been
explicitly addressed through zoning.

5,000 Barrels Cutoff

Given current regulations for malt liguor production that limit it to 5,000 barrels per year, staff
research has particularly focused on the land use impacts of breweries approximately that size or
somewhat larger in comparable cities. There are few examples of breweries in that size range
across the country that have maintained that size for any length of time. Indeed Brewing of
Minneapolis is in the process of doubling its capacity from approximately 3,800 barrels per year
to 7,600, with no further expansions announced, thus far, no negative land use impacts have been
reported. Indeed Brewing could be an exception to the norm and worth future examination. One
niche brewery in Portland has been producing 10,000 barrels/year since about 2010 without land
use conflicts, though it is in an industrial-type building not near residential uses. Generally,




Planning Commission
Alcohol Production Zoning Study
Page 11

breweries producing over approximately 3,000 or 4,000 barrels per year tend to have expansion
plans to produce well over 10,000 barrels. Whether the malt liquor production limit is set at
5,000 barrels per year, 10,000 barrels, or somewhere in between, the current national market
conditions would predict that a brewery exceeding one of those limits would soon surpass all of
them — it appears to be within a transition range for breweries expanding their market area reach.
It is difficult to predict whether future market conditions would be similar. Also, niche
submarkets are particularly difficult to predict since their success will hinge on untested
consumer preferences, rather than superiority in the more stable mainstream market.

Figure 4: Indeed Brewing Company in Mlnneapolls is located adjacent to residences in a
llght 1ndustrlal zonln district.
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ANALYSIS

Several issues have been identified for analysis in consideration of potential zoning amendments,
as addressed below. An analysis of Comprehensive Plan conformity follows.

Issue #1
Should the limit of 5,000 barrels per year be adjusted for malt liguor production?
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Malt liquor production is limited to 5,000 barrels in the T2-4 and B2-5 districts. It is also limited
to 15,000 square feet in T2-4 and B2 districts. The primary land use concern with increasing the
5,000 barrel limit is the anticipated increase in heavy truck traffic. However, as noted above, it
is impossible to predict the amount of truck traffic based solely on production levels without
knowing other details about the particular business operations. Also, it is noted that properties in
the affected zoning districts have varying attributes (e.g. distance to residential, location of truck
docks) that would significantly influence a brewery’s land use impact. For example, please see
Figures 5 and 6 below.

Figures 5 and 6: Properties below show situations (zoned T3 and B2) that could support
very different levels of truck traffic, but are treated s1m11arly b! the Zomng Code.
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Due to the significant variety of land use settings among the affected districts, and due also to the
inability to predict levels of heavy truck traffic, a conditional use permit is the best option for
accommodating production levels above 5,000 barrels per year in the T2-4 and B2-5 districts.
Variables that could be considered through a conditional use permit include presence/location of
truck docks, distance to residential uses, and building orientation.

Under the conditional use permit option, any hard upper limit should be set high enough to
include production levels that might be deemed appropriate at the best-suited sites located in
traditional neighborhood and business districts. It is recommended that the hard limit be set at
20,000 barrels per year.

One reason that raising the 5,000 barrels per year limit might not be desirable is that it could
reduce demand for underutilized industrially zoned sites. Related to this, it could entrench
production-style uses on sites that were rezoned to traditional neighborhood districts specifically
to incentivize a transition from industrial uses to mixed commercial/residential uses. The
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recommendation to allow a conditional use permit option predicts that moderately higher
production facilities can be compatible with, and perhaps encourage, the mixed uses envisioned
for these zoning districts. '

Issue #2
Should breweries, including malt liquor production or brew on premises stores, be allowed in
additional zoning districts?

Malt liguor production and brew on premises stores are currently allowed in all non-residential
districts except T1, B1, OS, BC, and I3. The Zoning Code asserts that the T1 and B1 districts are
intended to provide uses that primarily serve the nearby residential areas, while the OS district is
intended for non-production service uses, the BC district is for residences converted to low-
impact businesses, and I3 is reserved for objectionable or hazardous uses. Certainly, as generally
unobjectionable production uses that do not locate in residential buildings, they are not
appropriate in the OS, BC, or I3 districts. These uses do serve surrounding residences, as
intended for the T1 and B1 districts, but they also generally serve a much larger market area,
drawing from other neighborhoods and often other cities. Therefore, these uses are not
appropriate in the T1 or B1 districts. No changes to the allowable districts for these uses are
proposed.

