
 

 

 

 

 

AGENDA 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

CITY OF CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI 

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 2021 

6:30 PM 
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Pursuant to Section 610.022 RSMO, the Planning and Zoning Commission could, at any 
time during the meeting, vote to close the public meeting and move to closed session to 
discuss matters relating to litigation, legal actions and/or communications from the City 
Attorney as provided under Section 610.021(1) RSMo. and/or personnel matters under 
Section 610.021(13) RSMo. and/or employee matters under Section 610.021(3) RSMo. 
and/or real estate matters under Section 610.021(2) or other matters as permitted by 
Chapter 610.  
 
This meeting will be held in-person at the Creve Coeur Government Center, 300 North New 
Ballas Road, Creve Coeur MO 63141.  Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, masks are required 
to be worn for all attendees. Reports, documents, plans, and related materials are available 
for examination at the Creve Coeur Government Center, 300 North New Ballas Road, prior 
to the meeting.  
 
Special disabled service may be arranged by contacting the Office of the City Administrator 
in advance. 

CALL TO ORDER 

ROLL CALL 

Mr. Gene Rovak (Chair) 
Ms. Muriel Hall 
Mr. James Myers 
Mr. Larry Potashnick 
Mr. Todd Streiler 
Ms. Julie LaBonte 
Mr. AJ Wang 
 
Mr. Carl Lumley, City Attorney 
Mr. Jason Jaggi, Director of Community Development 
Ms. Bethany L. Moore, City Planner 

            Ms. Jessica Stutte, Planning Assistant/Recording Secretary 
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ACCEPTANCE OF THE AGENDA 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. October 18, 2021 Planning and Zoning Commission Draft Meeting Minutes 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

An opportunity for members of the public to address the Planning and Zoning Commission 
regarding issues or concerns not already on the agenda for this meeting. Those wishing to 
speak will be asked to limit comments to three minutes and to complete a speaker card.  

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

1. PUBLIC HEARING.  #21-025 Reenactment of and Text Amendment to 
Section 405.640 Fences and Walls of the City's Zoning Ordinance 
Regarding Physical Security Measures in Association with Recent Changes 
in State Law. 

Jason Jaggi, Director of Community Development, on behalf of the City of Creve Coeur, 
Planning Division, working with the City Attorney, has submitted a proposed reenactment 
and text amendment application for a review of Section 405.640 Fences and Walls 
regarding physical security measures around private property, including fences and walls, 
based on recent changes in state law.  Text Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance require 
review at the Planning and Zoning Commission and approval by the City Council.  This item 
was continued at the October 18, 2021 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting. 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

1. Application #21-026: Final Plat and Subdivision Improvement Plans for the 
Subdivision of a 0.74 Acre Lot at 629 Graeser Road into Two Lots 

Doug Cohen RE, of Douglas Properties, has submitted a request for final plat and 
subdivision improvement plan approval to subdivide the property at 629 Graeser Road into 
two lots for two new homes.  The total area of Lot 1 is 15,162 square feet and Lot 2 is 
17,160 square feet.  The subject property is zoned C Single Family Residential, and no 
changes to the zoning district are being requested. The Planning and Zoning Commission 
will review the improvement plans for approval and provide a recommendation on the final 
plat request to the City Council for final approval. 

WORK AGENDA 

(None) 

DEPARTMENT REPORTS 

Director of Community Development 

ADJOURNMENT 
Posted: ______________________________________  

Jason W. Jaggi 
Director of Community Development 



 

 

 

 

 

DRAFT MINUTES 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

CITY OF CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI 
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CALL TO ORDER 

Gene Rovak, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30PM. 

ROLL CALL 

 AJ Wang Commission Member  (Absent) 
 Julie LaBonte Commission Member  
 Gene Rovak Chair/Commission Member  
 Muriel Hall Commission Member  
 Larry Potashnick Commission Member  
 James Myers Commission Member  
 Todd Streiler Commission Member  
 

The following staff were also present: Stephanie Karr, Acting City Attorney; Jason Jaggi, Director of 
Community Development; Bethany Moore, City Planner; and, Jessica Stutte, Planning Assistant/ 
Recording Secretary. 
 

ACCEPTANCE OF THE AGENDA 

Mr. Streiler made a motion to accept the agenda. Mr. Potashnick seconded. All in favor. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. September 8, 2021 Planning and Zoning Commission Draft Meeting Minutes 

Mr. Potashnick made a motion to accept the minutes. Mr. Streiler seconded. All in favor. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

None 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

None 

NEW BUSINESS 
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1. PUBLIC HEARING.  #21-025 Reenactment of and Text Amendment to 
Section 405.640 Fences and Walls of the City's Zoning Ordinance 
Regarding Physical Security Measures in Association with Recent Changes 
in State Law. 

Those speaking to the request were sworn in. 
 
Mr. Jaggi, Director of Community Development, introduced the Text Amendment and gave 
background regarding the proposed changes. He said that due to recent changes in state law a 
review and reenactment was necessary to bring the ordinance into full compliance. He said there 
were 4 areas the city can regulate: aesthetics, access, structural soundness and drainage. 
Mr. Jaggi went through the fence code as it stands now. He showed the language for a new 
subsection meeting state requirements that physical security measures around private property shall 
have a means to enter the property so that law enforcement and first responders are able to access 
the property in an emergency. 
 
Mr. Streiler asked what would be done to ensure residents do not lock the gate. He said some 
standards for fences taller than 6ft would be helpful.  
 
Mr. Jaggi said he would bring up Mr. Streiler's concern about locks to the Police Department. He said 
that fences could have a need to go taller than 6ft in both residential and commercial but require P&Z 
approval. 
 
Mr. Streiler suggested they address the height at the same time as these proposed changes.  
 
Mr. Jaggi agreed now was a good time to create the framework for review for the taller fence 
requests. 
 
Mr. Streiler said if the framework was in place perhaps it could just be done by administration. 
 
Mr. Myers said this process (P& Z review) allows for neighbor input. 
 
There was some discussion regarding fence criteria. 
 
Ms. Karr said some general language regarding the impact of the fence on neighboring properties 
would be sufficient. 
 
Mr. Jaggi said some general criteria would be helpful and he said staff could work on presenting 
some criteria. 
 
Ms. LaBonte suggested Section A tie into Section E as an exception. 
 
Mr. Potashnick said that gate security and state-of-the-art technology needs to be considered.  
 
Mr. Jaggi said he would be in touch with the Police Department and the Fire Department in regards to 
technology. 
 
Mr. Potashnick made a motion to continue the item to the next meeting. Ms. LaBonte seconded. All in 
favor. 
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RESULT: CONTINUED [UNANIMOUS] Next: 11/1/2021 6:30 PM 

MOVER: Larry Potashnick, Commission Member 

SECONDER: Julie LaBonte, Commission Member 

AYES: LaBonte, Rovak, Hall, Potashnick, Myers, Streiler 

ABSENT: Wang 

2. 2022 Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting Schedule 

Mr. Jaggi asked the Commission to review the meeting schedule. 
Mr. Potashnick made a motion to accept the meeting schedule as presented. Ms. LaBonte seconded. 
All in favor. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Larry Potashnick, Commission Member 

SECONDER: Julie LaBonte, Commission Member 

AYES: LaBonte, Rovak, Hall, Potashnick, Myers, Streiler 

ABSENT: Wang 

3. Millennium Park Master Plan 

Mr. Jaggi introduced Jason Valvero the Director of Recreation for the City of Creve Coeur. 
 
Mr. Valvero introduced the Master Plan Agenda prepared by PHP, the Parks Historic Preservation 
Committee.   
He said he was seeking feedback for the plan and to create discussion and input. 
He said Millennium Park is ready for some updates to the play equipment and resurfacing now. 
He said the park currently has an agreement with BJC for parking but as the park continues to grow a 
new lot for the park should be considered. 
 
He said the playground and splash pad are heavily used features. 
Mr. Valvero said a water feature would be a great commodity, but it is a concern of Public Works. 
He said they would like to add in nature trails but power lines are a concern. 
 
He said the PHP is very big on safety and recommending some traffic calming solutions. He said they 
would like to add another pavilion with electricity for rentals and general enjoyment.  
 
He went over some ideas for older kids like a ninja course. He said they want to improve signage at 
the park.  
Mr. Valvero presented some ideas for future improvements. 
 
Mr. Rovak asked when the ball fields would be removed. 
 
Mr. Valvero said further down the line they would be open fields. He said a specific time for removal 
had not been determined. 
 
Mr. Rovak said in his previous experience there is a benefit to having non-regulation fields available 
so there is not a fear of being taken over by a league. 
 
Mr. Valvero agreed there is some benefit but there is currently a maintenance issue with the fields. 
He said they would like to have open non-dedicated space. 
 
Mr. Valvero showed where the Tappmeyer House would like a pad installed for events. 
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He spoke about a Nature Trail and a connection trail. 
 
Mr. Streiler said a connection trail was a favorable benefit. He said Bellerive Cemetery is also there 
and would be a nice connection point. 
 
Mr. Valvero showed some images with the tall bushes removed. He talked about trees and the 
importance of having shade in the park. He said the splash pad would be bigger, better and would 
have a fence around it and seating within the fence.  
 
Mr. Streiler asked where food trucks could park. 
 
Mr. Valvero said they had not considered food trucks into the plan but would look make sure there 
would be adequate space for food trucks. 
 
Mr. Potashnick said he was looking at it as a commercial venture. He said it should have adequate 
parking and it cannot handle the potential traffic. 
 
Mr. Valvero said with the additional lot they thought they would have sufficient parking. 
 
Mr. Potashnick said BJC has been generous with the parking but it is not something to rely on.  
 
Mr. Jaggi said when BJC came before the Planning & Zoning Commission there were connection 
requirements and parking agreement with BJC. 
 
Mr. Potashnick said the parking is greatly flawed. 
 
Mr. Jaggi suggested that they could make this a comment for the plan to require long- term and future 
parking agreements with BJC going forward. 
 
There was some discussion regarding the parking. 
 
Mr. Potashnick asked how this project would be funded. 
 
Mr. Valvero said it would be funded by a 1/2 cent tax. He said they would continue to have work 
sessions to work out the details of how it would be divided up. He said he would be taking the 
comments and the recommendations to PHP and City Council. 
 
Mr. Myers said he found this plan responsive to the weakness of the current plan. 
 
Mr. Potashnick asked if this plan would rob funds from the other parks. 
 
Mr. Valvero said they were looking at all the parks and creating priorities for each. 
 
Mr. Potashnick said he thinks the city should be under the same standards as other developments. 
 
Mr. Jaggi said this is a plan not a development proposal. He said they do not have a specific parking 
requirement for open parks, only recreational buildings. 
 
Mr. Rovak said there was a range of possibilities and it would be difficult to regulate. He said that 
many years ago they did make it a requirement that city facilities meet the same requirements but this 
falls outside of that due to the range of possibilities. 
 
There was further discussion regarding parking. 
 
Mr. Jaggi reminded the commission this is just a plan. He suggested the commission recommend the 
council look at the parking based on existing agreements and ensure it is sufficient. 
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RESULT: ITEM DISCUSSED 

WORK AGENDA 

None 

DEPARTMENT REPORTS 

Mr. Jaggi welcomed Bethany Moore. He gave a brief introduction on her background. The commission 
welcomed her. 
 
He gave a brief update on the items that would come before the commission at the November 1st 
meeting. 
He said they had some items to review at the second meeting in November for BJC's proposed Public Art 
Plaza and a coffeehouse. 
 
Mr. Jaggi said they would like to have a work session with City Council December 6th to discuss priorities 
for the upcoming year. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. Potashnick made a motion to adjourn. All in favor. Meeting adjourned at 8:03PM. 
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APPLICATION TO PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
#21-025:  TEXT AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 405.640 FENCES AND 

WALLS OF THE CITY’S ZONING ORDINANCE REGARDING PHYSICAL 

SECURITY MEASURES IN ASSOCIATION WITH RECENT CHANGES TO 

STATE LAW 

Key Issues: 

• Are the changes consistent with 

the purposes of the Zoning 

Code? 

• Are the changes consistent with 

the purposes of the 

Comprehensive Plan?  FOR THE MEETING OF: Monday, November 1, 2021, 6:30 P.M. 

