
CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 

 

Tuesday, June 30, 2020 - 7:30pm 

 
 

1. Call to Order 

 

2. Variance - Dan Willenbring 

• Review previous file 

• Set date for public hearing 

 

3. Variance pre-app – Tim Casey 

 

4. Short-Term Rental Ordinance 

• Review and discuss draft ordinance 

• Set date for public hearing 

 

5. Cell Tower progress update 

 

6. Zoning Code progress update  

 

7. Approval of minutes: May 26 regular meeting, June 2 and June 16 workshops 

 

8. Adjourn 

 

 

How to join virtually 
Visit https://zoom.us/j/4741920648 

Or call: 1-312-626-6799 

Meeting ID: 474 192 0648 

One tap mobile: +13126266799,,4741920648# 

 
 

 

https://zoom.us/j/4741920648


 -----Original Message----- 
 From: Dan Willenbring <djwillenbring@live.com>  
 Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 6:04 PM 
 To: Lynette Peterson <mosc@cityofmarine.org> 
 Subject: Variance request 
  
 Lynette 
 Per our conversation I’d like to see if I can reinstate or reapply for the variance I was granted several 
years ago for the placement of an out building/garage. I was not able to go to Constrcution due to 
health issues with my parents. Please let me know the next steps.  
  
 Dan Willenbring  
 

mailto:djwillenbring@live.com
mailto:mosc@cityofmarine.org
























City of Marine on St. Croix
Planning Commission and Public Hearings

Tuesday, May 27, 2014

The City of Marine on St. Croix Planning Commission meeting of May 27, 2014 was
called to order at 7: 33pm by Planning Commission Chairman Gerry Mrosla at the Marine
Fire Hall. Brenner Creager, Roden, Warren and Smitten were present. Ritz was absent. 

Citizens Present: Glen Mills, Dan Willenbring, Ross & Bridget Levin

1. Call to Order 7: 30pm. 

2. Public Hearing 7: 30pm — Dan Willenbring — 400 Tanglewood Lane — 

side yard setback and an accessory building closer than the front lot 1
3. Public Hearing ( continued) Ross & Bridget Levin — 401 Judd Street

request for a front yard setback on Berkey Street and bluff line setbac
4. Old/New Business: 

Watershed District Update

5. Approval of minutes for March 25, and April 29, 2014. 

6. Review Codes in the SFR, SFU, SCR, SCU, VC Districts: 

7. Adjournment

Variance for a

ine. 

Variances

k. 

Chairman Mrosla opened the Public Hearing at 7: 34pm

dxx, I e wobeA . 

Public Hearing - Dan Willenbring — 400 Tape -vivaa Lane — Variance for a side yard

setback and an accessory building closer to the road than the primary structure. 
Willenbring explained he was present to request two variances. The first variance is a

side yard setback and the second is for an accessory building closer to the road than the
primary structure. Willenbring shared the survey he had from Landmark Surveyors of his

lot and shared the impact area of his lot that is just south of his driveway and north of the

existing property line along with pictures of the area.( see attached) Willenbring pointed
out the fifty foot driveway that is used for entrance into another lot behind his property. 
The pictures shows the view from the cul-de- sac to his house and the fence line, the view

from the neighbor' s driveway to the cul-de-sac and where the proposed garage sits on the
property. Willenbring explained he would like to push the structure back as far away
from the road as possible however there are two large trees that would need to be

relocated. Roden questioned the location on the west side of the property. Willenbring
noted because of the view the structure would block the sunsets and when he talked to the

architectural review committee for Tanglewood they agreed on Mr. Willenbring location
so it would not interrupt the view shed. The neighbor to the south on lot two also

approved of the location. 



The structure will be approximate 16 feet by 40 feet with an appendage of 8 feet by 12

110 feet on the side and he would like the height of the structure to be at 20 feet. The existing

structure currently sits at 26 feet 9 inches tall. 