National breweries should continue to be permitted in only the 12 district because of their
significant truck traffic and odor impacts. Micro and regional breweries, likewise, produce
impacts that are more appropriate in industrial districts (IR, I1, I2) than business districts such as
B5 or B4.

Issue #3
How should distilleries be defined and regulated?

Distilleries are not currently addressed in the Zoning Code. The land use impacts of small
distilleries are similar to those of small breweries, including truck traffic and odor, but with the
additional concern of heightened fire risk. The Fire Code addresses the heightened fire risk of
distilleries and would be applied at the time of building permits. Therefore, truck traffic and
odor concerns should be the primary determinants of the appropriate zoning districts for
distilleries.

Small distilleries have been proven to be compatible in urban areas with regard to truck traffic
and odor concerns. It is recommended, therefore, that small distilleries be allowed similarly to
malt liguor production in traditional neighborhood and business districts because of the similar
observed land use impact in comparison cities. An appropriate cap for such a small distillery
might be 40,000 proof gallons per year, which is the current State of Minnesota definition for a
microdistillery, a classification that enjoys significantly lower tax rates than larger distilleries.
Proof gallons are an appropriate measurement unit since producers must pay taxes based on
them.
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Issue #4
How should wineries be defined and regulated?

A winery should be defined in reference to State of Minnesota law, which currently includes
production of the traditional product made from grapes, as well as vermouth, cider, perry, and
sake, all of a certain alcohol content. Referring to State law, rather than repeating it, would
allow the Zoning Code to remain current if minor changes are made to the State law, such as
reclassifying sake as malt liquor, adding products to the list of wines, or adjusting the allowable
alcohol content.

Staff research has found that most traditional grape-based wineries do not locate in urban areas.
However, cider and sake producers do sometimes locate in urban areas and could be part of a
growing trend. Staff research has discovered no reason to anticipate that small wineries will

“have a significantly different impact than malt liqguor production; therefore, small wineries
should be permitted in the same zoning districts and subject to the same conditions. The
applicable production limits should be converted from barrels to gallons, since gallons is the
measurement unit used for paying taxes and should be readily available.

The proper zoning classification for larger wineries is unclear. Other similarly sized cities do not
generally address wineries in their zoning regulations. Additionally, it is not clear whether larger
wineries should be an industrial use or an agricultural use. It is recommended, therefore, that
large wineries not be addressed in the Zoning Code at this time.

Issue #5
How should parking for taprooms be addressed?

The taproom portion of a facility is required, as a matter of practice, to provide parking at the
same rate as restaurants. This practice should be incorporated into the Zoning Code for clarity
and predictability. The most logical place for this item is within the parking table (“Minimum
Required Off-Street Parking By Use”) in Sec. 63.207.

Issue #6

Are changes necessary to the definition of small brewery as an accessory use to a bar or
restaurant (brew pub) in anticipation of any changes to State of Minnesota law that would
allow them to sell to liquor stores and restaurants/bars?

In Saint Paul, any such future small breweries that want to sell beer to liquor stores or restaurants
would have to be reclassified under the Zoning Code as malt liquor production and abide by
those regulations, including (currently) a maximum 5,000 barrels produced per year in certain
districts. This is because both the State and City regulations require brew pubs to sell only for
on-site consumption (excepting only growlers). A State law change allowing brew pubs to sell
to liquor stores and restaurants could force other cities to contend with brew pubs, which usually
locate in dense retail locations, morphing into 15,000 barrel-per-year breweries with production-
type activities (forklifts, pallets, trucks, etc.). Fortunately, no change is needed to Saint Paul’s
Zoning Code in order to deal with those issues. Additionally, Saint Paul provides a reasonable



Planning Commission
Alcohol Production Zoning Study
Page 15

and practical alternative for this potential business through the malt liquor production
classification.