LOCATION: All Districts within the City 

REQUEST: Jason Jaggi, Director of Community Development, on behalf of 

the City of Creve Coeur, Planning Division, has submitted a text amendment 

application for a review of Section 405.640 Fences and Walls regarding 

physical security measures around private property, including fences and 

walls, based on recent changes in state law.  The public hearing on this item 

was continued from the October 18, 2021 meeting to allow staff to provide 

additional revisions.   

Creve Coeur 2030 References 

• Residential Development & 

Preservation  

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:   Text Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance 

require review and a Public Hearing at the Planning and Zoning Commission 

with final approval by the City Council. 

Zoning Code References 

• Section 405.630 Yard 

Regulations 

• Section 405.640 Fences and 

Walls 

APPLICANT: Jason W. Jaggi, AICP 

Director of Community Development 

City of Creve Coeur  

300 N. New Ballas Road 

Creve Coeur, MO 63141 
 

  

 
REPORT PREPARED BY: Jason Jaggi, AICP, Director of Community Development;                  

DATE: 10/27/2021 

ATTACHMENTS:  Revised Draft Ordinance 11-1-21 

 

CREVE COEUR 
300 North New Ballas Road  •   Creve Coeur, Missouri 63141 

(314) 432-6000  •  Fax (314) 872-2539  •  Relay MO 1-800-735-2966 

www.creve-coeur.org 

 

of 
 

city 
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application #21-025: Fence Code Review TA 

November 1, 2021  Page 2 

 
BACKGROUND 

This application was first reviewed by the Planning and Zoning Commission at the October 18, 2021, 

meeting.  After discussion, the Planning and Zoning Commission continued the public hearing to 

November 1st to allow for further revisions.   

 

Specifically, the Commission requested the following: 

• Subsection A: Provide P&Z review criteria for fence requests that exceed 6-feet in height. Cross-

reference Subsection E which allows game court fences up to 10-feet in height with conditions. 

• Confer with the Police Department about gates and entry requirements. 

 

SUMMARY OF REVISIONS 

Subsection A: Staff has added general criteria for P&Z review of fences that exceed the allowable height 

of 6-feet.  The new language is as follows: 

 

A. Height Of Fences And Walls. No fence or wall shall exceed six (6) feet in height, except for 

game court fences as provided in Subsection E, unless specifically approved by the Planning and 

Zoning Commission in consideration of a unique screening problem. In its review of requests for 

approval of fences or walls exceeding the foregoing height limit, the Commission shall consider 

all relevant factors concerning aesthetics including whether the site and adjoining properties are 

used for non-residential purposes, the visibility of the fence or wall from the right-of-way and 

adjoining properties, the adequacy of screening provided by a fence or wall that does not exceed 

the foregoing height limits, and the compatibility of the proposed fence or wall design with the 

character of the surrounding area. Further, in its review, the Commission shall consider any 

relevant issues concerning access to public right-of-way, sidewalks and/or utility easements, the 

structural soundness of the proposed fence or wall, and changes in the drainage of the site. 

 

 

A cross-reference to Subsection E for additional height allowances for game court fences has also been 

included.  

 

Subsection D:  While not included in the first review, staff is proposing clarifying language to this 

subsection that regulates pool enclosures.  The clarification involves specifying that this allowance for 54-

inch height pool fences is specific to the ability for these types of fences to encroach within a front yard 

setback or along any street right-of-way.  Staff also removed the requirement for black fences to be 

consistent with other allowable front yard fence designs.  This change would allow for any color metal 

fence such as bronze, dark green, white, etc.  Staff would note that while this allowance has been in place 

since 2010, it does provide for a 6-inch increase in height for pool fences that encroach into the front yard 

compared to a non-pool fence which is allowed at a 48-inch maximum height unless approved by P&Z. 

 

D. Fences Surrounding Swimming Pools. 

1. Every private swimming pool constructed anywhere in the City of Creve Coeur shall be 

provided with an enclosure surrounding the pool area that is constructed and maintained in 

compliance with the Creve Coeur Building Code. The Zoning Administrator shall have the 

authority to approve a fence surrounding a swimming pool within a front yard setback or along 

any street right-of-way as described under the following conditions: 

a. The fence is at least fifteen (15) feet from any lot line. 

b. The fence is a maximum of fifty-four (54) inches in height. 

c. The fence meets Building Code standards regarding design and placement of fence to the pool. 

d. The fence is of an open slat black metal style, similar to the following: 
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e. If the Zoning Administrator finds that any of the aforementioned standards is not met, the fence 

shall require Planning and Zoning Commission approval in accordance with Sections 405.640 

and 405.1080. 

 

 

Subsection G:  After further discussion with the Police Department and City Attorney, staff has removed 

this provision to require a means of access as part of the fence code.  The Police Department believes that 

access to the property by any means, such as through the building, is sufficient and that requiring gates for 

all fence enclosures is not necessary.   Further, since Creve Coeur does not allow fences to completely 

enclose a property, there does not appear to be a need for this provision. The statutory mandate remains in 

effect, should an issue arise. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The proposed revisions address the Commission’s prior direction for revisions.  Staff requests a final 

review of the fence code changes and determination that the code, as amended, remains compatible with 

the state statute. 

 

MOTION 

Following discussion and the public hearing any recommended changes to the fence regulations that may 

require revisions to the proposed language will need to be incorporated into the motion below.   

 

The following is an example of an appropriate motion for this application:  

 

“I move to recommend approval to the City Council of the proposed text amendments to Section 

405.640 Fences and Walls, of the Zoning Ordinance set forth in the draft Ordinance as discussed 

with Application #21-025 on November 1, 2021.”   (Conditions may be added, eliminated, 

altered, and modified by preceding motion). 

 

 

APPENDIX 1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  

Included and attached by reference.  See body of report for specific excerpts. 

 

 

APPENDIX 2:  ZONING CODE 

Included and attached by reference.  See body of report for specific excerpts. 
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11-01-21 DRAFT 
 

BILL NO._______      ORDINANCE NO. ________ 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE REGARDING FENCE AND WALL REGULATIONS OF THE CITY OF 

CREVE COEUR 

 

WHEREAS, the Missouri Legislature has enacted legislation (Section 67.494 RSMo SB 26 2021) 

declaring that “the general assembly hereby occupies and preempts the entire field of legislation 

regarding in any way the regulation of physical security measures around private property to the 

complete exclusion of any order, ordinance, policy, or regulation by any … city … in this state; 

and  

WHEREAS, such legislation declares null and void any existing and future order, ordinance, 

policy, or regulation in the aforesaid field; and 

WHEREAS, such legislation nonetheless makes exception for and allows for certain regulation in 

such field; and 

WHEREAS, the Director of Community Development applied to the Planning and Zoning 

Commission for a review of the regulations set forth in the City’s Code of Ordinances regarding 

physical security measures around private property including fences and walls in light of such 

legislation; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of Creve Coeur, Missouri, held a 

public hearing thereon at the Creve Coeur Government Center on _________, 2021, beginning 

at 6:30 p.m., or immediately following the close of the previous public hearing; and 

WHEREAS, notice of said public hearing had previously been published at least 15 days prior to 

the hearing in the St. Louis Countian, a newspaper of general circulation in the City of Creve 

Coeur and otherwise posted and published in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, on ______, 2021 the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of Creve Coeur, 

Missouri, completed the requested review and by a vote of ________ recommended that the City 

Council ratify, confirm, and reenact such regulations with certain amendments, determining that 

all such regulations fall within the allowed exceptions of the legislation; and 

WHEREAS, all persons who presented themselves and desiring to be heard were given an 

opportunity to be heard and a copy of the proposed ordinance has been made available for public 

inspection prior to its consideration by the City Council; and the Bill was read by title in open 

meeting two times before final passage by the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council being fully informed finds that all such regulations in the City Code 

of Ordinances as hereby amended address: (1) the aesthetics of such physical security 

measures, (2) access to the public right-of-way, sidewalks, and/or utility easements, (3) the 

structural soundness of such physical security measures, and/or (4) changes in the drainage of a 

property;  

WHEREAS, the City Council further finds that all such regulations, as hereby amended, remain 

in the public interest, and 
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11-01-21 DRAFT 
WHEREAS, the City Council further finds that it is in the public interest and consistent with such 

legislation to require that such physical security measures shall in all instances have a means to 

enter the subject property so that law enforcement and first responders are able to access the 

property in an emergency; 

 

NOW THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Creve Coeur, Missouri, as 

follows: 

 

Section 1.  All regulations set forth in the City Code of Ordinances and in effect on August 27, 

2021 regarding physical security measures around private property are hereby ratified, 

confirmed and reenacted as of the effective date of this Ordinance, except as modified herein, 

based upon the legislative findings set forth in this Ordinance. Such ratification, confirmation 

and reenactment are hereby made on a severable basis, such that in the event any court were 

to hold that a specific regulation is not enforceable under Section 67.494 RSMo or other 

applicable law, such ruling shall not affect the enforceability of any other regulation not 

specifically invalidated by such ruling. 

 

The foregoing paragraph shall be set forth in a footnote to Section 405.640 of the Code of 

Ordinances. 

 

Section 2.  Subsection A of Section 405.640 of the Code of Ordinances  is hereby amended to 

read as follows: 

 

A. Height Of Fences And Walls. No fence or wall shall exceed six (6) feet in height, except for 

game court fences as provided in Subsection E, unless specifically approved by the Planning 

and Zoning Commission in consideration of a unique screening problem. In itsthe review offor 

such requests for approval of fences or walls exceeding the foregoing height limit, the 

Commission shall consider all relevant factors concerning aesthetics including whether the use 

of the site and adjoining properties are used for non-residential purposesproperties, the visibility 

of the fence or wall from the right-of-way andor adjoining properties, the adequacy of screening 

provided by a fence or wall that does not exceed the foregoing height limits, and the 

compatibility of the proposed fence or wall design withto the character of the surrounding area. 

Further, in its review, the Commission shall consider any relevant issues concerning access to 

public right-of-way, sidewalks and/or utility easements, the structural soundness of the proposed 

fence or wall, and changes in the drainage of the site. 

 

Section 3.  Subsection D of Section 405.640 of the Code of Ordinances is hereby amended to 

read as follows: 

 

D. Fences Surrounding Swimming Pools. 

1. Every private swimming pool constructed anywhere in the City of Creve Coeur shall be 

provided with an enclosure surrounding the pool area that is constructed and maintained in 

compliance with the Creve Coeur Building Code. The Zoning Administrator shall have the 

authority to approve a fence surrounding a swimming pool within a front yard setback or along 

any street right-of-way as described under the following conditions: 

a. The fence is at least fifteen (15) feet from any lot line. 

b. The fence is a maximum of fifty-four (54) inches in height. 
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11-01-21 DRAFT 
c. The fence meets Building Code standards regarding design and placement of fence to the 

pool. 

d. The fence is of an open slat black metal style, similar to the following: 

 
 

e. If the Zoning Administrator finds that any of the aforementioned standards is not met, the 

fence shall require Planning and Zoning Commission approval in accordance with Sections 

405.640 and 405.1080. 

 

Section 24. A new subsection G to Section 405.640 Fences and Walls of the Creve Coeur 

Code of Ordinances is hereby added to read as follows:  

G.  Physical security measures around private property, including fences and walls, shall have a 

means to enter the property so that law enforcement and first responders are able to access the 

property in an emergency. 

Section 345. This ordinance shall become effective in accordance with Section 3.11 (g) of the 

City Charter. 

ADOPTED THIS ____ DAY OF ____________________, 2021. 

        
 __________________________ 

         HEATHER SILVERMAN 
             PRESIDENT OF CITY COUNCIL 
 

 

APPROVED THIS ____ DAY OF ___________________, 2021. 

 

_______________________ 
         DR. ROBERT HOFFMAN        

                              MAYOR 
ATTEST: 
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____________________________ 
DEBORAH RYAN, MPCC 
CITY CLERK 
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APPLICATION TO PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
#21-025:  REENACTMENT OF AND TEXT AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 

405.640 FENCES AND WALLS OF THE CITY’S ZONING ORDINANCE 

REGARDING PHYSICAL SECURITY MEASURES IN ASSOCIATION WITH 

RECENT CHANGES TO STATE LAW 

Key Issues: 

• Are the changes consistent with 

the purposes of the Zoning 

Code? 