Warren reviewed the Facts and Findings and noted an Arial photo ( see attached) from

Google Maps that shows the location of Nason Hill Road and Paul Ave and the road into

Tanglewood, along with Mr. Willenbring' s house, cul- de- sac and driveway at the edge of
the woods. The view shed considerations and downhill slope are reasonable. Alternate

site around house however trees and drain filed is within the trees. Down slopes could

create erosion. By nestling the building into trees it would be less intrusive. The house is
not seen so there should not be a factor. Warren also noted it would be reasonable for Mr. 

Willenbring to request an additional storage structure to house a boat that is stored in the

trees and garden equipment for their garden. The existing garage is small under 24 feet
square on the inside. 

Warren also noted additional sites and considered how conspicuous the building would

be with the placement in the view shed, commenting on the Comprehensive Plan and
paragraph 504 of the Zoning Ordinance that deals with the Single Family Rural and

explained the values of Marine that lean very heavily on the view that support the rural
character. Warren explained that nestling the structure into the trees makes the building
less intrusive. 

The Planning Commission reviewed the Facts and Findings and agreed to add the
wording " or replaced" at the end of Conditions 1. 

Brenner moved and Roden seconded to make recommendation to City Council to
approve the requested variances as outlined in staff report with the attached three
conditions of Case number 14430- 01 for Dan Willenbring at 400 Tanglewood Lane for
variances ofa side yard setback and detached accessory building located behind the
principle structure, with recommended changes as drafted to the Facts and Findings. 

Motion carries unanimously. 

Public Hearing was closed at 8: OOpm

Chairman Mrosla reconvened the Public Hearing at 8: OOpm for Ross and Bridget Levin. 

Public Hearing - Ross & Bridget Levin — 401 Judd Street: Applicants Ross and

Bridget Levin were present. Mr. and Mrs. Levin noted their intent is to request a variance

with sensitivity to the environment and they would also like keep the large white pine
that is there. The reason for the screen porch is to have a larger area for table and chairs

to enjoy the land. 



From: Casey, Tim <Tim.Casey@perkinswill.com>  
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 9:37 PM 
To: Lynette Peterson <mosc@cityofmarine.org> 
Subject: RE: Casey Accessory Building Additions 
 
Hi Lynette – 
 
Thank you for your time in reviewing my earlier documents.  I have attached a revised garage plan which 
will meet the 35 ft set back requirements.  Some other discussion points that I would like to discuss with 
you are as follows: 
 

1) My garage is already in front and of my house.  I am just adding on a single stall.  This new single stall 
would not be in front of my house.  Also the new garage ridgeline will be lower than the existing garage 
ridge line. 

2) My drain field is located directly behind my garage so I cannot build it to the back side. 
3) I could potentially build the new garage on the other side of the driveway but I honestly think that would 

look worse as I would have to cut down a bunch of trees and anyone driving on Nason Hill would have to 
look at the garage – not a good look for my neighborhood. 

4) Where I am proposing the garage addition I feel is the best location as it is the least visible from Nason. 
5) My neighbors have a horse barn in front of their house that is much more visible from Nason than my 

garage addition would be.  I will send you pictures of their front yard and mine. 
6) The studio will not have any plumbing in it.  It will purely be an art studio, workshop and storage space. 

 
I really do appreciate your help in this matter.  I am land locked by grades, drain fields, trees, etc.  I 
believe that my proposed location for the garage stall is the best location for this site and my 
neighbors.  Please let me know of any next steps and if I need a variance or whatever. 
 
Call me at your convenience or email me as well.  My number is below. 
 
Thanks so much. 
 

Tim 

Tim Casey, AIA, EDAC, LEED BD+C 

Senior Project Manager, Senior Associate  

m 612.212.8002 

 

mailto:Tim.Casey@perkinswill.com
mailto:mosc@cityofmarine.org
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Council comments on draft STR Ordinance (received via email) 

 

June 9: Charlie Anderson 

IF the Planning Commission has truly reached consensus on the current draft ordinance I will 
not take much issue with the revisions, but I would like answers to the following question: 
 
Why were the number of STRs per district changed from 2 to 3 after 2 had been the consensus 
of the joint workshop? 
 