Issue #7
Are changes necessary to differentiate a taproom from a bar?

Currently, a brewery of any size in Saint Paul can open a taproom to serve its product on-site. It
is plausible that such a taproom could become extremely popular to the point that production is
arguably an accessory use. However, the Zoning Code appears to suitably handle this situation
in its current form. In 2012, the Zoning Code was amended to specifically define a bar as being
open between midnight and 2:00 a.m., indicating that those hours of operation trigger the need
for heightened land use regulation such as increased parking provision. A taproom would be
considered a bar if it were open during those hours.

Issue #8
What naming structure should be used?

Several brewers and distillers have expressed a desire for better clarity in City regulations. One
small clarifying change recommended herein is to rename malt liquor production as craft
brewery to be in line with micro and regional brewery and national brewery. Likewise, the
smaller distilleries and wineries will be called craft for consistency. Another possibility
considered was the term nano (nano-brewery, etc.), but that connotes a much smaller facility to
many in the industry (i.e. under 500 barrels produced per year). The term artisan was also
considered, but it also connotes a much smaller facility.

Comprehensive Plan

The Comprehensive Plan calls for implementation of the Economic Development Strategy, a
document that contains six broad initiatives intended to strategically benefit economic
development in the city. One of the initiatives is a “streamlined development process,” with
clear and consistently applied regulations. The proposed text amendments further that initiative
by removing an unnecessary regulation on alcohol production.

Additionally, Strategy 1.50 of the Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Chapter calls for facilitating
“the redevelopment of commercial areas where existing buildings are no longer considered
functional to accommodate viable retail and businesses.” Though the proposed text amendments
are not location-specific, they could facilitate such redevelopment by allowing new types of
businesses (small distilleries, small wineries, and somewhat larger breweries) to be considered in
these areas.

Similarly, Strategy 2.2 of the Land Use Chapter calls for promoting “the redevelopment of
outmoded and non-productive sites and buildings so they can sustain existing industries and
attract emerging industries.” Allowing new types of businesses at such locations would help
implement this strategy.
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Meanwhile, the proposed text amendments do not contradict any Comprehensive Plan goals
relating to protection of neighborhoods. Citywide parking, Fire Code, Building Code, and
licensing procedures will still need to be followed.

PUBLIC INPUT

Numerous existing and potential Saint Paul brewers and distillers have informed the study
through background interviews. Many of them favor making the City’s regulations clear and
transparent, so as to avoid surprises or uncertainty down the line. Also, several expressed a
desire for flexibility to accommodate future expansions of their businesses and/or changes in
State of Minnesota law.

NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The NPC recommends that the Planning Commission release this study and proposed
amendments for public review on August 23, 2013 and schedule a public hearing on October 4, -
2013.

Attachments
1. Proposed Zoning Code Amendments
2. City Council Resolution 13-256




city of saint paul

planning commission resolution
file number
date

WHEREAS, the Council of the City of Saint Paul has requested that the Planning Commission provide a
report and recommendation regarding potential amendments to Zoning Code sections 65.910, 65.610,
65.774, 65.820, 65.821, and any other Zoning Code sections which the Commission believes may
facilitate the Council’s intentions; and

WHEREAS, the Saint Paul Planning Commission finds that the Zoning Code’s present land use
definitions and development standards regarding breweries were adopted at various times and for
various purposes intended principally to regulate large commercial brewing operations; and

WHEREAS, the Saint Paul Planning Commission finds the zoning issues of distilleries and wineries to be
connected to those of breweries in a manner that warrants their inclusion in this study, report and
recommendation; and

WHEREAS, the Saint Paul Planning Commission recognizes an increasing trend towards small, local
breweries and other producers of other alcoholic beverages; and

WHEREAS, the Saint Paul Planning Commission finds the proposed text amendments to be supported
by the policies of the Comprehensive Plan;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Saint Paul Planning Commission, under the authority of
the City's Legislative Code, that the following proposed amendments to the Legislative Code be
recommended for approval by the Council of the City of Saint Paul:

ARTICLE Il. - 63.200. PARKING REQUIREMENTS
Table 63.207 Minimum Required Off-Street Parking By Use

Land Use | Minimum Number of Parking Spaces
Commercial Uses
Restaurant, Coffee shop, tea house, deli, 1 space per 400 sq. ft. GFA

| taproom

ARTICLE V. 65.400. COMMERCIAL USES

Division 10. 65.770. Limited Production, Processing and Storage

Sec. 65.7742. Malt-liguorprodustien- Brewery, craft.