• Are the changes consistent with 

the purposes of the 

Comprehensive Plan?  FOR THE MEETING OF: Monday, October 18, 2021, 6:30 P.M. 

LOCATION: All Districts within the City 

REQUEST: Jason Jaggi, Director of Community Development, on behalf of 

the City of Creve Coeur, Planning Division, has submitted a proposed 

reenactment and text amendment application for a review of Section 405.640 

Fences and Walls regarding physical security measures around private 

property, including fences and walls, based on recent changes in state law.  In 

association with this review, an amendment to add a new Subsection G. to 

Section 405.640 Fences and Walls to require physical barriers to provide a 

means of entry for law enforcement and first responders is proposed.   

Creve Coeur 2030 References 

• Residential Development & 

Preservation  

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:   Text Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance 

require review and a Public Hearing at the Planning and Zoning Commission 

with final approval by the City Council. 

Zoning Code References 

• Section 405.630 Yard 

Regulations 

• Section 405.640 Fences and 

Walls 

APPLICANT: Jason W. Jaggi, AICP 

Director of Community Development 

City of Creve Coeur  

300 N. New Ballas Road 

Creve Coeur, MO 63141 
 

  

 
REPORT PREPARED BY: Jason Jaggi, AICP, Director of Community Development;                  

DATE: 10/13/2021 

ATTACHMENTS:  Draft Ordinance; Section 405.640 Fences and Walls, RSMO 

Section 67.494 

 

CREVE COEUR 
300 North New Ballas Road  •   Creve Coeur, Missouri 63141 

(314) 432-6000  •  Fax (314) 872-2539  •  Relay MO 1-800-735-2966 

www.creve-coeur.org 

 

of 
 

city 
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application #21-025: Fence Code Review TA 

October 18, 2021  Page 2 

 
BACKGROUND 

Recent changes were made to state law concerning physical security measures on private property.  The 

law, as found in Section 67.494 of the Revised Statutes, was made effective on August 28, 2021, and 

reads as follows: 

 

67.494.  Physical security measure on private property, state preemption — exclusions — 

access to property for law enforcement and first responders. —  

 

1. The general assembly hereby occupies and preempts the entire field of legislation regarding 

in any way the regulation of physical security measures around private property to the 

complete exclusion of any order, ordinance, policy, or regulation by any village, town, city, 

including any home rule city, or county in this state.  Any existing or future order, 

ordinance, policy, or regulation in this field is or shall be null and void. 

 

2.  Nothing in this section shall prohibit a village, town, city, or county from regulating: 

  (1)  The aesthetics of physical security measures; 

  (2)  Access to the public right-of-way, a sidewalk, or utility easement; 

  (3)  The structural soundness of physical security measures; or 

  (4)  Changes to the drainage of a property. 

  3.  Physical security measures shall have a means to enter the property so that law enforcement 

and first responders are able to access the property in an emergency. 

 

 

In response to this new state law, the City needs to perform a review of the Zoning Ordinance as it 

pertains to the regulation of fences and walls in order to determine if there are elements of the ordinance 

that should be reenacted or might be in conflict or need to be amended to conform to the new state law.  

Because these regulations are a component of the Zoning Ordinance, the Planning and Zoning 

Commission is the appropriate entity to begin this review.  After the public hearing is conducted and the 

Commission has provided its recommendations, the request will be forwarded to the City Council for 

final review and approval of any changes to the Zoning Ordinance or other portions of city code.  

 

ANALYSIS 

If not regulated, fences can have significant impacts on the overall appearance of the city’s neighborhoods 

and business districts. As such, the City’s fence regulations have been developed to primarily address 

aesthetic aspects for these common structures.  The regulations address height, materials, and, for front 

yard fences or those adjacent to the street, placement on the property.  The building code regulates fences 

from a safety standpoint but also in the context of aesthetics.  For example, safety barriers around 

swimming pools are required by the building code and the Zoning Ordinance addresses the materials, 

design, placement, and height of these particular types of fences. 

 

Recent revisions have further clarified the desirable forms of fences, particularly those that are adjacent to 

the street and to address aesthetic impacts of white, solid vinyl fences which are no longer allowed.  The 

most recent amendment involved the prohibition of spikes on top of fences due to recent instances of deer 

becoming entangled on fences with this design and the desire to avoid such sights. 

 

Based on an initial review, staff believes the City’s ordinance does not have any pronounced conflicts 

with this new state law.  The draft ordinance does, however, add a new Subsection (G) to Section 405.640 

that mirrors state law to require a means of entry for law enforcement and first responders as follows: 

 

G.  Physical security measures around private property, including fences and walls, shall have a 

means to enter the property so that law enforcement and first responders are able to access the 

property in an emergency. 
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application #21-025: Fence Code Review TA 

October 18, 2021  Page 3 

 
This provision would potentially require gates or other means of access to be provided in association with 

fence permit reviews. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Staff and the City Attorney request the Commission’s review of the existing fence ordinance in light of 

the new state law.  At the meeting, staff will present the components of the existing ordinance to assist the 

Commission in its review. This request also requires a public hearing; therefore, the Commission will 

want to accept any public comments on this matter.   

 

MOTION 

Following discussion and the public hearing any recommended changes to the fence regulations that may 

require revisions to the proposed language will need to be incorporated into the motion below.   

 

The following is an example of an appropriate motion for this application:  

 

“I move to recommend approval to the City Council of the proposed reenactment of and text 

amendments to Section 405.640 Fences and Walls, of the Zoning Ordinance set forth in the draft 

Ordinance as discussed with Application #21-025 on October 18, 2021.”   (Conditions may be 

added, eliminated, altered, and modified by preceding motion). 

 

 

APPENDIX 1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  

Included and attached by reference.  See body of report for specific excerpts. 

 

 

APPENDIX 2:  ZONING CODE 

Included and attached by reference.  See body of report for specific excerpts. 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING  

CITY OF CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI 

300 NORTH NEW BALLAS ROAD 

MONDAY, OCTOBER 18, 2021 

6:30 P.M. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 

APPLICATION NO. 21-025 

  

 

THOSE IN ATTENDANCE: 

Mr. Gene Rovak, Chairman 
Ms. Muriel Hall 
Mr. James Myers 
Mr. Larry Potashnick 
Mr. Todd Streiler 
Ms. Julie LaBonte 
Ms. Stephanie Karr, City Attorney 
Mr. Jason Jaggi, Director of Community Development 
Ms. Bethany L. Moore, City Planner 
Ms. Jessica Stutte, Planning Assistant/Recording Secretary 
 

 

 

 

 

McLaughlin Court Reporting Services, Inc. 

Deborah K. McLaughlin, RPR, MO-CCR #314, IL-CSR, KS-CCR 
4772 Gatesbury Drive 
St. Louis, MO  63128 

(314) 974-1199 
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CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Okay.  Call to order the

Planning Zoning Commission Meeting for City of Creve Coeur

for October 18th, it now being 6:30.

So, go ahead and call everybody to order.

I'll start with the roll call.

Ms. Hall?

MS. HALL:  Present.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Mr. Myers?

MR. MYERS:  Present.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Mr. Potashnick?

MR. POTASHNICK:  Present.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Mr. Streiler?

MR. STREILER:  Present.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Ms. LaBonte?

MS. LABONTE:  Present.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  And Mr. Wang is not here.

Okay.

Is -- do you know if he was expected to come

or -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Mr. Wang? 

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Do you know if AJ was expected?

MR. JAGGI:  We have not heard that he is not

going to be here, so --

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Okay.

MR. JAGGI:  -- he might show up a little bit
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later, but I'm not totally sure.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Okay. 

And substituting for Mr. Lumley?  

MS. KARR:  Stephanie Karr here.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Okay.

Mr. Jaggi, Director of Community Development?

MR. JAGGI:  Present.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Ms. Moore, our new City

Planner?

MS. MOORE:  Hello.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  And, Jessica Stutte, our

Planning Assistant/Recording Secretary?

MS. STUTTE:  Present.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Okay.

So go on to New Business.

It's public hearing for the re-enactment and --

of and a text amendment to Section 405.640 fences and

walls in the city's zoning ordinance regarding physical

security measures in association with recent changes in

state law.

Mr. Jaggi, are you going to --

MR. JAGGI:  I think before that we need to get

sworn in -- 

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Yes. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- the court reporter.  
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And what we do here is if you're going to speak

on behalf of staff, we just raise our right hand and be

sworn in by the court reporter under oath. 

So, you may be speaking, so we'll go ahead and

cover it, you just want to stand up and raise your right

hand.

(The speakers were sworn in by the court

reporter.)

MR. JAGGI:  Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Rovak, Members of the Commission,

Jason Jaggi, Director of Community Development.

This is a text amendment that was brought forth

due to recent changes in state law concerning physical

barriers on private property.

If you want to follow along here, I have

included in the -- in the agenda item the actual state

statute that's the subject of tonight's discussion, and

that begins on Packet Page 11, if you want to look at it.

But, essentially, what's -- what's happening is

the -- the state legislature and the Governor signed a new

law.  It, again, deals with barriers on private property,

and it -- any existing ordinance that any city may have

is, essentially, deemed to be null and void by that

action.

And so we've looked at this, and the City
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Attorney brought to our attention that this would impact

our fence and wall ordinance that, technically, today it

is not valid based on this ordinance, so our charge during

your review is to, basically, examine our fence ordinance

as it stands today, and then we need to determine whether

any changes are necessary based on our current code

language in light of the new state -- state law that's in

effect.

And staff and the City Attorney, we have done

that ourselves, and we've -- we do believe it's -- our

ordinance is, in fact, in compliance with this, with one

additional change, and I can certainly talk about that as

we go along.

But, essentially, that is our charge tonight, is

just to review the ordinance based on this -- this state

law.  

And you can see here, there are four

different -- four different areas that the cities can

review or -- or can regulate with respect to physical

barriers; the esthetics of the physical security measures,

access to public rights-of-way, a sidewalk or a utility

easement, structural soundness of the physical security

measure or changes to the drainage of the property.

So those areas that we can still offer

regulations to speak to those.
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And so, really, a lot -- a lot of our fence

regulation deals with esthetics, number one, which is what

we can continue to regulate.  And that's really the basis

of most of our regulation, so in that sense, we think

it's -- it's sufficient and still in compliance with the

state law.

But what we can do tonight, if -- if -- if

you're wanting to do that, I do think it's worth just a

review, is we can go through the -- the fence ordinance.

We can just kind of run through it.  I have it on the

screen here, and we can just kind of make that

determination that based on the four areas that we can

regulate that our ordinance, we feel, is generally in

compliance with that.  

And at the end of this discussion, if that is

what we agree to, that would be your recommendation to the

City Council, who will take this up at their next meeting

after it goes through you to, basically, reinstitute our

fence ordinance after we perform this review.

Any questions on the process, why we're even

looking at this, anything of that nature?

Okay.

MR. POTASHNICK:  What was the one --

MR. JAGGI:  Yes, sir.

MR. POTASHNICK:  What was the one issue that you
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tweaked?

MR. JAGGI:  Yeah.  And I have that on a slide.  

We'll go ahead and just go through this,

Mr. Potashnick, I'll show you that.  

So, this is our fence ordinance.  It's Section

405.640, it's in our zoning code.  These are all the

requirements for fences.

You all -- most of you are pretty familiar with

our fence code, cause it seems like we review these all

the time.

And it -- it should be Planning and Zoning

Commission slash fence board, it feels like, cause you're

looking at these all the time, but just to go through it.

You know, we regulate the height of fences and

walls, and that's mainly for esthetic purposes.  So we

don't want fences that are too tall.  It would be -- it

would disrupt the landscape; it would create a visual

impact, so we limit them to 6 feet in height, and you can

see Section A does that.

You do have the ability to approve a fence

that's taller than 6 feet, but it's based on your

discretion; it's based on the character of the area, and

if there's a unique screening problem that would cause a

need to have a fence taller than 6 feet.  