 

June 18: Bill Miller 

I would like to know the rationale for the maximum of 72 days a year? 

 

June 18: Lon Pardun 

Good morning, 

The change I would like to see is as follows; 

 

Section 5.General Performance Standards  

Item I.                      Location / Allowances / Considerations.  Short Term Rentals are allowed in all 
Residential and Village Center zoning districts. 

 

               A maximum of three (3) Short Term Rental licenses shall may be allowed in each 
district.  Note: the Schoolhouse units are excluded from the count of three (3) per district. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



STR and Zoning Answers from City Attorney Dave Snyder 

 

See responses in line below….. 

 

David K. Snyder   

david@johnsonturner.com  /  Direct Dial: 651-403-8972 P: 651-464-7292  /  F: 
651-464-7348  /  www.johnsonturner.com 

Mail to: 56 E. Broadway Ave. #206, Forest Lake, MN  55025 

Forest Lake, MN  /  Lake Elmo, MN  /  Woodbury, MN  /  Blaine, MN 

       Please consider the environment before printing this email  

 

From: Assistant Clerk <asstclerk@cityofmarine.org>  

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 1:47 PM 

To: David Snyder <david@johnsonturner.com> 

Subject: Marine Planning Commission questions 

 

Hi Dave, 

 

The planning commission is reviewing the short-term rental ordinance and updating the city’s 
zoning code. They’ve asked me to run several questions by you. 

 

Short-Term Rental Ordinance 

1. Where the ordinance reads: “A maximum of [x] Short Term Rental licenses shall be 
allowed in each district,”  should “shall” be changed to “may”? The concern is whether 
“shall” could force the city to allow a rental property against the judgement of the 
council.  This is a policy call for the city.   It would be permissible to say “may” or “up to” 
or “may allow up to___, subject to compliance with the terms of this ordiance”.   Note 
that the decision to grant or not grant a permit that is subject to a floating and 
discretionary numerical limitation is itself subject to review.  In other words if the 
ordinance says “the city may grant up to 3 permits in the rural residential zone”  then if 
the city declined an application for a third permit, that would be challengeable and the 
city would have to show that the denial was based on fact and on the actual ordinance 
criteria.  Not a huge issue but any denial of a permit below the available threshold must 
be based on the language of the ordinance and the city must point to the ordinance 
criteria that are not satisfied.   
 

mailto:david@johnsonturner.com
tel:651-464-7292
tel:651-464-7292
tel:651-464-7348
http://www.johnsonturner.com/
https://www.google.com/maps/place/56+E+Broadway+Ave+%23206,+Forest+Lake,+MN+55025/@45.2787596,-92.9860408,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x52b2e7e9dca611d3:0xbe0b671e6a0b3b9a!8m2!3d45.2787596!4d-92.9838521
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2. For a shared private driveway, should a prospective rental owner be required to get 
their neighbors’ permission before using the driveway in association with short-term 
rentals? I know you’ve already answered a very similar question about shared private 
road. The commission believes this is a different question, applicable to a different 
situation. I’m making the distinction here partly out of concern that my wording of the 
question could result in a way to circumvent the original answer on roads.   This would 
depend on the agreement, if any governing the shared driveway.  If there was no 
written agreement which spoke to the issue, then the answer would obviously be no.   If 
there was a written agreement and it did not speak to the issue, the answer would likely 
be no.   If there was a written agreement and it specifically governed manner of use of 
the driveway and the property benefitted by the joint easement---then possibly 
yes.   Many joint driveway arrangements are just historical and do not have written 
maintenance and use agreements.  Even those which do typically do not contain the 
type of specificity that would be needed to prevent house rental of one form or 
another. 

 

3. In the following context, is “by the City” appropriate, or should it say “in the City,” or just 

leave the whole phrase out?  “No property may be used as a Short Term Rental (Type A, 
B or C) unless a license is first granted by the City.  The License shall be entered on a short 

term rental registry.  Type C Short Term Rentals are not permitted by the City.”  In the 

first reference “by the City” appears correct.   In the second, I think “in the City” is a better 
and more precise form. 