A facility with a capacity to manufacture twenty thousand (20,000) or fewer barrels of alcoholic and
nonalcoholic malt liguor a year. This definition excludes small breweries operated in conjunction with a bar or
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restaurant defined herein as an accessory use.

Standards and conditions in traditional neighborhood and business districts.

Sec.

(a) Intraditional neighborhood and B2 business districts, a conditional use permit is required for such
uses with more than fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet of floor area to ensure size and design
compatibility with the particular location.

(b) : g —In all traditional
nelqhborhood and business dlstrlcts a condltlonal use permitis requnred forfacnlmes with the capacity to

manufacture more than five thousand (5,000) barrels of malt liquor a year in order to ensure operational

and design compatibility with the particular location.

65.773. Distillery, craft.

A facility that manufactures distilled spirits, as defined by Minn. Stat. § 340A.301, with a capacity to

manufacture forty thousand (40,000) or fewer proof gallons a year.

Standards and conditions in traditional neighborhood and business districts.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

(a) Intraditional neighborhood and B2 business districts, a conditional use permit is required for such
uses with more than fifteen thousand (15.000) square feet of floor area to ensure size and design
compatibility with the particular location.

65.7724. Finishing shop.

65.7735. Limited production and processing.
65.7756. Plastic products.

65.7767. Printing and publishing.

65.7778. Recycling collection center.
65.7789. Recycling drop-off station.
65.77980. Warehousing and storage.

65.781. Winery, craft.

A facility that manufactures wine, as defined by Minn. Stat. § 340A.301, with a capacity of six hundred iwenty

thousand (620,000) or fewer gallons a year.

Standards and conditions in traditional neighborhood and business districts.

Sec.

(a) In traditional neighborhood and B2 business districts, a conditional use permit is required for such
uses with more than fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet of floor area to ensure size and design
compatibility with the particular location.

(b) In all traditional neighborhood and business districts, a conditional use permit is required for
facilities with the capacity to manufacture more than one hundred fifty-five thousand (155,000) gallons a
year in order to ensure operational and design compatibility with the particular location.

65.7802. Wholesale establishment.
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ARTICLE lil. 66.300. TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICTS

Table 66.321. Principal Uses in Traditional Neighborhood Districts

Use T1 T2 T3

T4

Development
Standards

Commercial Uses

Limited Production and
Processing .

Meltliguerpreduction Brewery, P/C P/C

craft

P/C

N

Distillery, craft P/C P/C

P/C

Winery, craft P/C P/IC

P/C

IS (IS

ARTICLE IV. 66.400. BUSINESS DISTRICTS

Table 66.421. Principal Uses in Business Districts

Use oS | B1 BC |B2 B3

B4

Development
Standards

Commercial Uses

Limited Production,
Processing and Storage

Mealtliguerproduction P/C | P/C

Brewery, craft

P/C

N

Distillery, craft PIC |P

P

Winery, craft P/C E/_C

P/C

ol
(@]

IS (IS

ARTICLE V. 66.500. INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTS

Table 66.521. Principal Uses in Industrial Districts

Use IR I 12

Development
Standards '

Commercial Uses

Limited Production and
Processing

T
)
o

Mealt-liguorproduction Brewery

craft

Distillery, craft

Iojlo
Io|lo
Iojlo

Winery, craft

moved by

seconded by

in favor

against
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M s Legislation Text

File #: RES 13-256, Version: 1

Title
Initiating a comprehensive study of zoning regulations pertaining to commercial brewing.