And I think you had an application in the summer

 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

6.1.d

Packet Pg. 25

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 P

&
Z

 1
01

82
1 

P
u

b
lic

 H
ea

ri
n

g
  T

ra
n

sc
ri

p
t 

 (
F

en
ce

s 
an

d
 W

al
ls

T
ex

t 
A

m
en

d
m

en
t)



     8

that -- that was the request, and you actually recommended

to lower that back down to 6 feet because you didn't feel

like there was a -- a real need to have an 8 foot fence in

that case.  So there's that requirement.

The fences at street intersections, we have a --

a area there that is more safety related, but also visual.

You could make the case for that that it can't

be within the sight distance on a corner, so we have that.

And then C is what a lot of the items that come

before you when they're adjacent to the right-of-way. 

Again, that is more of a visual impact.  If you

have fences that are on corner lot or adjacent to the

street.

This Commission and the City are concerned about

how those fences appear to the users of the rights-of-way

or the streets that they have a pleasing esthetic, and

they're not, you know, a blighting condition or have

any visual problem. 

So, again, I think C also does relate to the

state statute that allows us to regulate them mainly based

on material, visual quality, things of that nature.

And then when we move on to D, we have a

specific section here that talks to -- that speaks to

swimming pools.  Staff can approve a fence for a swimming

pool enclosure, and that is a different type of fence
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typically than maybe a perimeter fence.

Building code also requires certain types of

fences around swimming pools, so we have that language in

here under D, which allows staff to approve that

administratively without your review.

However, it -- under any of the cases here, if

we have a fence permit request that comes in that doesn't

meet that requirement, it can be deferred to this

Commission for action and review as well.

We also, over the recent years, have kind of

clarified our game court fences, again, to address these

type of specific fences.  For esthetic purposes, we don't

allow exposed chain link fences, but we do allow them to

go a little bit taller in height than the normal fence

would because those are customary to game courts and

tennis courts and so forth on residential property where

they would need a little larger of a fence, so we have

those standards here in the ordinance under E, game court

fences.

And then, finally, this is really the bulk of

our design criteria for all types of fences.  And you can

see it clearly speaks to esthetic requirements; design,

color, material.

We do not allow, as you all know, white solid

vinyl fences.  We looked at the code a few years ago on
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that and determined that that was not a desirable esthetic

for fences to have the solid white vinyl, and so that

prohibition is in there.  But we do allow darker colors to

more blend in with the environment, and not be so -- not

have that -- that glare that a solid white vinyl fence

produces.

And then we also have here on No. 3, horizontal

and vertical support posts.  They have to be interior to

the property, again, to have the nice side face outward

where the public and other property owners view.

And then metal fencing, that was to address a

concern with some deer entanglements to kind of allow

spikes on top of fences.

You know, you can look at that as more, you

know, maybe a little less esthetic, however, I do think

there is a esthetic qualifer to that that, you know, it

still speaks to, you know, we allow metal for -- that is

an acceptable esthetic fence, but the spikes creates a

safety problem for that type of fence, so there might be a

connection there, but if you all feel differently, we can

certainly talk about that.

And then we have the prohibition of metal or

exposed chain link fences, which we don't allow, but --

but coded fences are permitted for chain link.

Mr. Potashnick, your question of what have we
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added, it's this section here, G, that would be added to

the end of this list in our fence ordinance, and this

comes right out of the state statute.  It's No. 3 on the

State's law on that page 10 where it says, physical

security measures shall have means to enter the property

so that law enforcement and first responders are able to

access the property in an emergency.

We really just cut and pasted from the state law

into our local ordinance, so we had that covered.

The practical impacts of that that we were

discussing, Bethany and I were, in terms of, you know, how

would this would have a practical effect on us adding

this, you know, it probably means that we need to look

at -- to make sure that fences that are installed have

gates on them so you can access the property.  

And that's not something we have -- we would

normally pay much attention to, but I think that's

something that we probably would, based on the state law,

and then now our compliance with that, you know, that's

the way to get in and out of the property.

So, I suppose, if a property owner came to us

with a fence permit and they didn't have a gate installed

on it and it enclosed their property, we would have to

comment on it that they need to put one in, based upon

this state statute, would be my read of it.  I don't know
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how else you would get into a property if it has a fence

on it --

MR. STREILER:  Mr. Chairman, have a question. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- so.  

Yes, go ahead.  

MR. STREILER:  You know, one of the things I was

thinking of, is -- is, sure, we have a means, you have a

gate, but supposing that's locked, are you going to impose

or mandate that if folks have a gate that it's not locked?  

I just don't know how we're going to deal with

that.  

MR. JAGGI:  That's a good -- I didn't even think

about that. 

MR. STREILER:  You know what I mean?  

MR. JAGGI:  Yeah. 

MR. STREILER:  Cause I get they want access -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh. 

MR. STREILER:  -- and believe me, they'll --

they'll -- they'll create access, but if it's -- if it's

locked, I mean, you know, folks are going to kind of --

you know, there's going to be certain amount of damage,

cause I have feeling crews are just going to end up going

through that fence, you know.

MS. KARR:  Or cut the lock.

MR. STREILER:  Yeah.  Yeah, or shoot it, you
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know, Who knows.

MR. JAGGI:  That's a good point.  I would -- I

would think that during our inspection we would make sure

there's not a lock on it, and then once it's finaled

out -- 

MR. STREILER:  Yeah. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- you know, homeowners do what

homeowners want -- you know, they can modify, we wouldn't

know.

MR. STREILER:  Or just add, hey, if there's any

damage done to gain entry because it's locked, it's on

the -- it's on the property -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Right. 

MR. STREILER:  -- property owner.

MR. JAGGI:  I think ultimately that's probably

about all we can do -- 

MR. STREILER:  Yeah. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- is just make sure during the

inspection a lock isn't present, but, again, that won't

prohibit a homeowner, you know, months down the line to

put a little padlock on it.  You're right.

MR. STREILER:  Cause, you know, that's -- a lot

of people do put fences up, like that one this summer, in

part, for security reasons and they're going to button

those up, you know.
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MR. JAGGI:  Right.

MR. STREILER:  I think you've covered the state,

you know, whatever, the new legislation.  

Again, I think, and I've expressed this before,

Jason -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh. 

MR. STREILER:  -- about the, I guess the,

really, the fence height, you know, and I don't like the

provision that allows the Planning Commission to authorize

a waiver or variance to the 6 foot height without having

standards.

I feel like that's a delegation of your

administrative power -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh.

MR. STREILER:  -- to us, and without us having

discreet findings, I feel it could be arbitrary and

capricious and lead into some trouble, perhaps, what

happened this summer, you know, where we're just going to

make them do 600 -- or 6 foot because of this.  

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh.

MR. STREILER:  I think some standards would be

helpful if we're going to delegate that administrative

responsibility to us suggesting, oh, if you're up against

an interstate or 270, or if you're on a -- you know, if we

can come up with some rational findings.
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MR. JAGGI:  And I -- and I see what you're

saying.  All we have now to work with is unique screening

problems.

MR. STREILER:  Yeah, I don't get that.  

MR. JAGGI:  And that's a very fair point, cause

what exactly does that mean.

Sure, if the Commission want -- we could come

back and propose, you know, some examples --

MR. STREILER:  I just -- I do --

MR. JAGGI:  -- but -- 

MR. STREILER:  -- I had that concern.  I wrote

it down.  I think I brought it up at the last meeting or

the meeting before last time --

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh.

MR. STREILER:  -- I looked at a fence.

But this is the time to do it --

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh.

MR. STREILER:  -- you know, and -- can anyone

else think of any other standards or findings that

would -- would -- would justify going above 6 foot?  I

mean the 270 seemed to be a pretty applicable -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Well -- 

MR. STREILER:  -- one, but, again, we denied it.

MR. JAGGI:  Keep in mind, though, this doesn't

just apply just to residential, so I think in some -- 
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MR. STREILER:  It's commercial too.

MR. JAGGI:  -- our Light Industrial area or, for

example, the substation off of Olive, that fence, I think,

was taller than 6 feet because it had to screen the sub --

the --

MR. STREILER:  The substation.

MR. JAGGI:  -- the Ameren electrical equipment.

MR. STREILER:  Yeah.  You see what I mean,

there's some rational findings -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Sure. 

MR. STREILER:  -- that we could come up with, or

at least they could be listed --

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh.

MR. STREILER:  -- you know, does this -- is this

near 270?  Is this -- I don't know, maybe we need to think

about it.  But I'd hate to -- well, I guess there's no

rush, I mean it's not like --

MR. JAGGI:  Well, I agree with you that now

would be the time.

MR. STREILER:  Yeah.

MR. JAGGI:  And there's no rush for you to move

this on tonight.  If you want to try to incorporate that.

We are -- the exercise is we are throwing out the old

ordinance because this, technically, kind of says it's

null and void anyway.
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MR. STREILER:  Right.  Well, we're keeping

99 percent of it.  

MR. JAGGI:  Right. 

So I mean we could come back to the next meeting

and try to include things, you know, including, but not

limited to the following conditions.

MR. STREILER:  Yeah.

MR. JAGGI:  Cause I don't think you want to just

limit it, cause you might have something we're not

thinking about -- 

MR. STREILER:  You're right, as we start looking

into it.

MR. JAGGI:  -- but it does give you a little bit

of framework, which I think is what you're after.  It

would give you some framework in which to make your

decisions.

MR. STREILER:  Or perhaps gives you -- what if

you, staff, is able to authorize those expansions,

extensions or -- of height provided it meets these things?  

You know, it gets dirty when we try to, you

know, delegate it to us when we may have new member, we

may not know the code as well as you, but if we -- if it

is going to be delegated, I think findings would be

appropriate if we can't keep it, you know, in-house, you

know, keep it at administrative level.  That would be
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ideal is -- is that you could make certain waivers based

on certain circumstances, and then that way it doesn't

even go to Planning Commission.

MR. MYERS:  But to give it to the

administration, in a way, denies citizens the right to,

neighbors, the right to come before this Board and comment

about it.  Perhaps they're opposed to a neighbor with an 8

foot fence.

MR. STREILER:  Yeah, you're right, it opens the

discussion.  

MR. MYERS:  Otherwise, they would have to know,

oh, I have to go to the administration.  But they would

not necessarily know that, and, you know -- 

MR. STREILER:  It's not -- 

MR. MYERS:  -- the fence would be up -- up

already and someone may find out -- 

MR. STREILER:  Yeah.

MR. MYERS:  -- I'm not even aware of this.

MR. STREILER:  It's not a legislative change, so

it's not like it's going to be posted or there'll be a -- 

MR. MYERS:  Right. 

MR. STREILER:  -- public hearing on the matter.

But I suppose -- did you put out notices to

adjacent neighbors?  Okay.

MR. JAGGI:  We do.  
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MR. STREILER:  That's a good point then.

MR. JAGGI:  Yeah.

MR. STREILER:  Because this -- this process

allows due process.  

MR. JAGGI:  It is. 

MR. STREILER:  Allows --

MR. JAGGI:  And, technically, it's a minor site

plan is how we categorize it --

MR. STREILER:  Okay.  

MR. JAGGI:  -- which does require, you know, the

sign on the property, mailing within 300 feet, it's on our

website.

MR. STREILER:  Yeah.

MR. JAGGI:  We go through -- our -- our

standards for public hearing versus nonpublic hearing when

it's an agenda item with this Commission, they're almost

the same.  The only difference is -- 

MR. STREILER:  Yeah. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- we don't have a court reporter

because it's not a public hearing, and it's not sent to

the Countian as a legal notice, otherwise it's about the

same.

MR. STREILER:  I'd like to include that maybe as

a standard as one of the findings.  Are the -- the

neighbors in favor of this, you know, extension in height,
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you know, maybe that -- that could be one of the proposed

findings of fact that we look at.

MR. JAGGI:  Well, I don't know that we want the

neighbor -- I don't know that we want neighbor approval as

being a standard. 

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  It may be comments, it doesn't

necessarily mean they have veto power.

MR. STREILER:  Yeah, you know, it just --

MR. MYERS:  Or silence equals acceptance.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Right.  

MR. MYERS:  And then they -- there's real estate

transactions or other situations where why was this

approved, oh, the neighbor said it was fine.  Well, that

neighbor hasn't lived here for ten years, or -- or they

just said nothing and it was approved.

MR. STREILER:  Okay.  Let's look at the legal

side.

What if we -- we defer to the -- the indentures.

You know, hey, is this -- is this consistent with their

subdivision indentures, cause my neighborhood, they

don't -- they don't allow fences.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Understood that indentures are

not something which are enforceable by the city --

MR. STREILER:  Right.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  -- in any case.  
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MR. JAGGI:  As a matter of courtesy, any fence

permit we do ask for trustee approval.  It's on our

application form, and we actually have a form that they

can use --

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Yeah.

MR. JAGGI:  -- to obtain it.  So we already

covered that.  

But there's so many variations with subdivision

indentures on what they do and don't allow, we'll never be

exactly alike, so, yeah, I would probably steer away from

that, and it's already part of our process.

So they have to comply with the most restrictive

is really what it results -- results -- that's the result

of it.

MS. KARR:  I think that's some very general

language as far as their impact on adjacent properties

would cover both of the things that you've mentioned.

MR. STREILER:  As long as they're -- yeah, as

long as they're broad, you know, they can apply to both

the commercial situations and residential.  

And it's not like we have to check boxes.  It

just kind of gives us an idea of rationale, hey, does

this -- you know, and, again, I understand the legislation

that's been passed recently, you know, is it in keeping

with the character, maybe we can go back to those four
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items too. 

And, again, we can't really regulate on the

chair room floor or whatever, but I think just some

findings would certainly satisfy my -- my interest with

this.

MR. JAGGI:  I think we can probably put

something together like -- like Stephanie's mentioning,

that's generalized criteria, maybe a little more general

that you -- you would review or request based on, hey,

does it kind of meet with these parameters.

MR. STREILER:  You see, I'm handling like a

conditional use permit -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh. 

MR. STREILER:  -- where's it's like you've got,

you know, like just so we've got some rationale, some

findings of fact, opinions of law to include in the

minutes, so that we're -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Well, it's not that type of

application.  We don't need to get that in deep with it,

but I do think some general criteria is helpful for the

Commission to justify the request that -- I agree with

you, I think we can come up with that, but --

MR. MYERS:  Well, I think it's analogous to,

too, if this Commission considers a rezoning request,

there are three, four criteria that are generally
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applicable and they're fairly general to whether a -- a

rezoning is justified, mistake in the plat map or change

in character of the neighborhood.  There's -- I think

there's four so, I forget what they are.

But this is kind of analogous to that.  Probably

three or four general criteria that -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh.

MR. MYERS:  -- just like with rezoning can be

listed as a -- as a criteria for consideration.  And then,

as a Commission, we can have as a finding of criteria,

this request does not meet Criteria No. 2, whatever it

might be, and that would be our finding.

MR. STREILER:  Yeah.  

MR. JAGGI:  Yeah. 

MR. STREILER:  And I think the findings that the

legislature just passed down on us are relevant, you know,

the esthetics of the physical security measures, the

access of the public right-of-way, the structural

soundness, those are all things that we can use to

justify, hey, do we want to let them go ten, you know, and

maybe add some others that we all -- we can think of or

you all can think of.

MR. MYERS:  Or the issue where we considered

some where we allowed people to go against the criteria of

being 15 feet from the right-of-way.  We changed that in a
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few cases due to some unique issues.

MR. STREILER:  Maybe now that we have staff,

maybe you can look into the history of these and see if

there's any patterns of --  

MR. JAGGI:  They're looking at you, Bethany.  

MR. STREILER:  If there is any -- if they truly

are arbitrary, capricious or if we actually did have some

rationale --  

MR. JAGGI:  Yeah. 

MR. STREILER:  -- in making those decisions. 

MR. JAGGI:  No, I think it's a fair point.  And

I -- I completely agree.

This is a -- it's an oddly worded requirement,

unique screen problem.  That's very open.  What does that

even mean.  You need -- you probably need a little more

definition of what that really is.  And then tying it back

to the statute on the esthetics, cause that is -- that is

the real bulk of it is --

MR. STREILER:  Yeah.  

MR. JAGGI:  -- you know, there's no need to --

the impact esthetically to a large fence like that, is

just not -- not acceptable, so.

MS. LABONTE:  Does -- does Planning & Zoning

have to approve the sport court fences?

MR. JAGGI:  Not if they meet that criteria.  So
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we have criteria here --

MS. LABONTE:  I think we should look at the

wording then of -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh. 

MS. LABONTE:  -- A because it -- if you go back,

it says, no fence or wall should exceed 6 feet in height

unless approved by Planning and Zoning, just a

consideration, and we already have something other than

that that is approved.

MR. JAGGI:  Yes, one -- one type of fence --

MS. LABONTE:  Yeah, so I feel -- 

MR. JAGGI:  -- for the sport court.

MS. LABONTE:  -- like that's not really

accurate, A.

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh.  Yeah, it doesn't -- it

doesn't tie into our cross-reference this exception.

MS. LABONTE:  Right, it doesn't tie into that.

MR. JAGGI:  Yeah.  Uh-huh.

MS. LABONTE:  So I think it should maybe read -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Yeah. 

MS. LABONTE:  -- you know, unless, you know,

specific to whatever's already approved, and I think maybe

that's the only one that's approved for a different, but

it is approved already.  

MR. JAGGI:  Yeah. 
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MS. LABONTE:  So I think that needs to be

reworded.

MR. STREILER:  Let me clarify something.

It seems to me that what this is saying is that

the Planning -- the Planning Commission could authorize a

perimeter fence -- it doesn't really specify.  I'd rather

not allow a sport fence over 6 foot, if we don't have to.

Maybe we need to differentiate between a sport

fence and a perimeter fence.  

MR. JAGGI:  Well, that's why this is a game

court fence.  You have to have one of these facilities and

the fence must be around it.

And those are -- you know, if you have a tennis

court -- we do have properties here that have their

private tennis courts in their backyards, and they need to

be taller -- 

MR. STREILER:  Yes. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- than 6 feet -- 

MS. LABONTE:  Yeah. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- so they're -- they're 10 feet --

MS. LABONTE:  Uh-huh. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- and so we thought, well, if

you've got one of these, what's -- what's -- what is there

to review -- 

MS. LABONTE:  Yeah. 
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MR. JAGGI:  -- at the end of day.

You're going to approve it, cause they have this

facility and it's allowed.

So I think this was kind of a narrow category of

fence that I don't know that there's a lot of confusion

with it, but I do think the point is, yeah, referencing

this is one of those exceptions for A cross-referencing -- 

MS. LABONTE:  Right. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- it, and then relooking at A,

Todd, like you were saying to kind of -- 

MS. LABONTE:  Uh-huh. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- beef that up a little bit.

MS. LABONTE:  Yeah.  

MR. JAGGI:  Makes a lot of sense to me.

MR. POTASHNICK:  So I think there was an

interesting point raised about the gates, cause today, I

think if we looked -- if we looked at the current

technology, somebody has a security system, they may have

a camera system and electronic lock on the gate, and so I

think precluding somebody from having a gate locking

system at the time of installation could run at conflict

with somebody wanting to have a good security system on

their -- on their house, and there's more and more

security companies that are -- that are acquiring the

technology to monitor those via -- via cameras in
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realtime.

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh.

MR. POTASHNICK:  And so I think -- I think the

ordinance or whatever you do, I think needs to take the

state-of-the-art into some version of consideration as

opposed to prohibiting that at the time of installation.

MR. JAGGI:  And I think the thought that I just

had, too, is, you know, I might want to share this with

the police department and -- 

MS. LABONTE:  Yeah, I was just going to say that

and fire department.

MR. JAGGI:  -- maybe have their review.

Yeah, that might --

MS. LABONTE:  And ask for their feedback.

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh. 

MS. LABONTE:  I think that's a really good idea.

MR. POTASHNICK:  Okay.  Cause, honestly, if I

was going to do a security system, and I had gates, I

would -- if -- if cost wasn't an issue, I would certainly

consider -- I would certainly consider that, you know --

MR. JAGGI:  Yeah, and I don't know if they have

those for -- 

MR. POTASHNICK:  (Inaudible.)

MR. JAGGI:  -- gates on the side of a -- I mean

I know the entry gates, you know, if you have one in front
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of your driveway or a subdivision, obviously, they have to

have a -- there's all sorts of requirements that the

police and fire have for those.  

MR. POTASHNICK:  Got you.  

MR. JAGGI:  But if you -- I don't know that -- I

guess there might be somewhere if you just have a gate on

your perimeter fence it could be motorized and electronic

with a wifi -- with your app or something.  I don't know.

Is that what you're talking about -- 

MR. POTASHNICK:  Yes. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- things like that? 

MR. POTASHNICK:  Sure.

MR. JAGGI:  Okay.

MR. POTASHNICK:  Yeah.  And actually --

MR. JAGGI:  That are tied into the security

system?  

MR. POTASHNICK:  I have seen a number of those.

MR. JAGGI:  Okay.  

MR. POTASHNICK:  They're -- they're the

exception on a residential --

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  (Inaudible) lock and unlock.  

MR. JAGGI:  Oh, okay.  

MR. POTASHNICK:  They're the exception on

residential homes today, but -- but they still tap them.

And I'm certain that there are some in Creve
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Coeur, if we actually did some due diligence.

And I think with security becoming a bigger and

bigger issue every year, it's going to take more -- it's

going to consume more market share for people who decide

to do that, so.

MR. JAGGI:  I -- I would not disagree with that.  

I mean I do get calls from time to time when we

get fence permits that come in, you know, that crime is

mentioned, I've had, you know, something that going on

and, absolutely, so if there's a product out there that

provides that, I'm not aware of it, but it makes sense.

So, yeah, I will follow up with the police on it

and try to get more information on the technology and, you

know, how we can address that, the access component -- 

MS. LABONTE:  Uh-huh. 

MR. JAGGI:  -- and make sure there's nothing

else that we feel like we want to do with it, so, yeah.

Good point.

This just says we have to, you know, has to be

provided access, so, you know, I don't know what's

acceptable in terms of law enforcement access in a setup

like that. 

MR. STREILER:  Does say in an emergency, so I

suppose they want swift entry.

MR. JAGGI:  Probably.  
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MR. STREILER:  They don't want to have to -- 

MR. JAGGI:  I also know the fire department, if

they want to get in some place, they will find a way.

MR. POTASHNICK:  So I think the rule is if I

collapse in my house and I called 911, and I was the only

one there -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Uh-huh. 

MR. POTASHNICK:  -- they would smash the door

down -- 

MR. JAGGI:  Right. 

MR. POTASHNICK:  -- to get into the house, you

know --

MR. STREILER:  Yeah, you would hope.  

MR. POTASHNICK:  -- they don't ring the doorbell

and wait for -- and wait for ten minutes, so somewhere

around here there's got to be some -- some precedent

and --

MR. JAGGI:  Okay. 

MR. POTASHNICK:  -- on that -- on that topic,

so.  

MR. JAGGI:  We'll follow up on that.  

MR. POTASHNICK:  So.

MR. JAGGI:  This has been a good discussion.  

If there's -- if there's not anything else, I

think what I would recommend is a motion to continue to
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the next meeting.

We'll go back and build some of these ends of

the ordinance and have you take another look at it and see

if anything else we need to add, and then we'll just

continue the -- the -- I think we can -- well, do we want

to close the public hearing?  I'm not seeing anybody here.

Or do you want to keep the public hearing -- I guess we

can keep the public hearing open too in the event that we

have somebody else to --

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Okay.

MR. JAGGI:  Yeah.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  So do we have a motion to

continue it?  

MR. POTASHNICK:  I move to extend the item.

MS. LABONTE:  Second.

CHAIRMAN ROVAK:  Second? 

All in favor?  

Okay.  Move on.

MR. JAGGI:  Thank you.

(This ends the public hearing.) 
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STATE OF MISSOURI    ) 
                     ) SS 
COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS  ) 

 

I, Deborah K. McLaughlin, Registered 

Professional Reporter, Missouri Certified Court Reporter, 

Illinois Certified Shorthand Reporter and Kansas Certified 

Court Reporter, do hereby certify that I reported the 

Planning and Zoning public hearing stenographically and 

later reduced to typewriting; and that this is a true and 

accurate transcript of the public hearing. 