Body

WHEREAS, the Council of the City of Saint Paul finds that the zoning code’s present land use definitions and
development standards were adopted at various times and for various purposes intended principally to
regulate large commercial brewing operations; and

WHEREAS, the City Council recognizes an increasing trend towards small, local commercial breweries; and

WHEREAS, it appears to the City Council that the zoning code’s present standards which regulate large
commercial brewing operations may be unnecessarily burdensome to the evolving small-scale commercial
brewing industry and the entrepreneurs who need zoning approvals from the City in order to establish small-
scale commercial breweries; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to support the growth of small, local commercial breweries by
undertaking a study to consider text amendments to the zoning code which would clarify, harmonize, and
update regulatory language, including a reexamination of definitions based on commercial brewery production
limit cut-offs and zoning districts appropriate for locating small commercial brewing businesses; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 462.357, Subd. 4, the Council may initiate amendments to the zoning
code and for the purpose of facilitating the growth of small, local commercial breweries the Council desires to
do so; now

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Council of the City of Saint Paul hereby refers to the planning
commission for study, the proposed amendment to Leg. Code § 65.774 as set forth below, and zoning code
sections: 65.910; 65.610; 65.774; 65.820; and 65.821; and to receive from the commission a report and
recommendation on the said amendment specified sections, and any other zoning code sections which the
commission believes may facilitate the Council’s intentions, all in accordance with Minn. Stat. § 462.357,
Subd. 4; and

BE IT FURTHERE RESOLVED, that the Council, in its desire to assist small, local commercial breweries by
enabling these breweries to obtain tap room licenses pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 340A.301, Subd. 6b, the
Council specifically commends the following proposed amendment to Leg. Code § 65.774, entitled “malt liquor
production” to the commission for its study, report, and recommendation as foliows: :

Sec. 65.774. Malt liquor production
Standards and conditions in traditional neighborhood and business districts.

(a) In traditional neighborhood and B2 business districts, a conditional use permit is required for such uses
with more than fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet of floor area to ensure size and design compatibility with
the particular location.
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File #: RES 13-2586, Version: 1

(b) Fewer than five thousand (5,000) barrels of malt liquor shall be produced in a year.

AND, BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that the Council requests the Commission’s review, report, and
recommendation on the proposed text amendment to Leg. Code § 65.774 no later than 60 days from the date
of reference of this resolution to the commission, as provided under Minn. Stat. § 462.357, Subd. 4.
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DEPARTMENT OF SAFETY AND INSPECTIONS
Ricardo X. Cervantes, Director

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 375 Jackson Street, Suite 220 Telephone: — 651-266-8989
Christopher B Coleman’ Mayor Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101-1806 Facsimile: 651-266-9124
Web:  www.stpaul gov/dsi

SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE

Tuesday, October 1, 2013
2nd Floor Conference Room
375 Jackson Street, Suite 218

Time Project Name and Location

9:00 Loomis Armored Transport Facility
1039 East 7" Street
New building and parking lot

Applicants should plan to attend this meeting.

At this meeting you will have a chance to discuss the site plan for your project with Saint Paul's
Site Plan Review Committee. The Committee is made up of City staff from Zoning, Traffic,
Sewers, Water, Public Works, Fire Inspections, and Parks. You are encouraged to bring your
engineer, architect, or contractor with you to handle any technical questions raised by city staff.
The purpose of this meeting is to simplify the review process by letting the applicant meet with
staff from a number of departments at one time. Staff will make comments and ask questions
based on their review of the plans. By the end of the meeting you will know if the site plan can be
approved as submitted or if revisions will be required. Staff will take minutes at the meeting and
send you a copy.

The meeting room is on the skyway level and 25’ to your left as you get out of the elevator.
Parking

A few free parking spaces are available in our visitor parking lot off of 6™ Street at Jackson.
Parking is also available at on-street meters. The closest parking ramp is on Jackson one block
south of our office between 4™ and 5™ Street.

If you have questions, please contact Tom Beach at 651-266-9086 or tom.beach@ci.stpaul.mn.us.

An Equal Opportunity Employer