 

 

_____________________________, RPR, MO-CCR, IL-CSR, KS-CCR 

Deborah K. McLaughlin, RPR, MO-CCR, IL-CSR, KS-CCR 
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10-18-21 DRAFT 
 

BILL NO._______      ORDINANCE NO. ________ 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE REGARDING FENCE AND WALL REGULATIONS OF THE CITY OF 

CREVE COEUR 

 

WHEREAS, the Missouri Legislature has enacted legislation (Section 67.494 RSMo SB 26 2021) 

declaring that “the general assembly hereby occupies and preempts the entire field of legislation 

regarding in any way the regulation of physical security measures around private property to the 

complete exclusion of any order, ordinance, policy, or regulation by any … city … in this state; 

and  

WHEREAS, such legislation declares null and void any existing and future order, ordinance, 

policy, or regulation in the aforesaid field; and 

WHEREAS, such legislation nonetheless makes exception for and allows for certain regulation in 

such field; and 

WHEREAS, the Director of Community Development applied to the Planning and Zoning 

Commission for a review of the regulations set forth in the City’s Code of Ordinances regarding 

physical security measures around private property including fences and walls in light of such 

legislation; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of Creve Coeur, Missouri, held a 

public hearing thereon at the Creve Coeur Government Center on _________, 2021, beginning 

at 6:30 p.m., or immediately following the close of the previous public hearing; and 

WHEREAS, notice of said public hearing had previously been published at least 15 days prior to 

the hearing in the St. Louis Countian, a newspaper of general circulation in the City of Creve 

Coeur and otherwise posted and published in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, on ______, 2021 the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of Creve Coeur, 

Missouri, completed the requested review and by a vote of ________ recommended that the City 

Council ratify, confirm, and reenact such regulations, determining that all such regulations fall 

within the allowed exceptions of the legislation; and 

WHEREAS, all persons who presented themselves and desiring to be heard were given an 

opportunity to be heard and a copy of the proposed ordinance has been made available for public 

inspection prior to its consideration by the City Council; and the Bill was read by title in open 

meeting two times before final passage by the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council being fully informed finds that all such regulations in the City Code 

of Ordinances address: (1) the aesthetics of such physical security measures, (2) access to the 

public right-of-way, sidewalks, and/or utility easements, (3) the structural soundness of such 

physical security measures, and/or (4) changes in the drainage of a property;  

WHEREAS, the City Council further finds that all such regulations remain in the public interest, 

and 
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10-18-21 DRAFT 
WHEREAS, the City Council further finds that it is in the public interest and consistent with such 

legislation to require that such physical security measures shall in all instances have a means to 

enter the subject property so that law enforcement and first responders are able to access the 

property in an emergency; 

 

NOW THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Creve Coeur, Missouri, as 

follows: 

 

Section 1.  All regulations set forth in the City Code of Ordinances and in effect on August 27, 

2021 regarding physical security measures around private property are hereby ratified, 

confirmed and reenacted as of the effective date of this Ordinance, based upon the legislative 

findings set forth in this Ordinance. Such ratification, confirmation and reenactment are hereby 

made on a severable basis, such that in the event any court were to hold that a specific 

regulation is not enforceable under Section 67.494 RSMo or other applicable law, such ruling 

shall not affect the enforceability of any other regulation not specifically invalidated by such 

ruling. 

 

Section 2. A new subsection G to Section 405.640 Fences and Walls of the Creve Coeur Code 

of Ordinances is hereby added to read as follows:  

G.  Physical security measures around private property, including fences and walls, shall have a 

means to enter the property so that law enforcement and first responders are able to access the 

property in an emergency. 

Section 3. This ordinance shall become effective in accordance with Section 3.11 (g) of the City 

Charter. 

ADOPTED THIS ____ DAY OF ____________________, 2021. 

        
 __________________________ 

         HEATHER SILVERMAN 
             PRESIDENT OF CITY COUNCIL 
 

 

APPROVED THIS ____ DAY OF ___________________, 2021. 

 

_______________________ 
         DR. ROBERT HOFFMAN        

                              MAYOR 
ATTEST: 

 

____________________________ 
DEBORAH RYAN, MPCC 
CITY CLERK 
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A. 

B. 

C. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

1. 

D. 

City of Creve Coeur, MO
Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Chapter 405. Zoning Ordinance

Article VI. General Provisions

Section 405.640. Fences And Walls.

[R.O. 2008 §26-73; Ord. No. 1903 §1, 11-24-1997; Ord. No. 3024 §1, 11-22-2004; Ord. No. 5163 §2,
12-13-2010; Ord. No. 5563, 1-8-2018[1]; Ord. No. 5728, 1-25-2021]

Height Of Fences And Walls. No fence or wall shall exceed six (6) feet in height unless specifically
approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission in consideration of a unique screening
problem.

Fences Or Walls At Street Intersections. No fence or wall shall be located within the sight triangle
(as defined in Article II) of a street intersection.

Fences Or Walls Within The Front Yard Section And Along Street Right-Of-Way. A fence may
project within the area equivalent to the front yard of the applicable zoning district, when clearly to
the side or rear of the home, provided that such fence is setback at least fifteen (15) feet from the
property line, no more than four (4) feet in height, and is an open slatted decorative metal fencing,
similar in style for swimming pool enclosures as provided in Subsection (D). Any other fence
design or location, outside of the preceding criteria, in the area equivalent to the front yard along
any street right-of-way shall be subject to site development plan approval in accordance with
Section 405.1080.

Walls, entry columns, and gates, in front of the home within the front yard or the area equivalent to
the front yard shall be subject to site development plan approval in accordance with Section
405.1080.

Fences Surrounding Swimming Pools.

Every private swimming pool constructed anywhere in the City of Creve Coeur shall be
provided with an enclosure surrounding the pool area that is constructed and maintained in
compliance with the Creve Coeur Building Code. The Zoning Administrator shall have the
authority to approve a fence surrounding a swimming pool within a setback as described
under the following conditions:

The fence is at least fifteen (15) feet from any lot line.

The fence is a maximum of fifty-four (54) inches in height.

The fence meets Building Code standards regarding design and placement of fence to
the pool.

The fence is of an open slat black metal style, similar to the following:
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e. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

[1]

If the Zoning Administrator finds that any of the aforementioned standards is not met, the
fence shall require Planning and Zoning Commission approval in accordance with
Sections 405.640 and 405.1080.

Game Court Fence. Tennis, basketball, racquetball, handball, and other game courts, hockey/ice
rinks, batting cages, and other similar facilities may have an open dark coated chain link, or black
netted fence customary for recreational activities up to ten (10) feet in height, provided such fence
is setback at least fifteen (15) feet from any property line abutting a single-family residence.
Approval of permanent lighting standards for Game Courts shall be reviewed by the Planning and
Zoning Commission as a Minor Site Plan as provided in Section 405.1080.

The horizontal and vertical support posts must be inside of the fence area or otherwise hidden
from both the neighbor's and general public's view. Fences with a shadowbox design shall be
considered to hide support posts.

Fence materials shall be wood or metal style fencing. The design, color and material of the fence
shall be complementary or shall match the principal structure on the property. Solid sight-proof,
white vinyl fences are prohibited; Vinyl fencing may be permitted provided it maintains a natural
wood color and/or dark color or style. Except as otherwise provided herein, raw metal chain link
fencing is prohibited for all residential development, but dark coated fencing is allowed.

Editor's Note: Ord. No. 5563 also changed the title of this Section to include, "And Walls."
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BILL NUMBER ______ ORDINANCE NUMBER ______ 
 

 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR A 
SUBDIVISION KNOWN AS DOUGLAS-GRAESER LANE, CITY OF CREVE 

COEUR, ST. LOUIS COUNTY, MISSOURI 
 
WHEREAS, an application has been submitted by Douglas Properties for approval of a final plat 
of a two-lot subdivision known as Douglas-Graeser Lane, at the southwest corner of Graeser 
Land and Graeser Drive consisting of 0.738 acres; and 
 
WHEREAS, the final plat of the Douglas-Graeser Lane subdivision conforms to the preliminary 
plat approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on August 16, 2021; and 
 
WHEREAS, public notice of said final plat application was provided in accordance with Section 
410.140.C.2 of the Creve Coeur Municipal Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission recommended approval of the Douglas-
Graeser Lane final plat by a vote of _____ on _________; and 
 
WHEREAS, a copy of the proposed ordinance has been made available for public inspection prior 
to its adoption by the City Council and this bill having been read by title in open meeting two times 
before final passage by the City Council; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Creve Coeur, Missouri, as 
follows: 
 
SECTION 1: The Final Plat of the subdivision known as Douglas-Graeser Lane, described as a 
tract of land being part of lot 1 of the Louis Graeser Estate being part of lot 1 of the partition of the 
John Rinkle Estate in the west ½ of the southeast ¼  of section 2 township 45 north-range 5 east, 
City of Creve Coeur, St. Louis County, Missouri, as heretofore submitted on October 28, 2021 is 
hereby approved subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Prior to issuance of any building permits, the applicant shall prepare the Mylar for 
appropriate signatures and City Certification and record the final subdivision plat with St. 
Louis County,  

 
2. All easement labels and descriptions on the plat, as well as all subdivision plat scripts, 

shall be reviewed and approved by the City Attorney prior to signing of the Mylar to 
ensure adequate descriptions are provided and terminology is correct. 

 
3. The Applicant shall provide to the City of Creve Coeur a digitized version of the recorded 

plat along with two (2) printed copies of the plat.  
 

SECTION 2:  Such approval of the plats for the subdivision of the property shall be endorsed on 
said Plat as indicated in Section 1 hereof under the hand of the City Clerk, and the seal of the 
City of Creve Coeur, Missouri shall be affixed thereto. 
  
SECTION 3:  This ordinance shall become effective in accordance with Section 3.11 (g) of the 
City Charter. 
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ADOPTED THIS ____ DAY OF ____________________, 2021. 

 
 

 

HEATHER SILVERMAN 
PRESIDENT OF CITY COUNCIL 

 

 
APPROVED THIS ____ DAY OF ___________________, 2021. 

 
 
 
 

DR. ROBERT HOFFMAN 
MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 

KELLIE HENKE 
CITY CLERK 
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APPLICATION TO PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

#21-026 FOR APPROVAL OF THE FINAL PLAT FOR 629 

GRAESER ROAD, A TWO-LOT SUBDIVISION AND THE 

ASSOCIATED SUBDIVISION IMPROVEMENTS 

Key Issues: 

• Is the final plat in substantial 

conformance with the 

approved preliminary plat? 

• Does the subdivision meet the 

zoning district requirement? 
FOR THE MEETING OF: Monday, November 1, 2021 

LOCATION: 629 Graeser Road, at the corner of Graeser Road and Graeser 

Lane, in the C Single Family Zoning District. 

 

REQUEST:  Doug Cohen RE, of Douglas Properties has submitted an 

application for approval of the final plat to subdivide the property at 629 

Graeser Road into two lots for two new homes. The subject property is zoned 

C Single Family Residential, and no changes to the zoning are being requested. 

The subdivision improvement plans are also submitted for approval. 

 

Comprehensive Plan References 

• Estate Neighborhood 1 (ER-1) 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:  The property is located at the corner of Graeser 

Road and Graeser Lane.  The minimum lot area for properties in the C District 

is 15,000 square feet. Lot 1 is showing an area of 15,161.8 square feet, with 

frontage along Graeser Lane, and Lot 2 is 17,027.7 square feet, with frontage 

along Graeser Lane and Graeser Road. The preliminary plat was approved on 

August 16, 2021.  

Zoning Code References 

• Section 405.270: “C” Single 

Family Residential District 

• Chapter 410: Subdivision and 

Development of Land 

APPLICANT: Doug Cohen RE 

Douglas Properties 

PO Box 16001 

St. Louis, MO 63105 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

REPORT PREPARED BY: BETHANY L. MOORE, CITY PLANNER 

DATE:                             10/28/21            

ATTACHMENTS: Draft Ordinance 

 Applicant’s Final Plat and Improvement Plans submitted on October 28, 2021 

of 
 

city 
 

CREVE COEUR 
300 North New Ballas Road  •   Creve Coeur, Missouri 63141 

(314) 432-6000  •  Fax (314) 872-2539  •  Relay MO 1-800-735-2966 

www.creve-coeur.org 
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Planning and Zoning Commission  Application #21-026: 629 Graeser Road Final Plat 

November 1, 2021  Page 2 
 

LAND USE AND ZONING OF SURROUNDING PROPERTIES 

The adjacent zoning and land uses are as follows: 

 

Direction Use Zoning District Separated by 
North Single-family residence C-Single-family Residential Graeser Lane 

South Single-family residence  C-Single-family Residential N/A 

East Single-family residence C-Single-family Residential Graeser Road 

West Single-family residence C-Single-family Residential N/A 

 

BACKGROUND 
The preliminary plat was reviewed and approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on August 

16th, 2021.  The final plat and subdivision improvement drawings have been submitted for review and 

final approval by the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council pursuant to Sections 410.130 

and 410.140 of the City’s subdivision code.  If approved, the applicant may apply for construction permits 

immediately after the final plat is executed and recorded with St. Louis County.   

 

ANALYSIS 

Conformance with the Preliminary Plat 

The final plat contains the same lot layout as the preliminary plat with two lots that comply with 

the minimum district requirements for the C Single Family Residential District that requires a minimum 

lot area of 15,000 square feet, with a minimum lot width of 75 feet along the road, and a minimum lot 

depth of 100 feet.   

 

The plat also contains an easement for future sidewalks along both street frontages and provides for the 

dedication of right-of-way at the corner of Graeser Lane and Graeser Road, as requested by the Public 

Works Department. 

  
Below is the proposed final plat drawing: 
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Planning and Zoning Commission  Application #21-026: 629 Graeser Road Final Plat 

November 1, 2021  Page 3 
 

 
 

Subdivision Improvements 
As shown on the preliminary plat, this is a lot split request within an established neighborhood to create 

two new lots with no common subdivision areas such as for stormwater detention or common amenity 

space.  Staff has reviewed the Subdivision Improvement drawings and finds that they are in conformance 

with the preliminary plat, including the tree preservation requirement, and they contain adequate and 

appropriate provisions for stormwater management.  All staff comments have been addressed and 

reflected on the plans.  

 

Stormwater Management 

The City’s Stormwater Ordinance provided in Chapter 425 of city code, requires stormwater to be 

detained on site based upon the amount of additional runoff generated by the development per the MSD 

design storm event on a per lot basis and that no additional runoff is sent to adjacent properties based on 

the proposed improvements.  The stormwater management plans show that there will be no additional 

runoff on the adjacent property to the south for Lot 2 based on the pre-development condition.  Lot 1 does 

show an increase in runoff and will, therefore need to be detained on site.   The Department of Public 

Works has reviewed the stormwater management plan and has noted that the size of the stormwater 

storage facility is undersized based on the submitted drainage plan and runoff calculations.  Staff has 

added a condition to require adjustment to the final design for the size of the on-site stormwater detention 

facility for Department of Public Works approval prior to the issuance of any construction permits. 

 

Tree Conservation and Street Trees 

A condition of approval for the preliminary plat was to provide the tree conservation plan as a separate 

sheet with the final plat.  The applicant has submitted a revised tree study and a full landscape plan for 

each of the lots incorporating the information from the tree study to include existing trees to remain, trees 

to be removed and the proposed street trees to be planted.  The total number of trees to be removed is 17 

out of 23 existing trees measuring 8-caliper inches or greater, or 74% removed as was shown on the 

preliminary plat.  The Tree Conservation code (Section 410.320 of the Subdivision Ordinance) allows an 

additional 10 percent tree removal based on site conflicts without replacement.  Further tree removal 

requires replacement on a 3:1 ratio for staff approval.   
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Planning and Zoning Commission  Application #21-026: 629 Graeser Road Final Plat 

November 1, 2021  Page 4 
 

 

To meet the street tree requirements, the plan relies on maintaining existing street trees and planting new 

trees where there are gaps in placement along the street frontages.  The subdivision code requires one, 2 

½ inch tree per each 30 lineal feet of street frontage (Section 410.300).  The submitted tree plans for each 

lot appears to meet the minimum size of 2 ½ caliper inches for the new trees as well as the required 

amount of trees for all frontages, as specified in the Subdivision Ordinance.  

 

CONCLUSION AND ACTION 

Subdivision Improvement Plan 

Review and approval of the subdivision improvement drawings is within the purview of the Planning and 

Zoning Commission and must be complete to the Commission’s satisfaction prior to a recommendation of 

approval for the final plat.    If the Commission is satisfied that the drawings are suitable for approval, 

with the condition on the final stormwater plan as noted previously, staff recommends the following 

conditions be placed on the approval of this request: 

 

1. The stormwater management plan be revised to incorporate additional on-site detention to meet 

all requirements for final approval by the Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of 

any construction permits. 

2. The Residential Development Permit for each new home shall be in substantial compliance with 

the improvement plans dated October 20, 2021 by Volz Engineering, as may be revised to 

incorporate Condition #1, and with the tree conservation and landscape plans by Baxter Gardens 

with a prepared date of 10-20-21. 

3. Any additional tree removal shall be approved by the Zoning Administrator and replaced as 

required by Section 410.310 of the Subdivision Ordinance. 

 

Assuming agreement with the Staff Report and the above conditions, the following is an example motion 

for this item:  

 

“I move to approve the subdivision improvement plans for the two-lot subdivision at 629 Graeser 

Road as shown in the “Douglas-Graeser Lane Subdivision” drawings prepared by Volz, Inc, and 

hand dated October 20, 2021 by Timothy John Meyer with the conditions recommended by staff 

as provided in the staff report for the meeting of November 1, 2021” (Other conditions may be 

added, eliminated, altered, and modified by prior motion). 

 

Final Plat 

Review of a final plat is a ministerial act to ensure that the proposed final plat is substantially similar to 

the preliminary plat and substantially meets all land development standards of this Chapter and those of 

any other applicable City regulations.  This application does substantially meet all applicable codes for 

the C Single Family Residential District, subject to the following suggested conditions of approval which 

are also included in the attached draft ordinance: 

 

1. Prior to issuance of any building permits, the applicant shall prepare the Mylar for appropriate 

signatures and City Certification and record the final subdivision plat with St. Louis County.  

 
2. All easement labels and descriptions on the plat, as well as all subdivision plat scripts, shall be 

reviewed and approved by the City Attorney prior to signing of the Mylar to ensure adequate 

descriptions are provided and terminology is correct. 

 

3. The Applicant shall provide a digitized version of the recorded plat along with two (2) printed 

copies.  

 

Action on this item will be in the form of a motion to recommend approval of the attached draft ordinance 

as presented, or approval with additional conditions, to meet all technical requirements. Final approval of 
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Planning and Zoning Commission  Application #21-026: 629 Graeser Road Final Plat 

November 1, 2021  Page 5 
 

the draft ordinance by City Council is required. Assuming agreement with the Staff Report, the following 

is an example motion for this application:  

 

“I move to recommend approval of the final subdivision plat for Douglas-Graeser Lane 

Subdivision with the conditions recommended by staff as provided in the staff report for the 

meeting of November 1, 2021.” (other conditions may be added, eliminated, altered, and 

modified by prior motion). 

 

 

APPENDIX 1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  

Included and attached by reference.  See body of report for specific excerpts. 

 

APPENDIX 2:  ZONING CODE (CHAPTER 405 OF THE CREVE COEUR MUNICIPAL CODE) 

Included and attached by reference.  See body of report for specific excerpts. 

 

 APPENDIX 3:  CREVE COEUR SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

(CHAPTER 410 OF THE CREVE COEUR MUNICIPAL CODE) 

Included and attached by reference.  See body of report for specific excerpts. 
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APPENDIX 4:  AERIAL MAP 
  

Approximate Lot Split 

Location 
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APPENDIX 4:  SITE PHOTOGRAPHS Photo Date: 10/13/2021 

  

 
Description:  View 

looking west at the 

subject property from 

Graeser Road. 

 Description:  View 

looking southeast from 

the Graeser Lane 

toward Graeser Road. 

 

Description: Looking 

north along Graeser 

Road at existing street 

trees. 
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DOUGLAS - GRAESER LANE
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St. Louis, Missouri 63132
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Professional Land Surveyor
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LOCATION MAP - NTS

WUNNENBERG'S PAGE 23 GRID U17

SITE

"ZONE C - SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL"

ST. LOUIS COUNTY, MISSOURI

TOWNSHIP 45 NORTH - RANGE 5 EAST

IN THE WEST•OF THE SOUTHEAST‚OF SECTION 2

BEING PART OF LOT 1 OF THE PARTITION OF THE JOHN RINKLE ESTATE

PART OF LOT 1 OF THE LOUIS GRAESER ESTATE

A TRACT OF LAND BEING
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1 BROWN MAGNOLIA 6-7'

4 LITTLE LIME HYDRANGEA 3 GAL

4 FLATS AJUGA

1 GLOBE BLUE

SPRUCE 5 GAL

3 LIMEMOUND SPIREA 3 GAL

10 CATMINT 1 GAL

5 LEMON DADDY HYDRANGEA 3 GAL

4 FLATS BLUE SEDUM

3 BLUE HOLLY 3 GAL

5 ENDLESS SUMMER HYDRANGEA 3 GAL

1 BABY BLUE EYES SPRUCE 6-7'

TBR

A

TBR

M

TBR

I

TBR

J

TBR

K

TBR

L

TBR

W

TBR

N

TBR

O

TBR

V

B

C

1 WEEPING ALASKAN CEDAR 6-7'

4 FLATS BLOOD SEDUM

3 GIRARD’S ROSE AZALEA 3 GAL

2 OAKLEAF HYDRANGEA 3 GAL

3 GIRARD’S ROSE AZALEA 3 GAL

4 FLATS VARIEGATED LIRIOPE 4" POTS

1 COLUMNAR BOXWOOD 36-48"

1 WHITE KOUSA

   DOGWOOD 2½" CAL

1 REDBUD 2½" CAL

 D

1 LINDEN 2½" CAL

 H
 

E

TBR

F

G

1 DAWN REDWOOD 2½" CAL
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LANDSCAPE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR

DOUGLAS PROPERTIES

ATTN:  DOUG COHEN                                     
11024 Graeser Lane

Creve Coeur, MO  63141
(314) 280-2041 douglasprop@gmail.com 

DESIGNED BY:    Bill Weishaar, Jr.                                                    

ORIGINAL DATE:  October 20, 2021

   

REVISION DATE:                                                         

   

GRAPHIC ART:      CST 

" Where Quality Is Foremost "

This plan is the sole property of Baxter Gardens Of Chesterfield

All rights reserved.

THE PROFESSIONALS

(636) 532- 1033  FAX (636) 532-1258

L1
ARDENS

B

CCCChesterfieldhesterfieldhesterfieldhesterfield

AXTER

G

17259 Wildhorse Creek Road

Chesterfield, MO  63005 www.baxtergardens.com

0 8 20 40

SCALE:   1/8"  = 1'  0"

R E S I D E N C E

P A T I O

D R I V E

G R A E S E R  L N

5 FLATS VINCA

10 GREEN VELVET BOXWOOD 18"

3 VANILLA STRAWBERRY

   HYDRANGEA 3 GAL

5 VARIEGATED HOSTA 1 GAL

14 PALACE PURPLE CORAL BELL 1 GAL

5 ENCORE RE-BLOOMING AZALEA 3 GAL

2 DRAGON LADY HOLLY 5-6'

1 CRABAPPLE 2" CAL

1 PINK DOGWOOD 1½" CAL

3 DWARF MOUNTAIN LAUREL 3 GAL

3 BLUE HYDRANGEA 3 GAL

5 VARIEGATED HOSTA 1 GAL

TBR

A

TBR

S

TBR

R

TBR

T

TBR

U

TBR

P

TBR

Q

EXISTING
TREE

EXISTING
TREE

1 WHITE KOUSA

   DOGWOOD 2½" CAL1 REDBUD 2½" CAL
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Install and maintain tree protection fence as indicated on preservation plan for all trees marked save.
Silt protection shall be installed in a trenchless manner within the critical root zone of any tree to be SAVED. ( I.E woodchips,

wattles, and hay bales)

I hereby certify that I have viewed the premises and provided this professional opinion regarding the
survivability of significant trees on this site and abutting the site.  Attached is a site plan illustrating the
recommended application of tree protection fencing prepared by me or under my supervision.  All tree
inspections were performed from the ground and are limited in scope. Tree and utility locations are approximate
and locations of utilities are subject to change.

Craig R. Murphy
I.S.A  Certified Arborist
IL-9645A

Frontenac Forestry ~ 2460 Driftwood Ln. St. Louis, MO. 63146 ~ (314) 548-3499
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TREE STUDY
SITE PLAN REVIEW

10-21-2021

PROPERTY LOCATION: 629 Graeser

NUMBER TREE
SPECIES

D
B
H

SAVE/
REMOVE

ADJOINING
LOT

COMMENTS CONDITION

A green ash 21" REMOVE major excavation in critical root zone,
emerald ash borer infestation, 60%

foliage remaining, deadwood, exposed
decay at base

CONDITION, UTILITIES

POOR

B Norway
spruce

18" SAVE CITY deadwood, canopy involved in power
lines, utility pruned

FAIR

C Norway
spruce

16" SAVE CITY deadwood, canopy involved in power
lines, utility pruned, exposed girdling

roots, co-dominant at 10'

FAIR

D Bradford
pear

16" SAVE exposed decay at base, co-dominant at
5'

FAIR

E Norway
spruce

20" SAVE exposed root flare, minor deadwood GOOD

F dead 14" REMOVE HAZARD, 25' standing dead tree
CONDITION

DEAD

G Bradford
pear

19" SAVE CITY
SHARED

exposed roots, abnormal trunk flare,
co-dominant at 8'

FAIR

H Bradford
pear

18" SAVE CITY
SHARED

exposed decay at base, co-dominant
with included bark at 5'

FAIR

I American
holly

14" REMOVE warty protrusions on trunk, slight lean,
minor deadwood

DRIVEWAY

FAIR

J silver maple 33" REMOVE exposed root flare, burl at 6',
co-dominant at 8', sucker growth,

minor deadwood
FOUNDATION

FAIR

K white pine 19" REMOVE crooked top, minor deadwood
DRY WELL

FAIR

L white pine 15" REMOVE crooked top, minor deadwood
DRY WELL

FAIR

M white pine 24" REMOVE bifurcation at 8', minor deadwood
DRY WELL

FAIR

N white pine 21" REMOVE lean, large girdling root
UTILITIES, NEW SEWER MAIN

FAIR

O white pine 20" REMOVE slightly crooked trunk, lean
UTILITIES, NEW SEWER MAIN

FAIR

P white pine 21" REMOVE exposed root flare, lean
UTILITIES, NEW SEWER MAIN

FAIR

Q white pine 20" REMOVE co-dominant at 4', crooked, ivy
UTILITIES, NEW SEWER MAIN

FAIR

R silver maple 35" REMOVE exposed root flare, ivy, co-dominant at
6', deadwood, storm damage
CONDITION, DRIVEWAY

POOR

S green ash 28" REMOVE exposed decay at base, major
deadwood

CONDITION, GARAGE

POOR
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T silver maple 22" REMOVE machine and tracks in critical root
zone, bifurcation at 20', deadwood

UTILITIES

FAIR

U Bradford
pear

20" REMOVE girdling root, co-dominant at 6',
sapsucker damage
FOUNDATION

FAIR

V silver maple 31" REMOVE multiple large wounds with exposed
decay at base, co-dominant at 8',

sucker growth, storm damage
CONDITION, FOUNDATION

POOR

W Norway
spruce

27" REMOVE exposed root flare, bifurcation at 15'
FOUNDATION

GOOD

1 kousa
dogwood

2.5” INSTALL species chosen per location of power
lines

2 eastern red
bud

2.5” INSTALL species chosen per location of power
lines

3 kousa
dogwood

2.5” INSTALL species chosen per location of power
lines

4 eastern red
bud

2.5” INSTALL species chosen per location of power
lines

5 littleleaf
linden

2.5” INSTALL

6 dawn
redwood

2.5” INSTALL

# OF TREES 8” DBH OR MORE # TREES PROPOSED FOR
REMOVAL

% VIABLE TREES PROPOSED FOR
REMOVAL

23 17 17/23 = 74%

- A total of 6 trees are to be installed to accommodate street frontage
requirements
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Install and maintain tree protection fence as indicated on preservation plan for all trees marked save.
Silt protection shall be installed in a trenchless manner within the critical root zone of any tree to be SAVED. ( I.E woodchips,

wattles, and hay bales)

I hereby certify that I have viewed the premises and provided this professional opinion regarding the
survivability of significant trees on this site and abutting the site.  Attached is a site plan illustrating the
recommended application of tree protection fencing prepared by me or under my supervision.  All tree
inspections were performed from the ground and are limited in scope. Tree and utility locations are approximate
and locations of utilities are subject to change.

Craig R. Murphy
I.S.A  Certified Arborist
IL-9645A

Frontenac Forestry ~ 2460 Driftwood Ln. St. Louis, MO. 63146 ~ (314) 548-3499
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TREE STUDY
SITE PLAN REVIEW

7-19-2021

PROPERTY LOCATION: 629 Graeser

NUMBER TREE
SPECIES

D
B
H

SAVE/
REMOVE

ADJOINING
LOT

COMMENTS CONDITION

A green ash 21" REMOVE major excavation in critical root zone,
emerald ash borer infestation, 60%

foliage remaining, deadwood, exposed
decay at base

CONDITION, UTILITIES

POOR

B Norway
spruce

18" SAVE CITY deadwood, canopy involved in power
lines, utility pruned

FAIR

C Norway
spruce

16" SAVE CITY deadwood, canopy involved in power
lines, utility pruned, exposed girdling

roots, co-dominant at 10'

FAIR

D Bradford
pear

16" SAVE exposed decay at base, co-dominant at
5'

FAIR

E Norway
spruce

20" SAVE exposed root flare, minor deadwood GOOD

F dead 14" REMOVE HAZARD, 25' standing dead tree
CONDITION

DEAD

G Bradford
pear

19" SAVE CITY
SHARED

exposed roots, abnormal trunk flare,
co-dominant at 8'

FAIR

H Bradford
pear

18" SAVE CITY
SHARED

exposed decay at base, co-dominant
with included bark at 5'

FAIR

I American
holly

14" REMOVE warty protrusions on trunk, slight lean,
minor deadwood

DRIVEWAY

FAIR

J silver maple 33" REMOVE exposed root flare, burl at 6',
co-dominant at 8', sucker growth,

minor deadwood
FOUNDATION

FAIR

K white pine 19" REMOVE crooked top, minor deadwood
DRY WELL

FAIR

L white pine 15" REMOVE crooked top, minor deadwood
DRY WELL

FAIR

M white pine 24" REMOVE bifurcation at 8', minor deadwood
DRY WELL

FAIR

N white pine 21" REMOVE lean, large girdling root
UTILITIES, NEW SEWER MAIN

FAIR

O white pine 20" REMOVE slightly crooked trunk, lean
UTILITIES, NEW SEWER MAIN

FAIR

P white pine 21" REMOVE exposed root flare, lean
UTILITIES, NEW SEWER MAIN

FAIR

Q white pine 20" REMOVE co-dominant at 4', crooked, ivy
UTILITIES, NEW SEWER MAIN

FAIR

R silver maple 35" REMOVE exposed root flare, ivy, co-dominant at
6', deadwood, storm damage
CONDITION, DRIVEWAY

POOR

S green ash 28" REMOVE exposed decay at base, major
deadwood

CONDITION, GARAGE

POOR
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T silver maple 22" REMOVE machine and tracks in critical root
zone, bifurcation at 20', deadwood

UTILITIES

FAIR

U Bradford
pear

20" REMOVE girdling root, co-dominant at 6',
sapsucker damage
FOUNDATION

FAIR

V silver maple 31" REMOVE multiple large wounds with exposed
decay at base, co-dominant at 8',

sucker growth, storm damage
CONDITION, FOUNDATION

POOR

W Norway
spruce

27" REMOVE exposed root flare, bifurcation at 15'
FOUNDATION

GOOD

1 kousa
dogwood

2.5” INSTALL species chosen per location of power
lines

2 eastern red
bud

2.5” INSTALL species chosen per location of power
lines

3 kousa
dogwood

2.5” INSTALL species chosen per location of power
lines

4 eastern red
bud

2.5” INSTALL species chosen per location of power
lines

5 littleleaf
linden

2.5” INSTALL

6 dawn
redwood

2.5” INSTALL

# OF TREES 8” DBH OR MORE # TREES PROPOSED FOR
REMOVAL

% VIABLE TREES PROPOSED FOR
REMOVAL

23 17 17/23 = 74%

- A total of 6 trees are to be installed to accommodate street frontage
requirements
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10/28/21, 2:27 PM Creve Coeur Mail - 629 Graeser Road

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=e62bdd4681&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1714195012628021149&simpl=msg-f%3A17141950126… 1/1

Bethany Moore <blmoore@crevecoeurmo.gov>

629 Graeser Road

2 messages

Zoe Lemcovitz <zaz3@sbcglobal.net> Wed, Oct 20, 2021 at 9:28 PM
To: "blmoore@crevecoeurmo.gov" <blmoore@crevecoeurmo.gov>
Cc: "jjaggi@crevecoeurmo.gov" <jjaggi@crevecoeurmo.gov>, "hsilverman@crevecoeurmo.gov" <hsilverman@crevecoeurmo.gov>,
"mmanlin@crevecoeurmo.gov" <mmanlin@crevecoeurmo.gov>

Ms. Moore - I live next door to 629 Graeser Road at 605 Graeser Road. I have looked at the plans for the project
available on the City's website. I am concerned about the proposed new driveway on Graeser Road. 


1) The driveway is located very close to the south property line. In that area there is a significant downward slope from
Graeser Road into both yards. I am concerned that runoff from the driveway will enter my yard, including any treatment
spread on Graeser during the winter.

2) The position of the proposed driveway appears to align with the master bedroom windows of 1 Wedgwood Lane. If
so, lights of vehicles entering and particularly exiting the proposed driveway will go directly in those windows. The
property is currently vacant and up for sale, therefore I'm not sure if anyone involved with it is focused on the 629
Graeser Road project.

3) I have similar concerns about windows in my house. Since the house at 629 Graeser Road was torn down and most
of the trees were removed, a bedroom in my house now lights up when cars turn into Graeser Lane. While that will
presumably stop when the proposed houses are built, the driveway will bring vehicle headlights even closer to my
house.

I would like to see the driveway relocated to eliminate these issues.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Regards,
Zoë Lemcovitz


Bethany Moore <blmoore@crevecoeurmo.gov> Fri, Oct 22, 2021 at 10:13 AM
To: Zoe Lemcovitz <zaz3@sbcglobal.net>
Cc: "jjaggi@crevecoeurmo.gov" <jjaggi@crevecoeurmo.gov>, "hsilverman@crevecoeurmo.gov" <hsilverman@crevecoeurmo.gov>,
"mmanlin@crevecoeurmo.gov" <mmanlin@crevecoeurmo.gov>

Zoe, 
Thank you for reaching out to us. We will make sure that your comments are included in the packet for the Planning and Zoning Commission. We
also encourage you to come and speak at the meeting on Monday, November 1, at 6:30 in the Council Chambers at the Government Center. 
We did also want to address a few of your comments and give you some background on the process. 
We reviewed the plans with Public Works and submitted comments to the developer to make sure that the water runoff from the driveway is
adequately addressed. That was a concern of ours as well that we wanted them to address in revisions. 
As for the driveway location, there are no city regulations that prohibit the driveway going where it is proposed. As proposed, the location is
compliant with city regulations. 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
Thank you!
[Quoted text hidden]
-- 

Bethany L. Moore
City Planner
City of Creve Coeur
300 North New Ballas Rd
Creve Coeur, MO 63141
314-442-2087

www.crevecoeurmo.gov
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https://www.google.com/maps/search/629+Graeser+Road?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/605+Graeser+Road?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1+Wedgwood+Lane?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/629+Graeser+Road?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/629+Graeser+Road?entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.crevecoeurmo.gov/
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