 

 

Zoning Ordinance Update 

1. Residential care facilities and daytime care facilities are being proposed as permitted 
uses in some districts, conditional uses in others, and in some districts do not appear to 
be permitted at all. A commissioner wondered about the rules regarding drug rehab or 
treatment centers. Does the city have control over where it allows treatment centers, 
or are they protected from local regulation?  This is a big subject and probably worth a 
separate inquiry.  The city can assert some limited control in certain situations but there 
are for example, a couple of statutory provisions that say that single family residential 
homes can be used for multiple persons (4, for example) if it is for the purpose 
of….roughly…….furnishing care.   Other laws, like the Federal Fair Housing Act have 
similar mandates but it’s a subject that would be hard to outline in one email.  Let me 
know if a summary is wanted.    

 

Thanks.   Let me know if you have questions! 

 



 
Paul Weirtz 

State President 

AT&T  

901 Marquette Avenue 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 

T 952.229.9295 

Pw3834@att.com  

Minnesota.att.com  

 

 

 
June 9, 2020  
 
 
Mayor Glen Mills 
Council members  
City of Marine on St. Croix  
121 Judd Street 
Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047  
 
Dear Mayor Mills and Council members,   
 
I am writing today in strong support of a proposed cellphone tower in the City of Marine on St. Croix.   
 
The proposed site, to be located at 17790 St. Croix Trail North, is a FirstNet site.  This new site will help 
first responders communicate across the City of Marine on St. Croix, City of Scandia and Washington 
County, including during emergencies like search and rescue, emergency medical and ambulance 
services.   
 
This site was among the cell sites identified by the State of Minnesota as a crucial location to expand 
wireless coverage in areas of the state with either poor or no existing wireless coverage.  The FirstNet 
build is being done with direct feedback from Minnesota state public safety officials.  Through extensive 
research and evaluation, AT&T determined this site to be the best option for providing public safety 
interoperable communication via FirstNet in order to serve the public.   
 
FirstNet is the nationwide communications platform dedicated to America’s first responders and public 
safety community.  It gives agencies large and small the reliable, unthrottled connectivity and modern 
communications tools they need.  And it is helping them connect to the critical information they need – 
every day and in every emergency.  If there is an emergency, FirstNet provides the interoperable 
communications network that gives priority and preemption to first responders. And in areas like 
Marine on St. Croix with limited to no wireless coverage, it provides first responders with access to truly 
dedicated coverage and capacity when they need it.  
 
Please support this proposed tower. Thank you for your consideration.   
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Paul Weirtz 
State President 
AT&T Minnesota  

mailto:Pw3834@att.com


Marine on St Croix Cell Phone Tower Resident Survey 

BACKGROUND 

A proposed cell tower would provide for improved cellular (mobile) phone service both for the 

use of voice communications and data. Cell towers provide coverage to large areas (cities, 

towns, etc.) and provide a certain speed of data (4G, LTE, etc.). Mobile carriers (AT&T, Verizon, 

T-Mobile/Sprint) offer cellular service.  

Broadband or Wi-Fi service is different in that it is provided by Internet Service Providers 

(Midco, Frontier, etc.) and are location-based and cover a small area (home, business, library, 

etc.). Mobile carriers offer devices that allow cellular phones to run off WiFi (i.e. “Hot Spots”), 

which is why many residents have “cell service” in their homes but not outside their Wi-Fi 

service area. 

The data from this survey will help the Planning Commission and City Council gauge public 

opinion and inform policy conversations as part of the planning process. 

 

1. Did you read the FAQ handout before completing this survey? If not, please do! 

 

 

2. Are you a current resident of Marine on St Croix? Circle your response. 

 

YES   NO 

If you are not a resident, do you own or lease business space in Marine on St Croix? Circle your 

response. 

YES   NO 

 

 

3. In order to make sure we have valid data sets for analysis, please provide your name and 

address to confirm that you are a resident or do business in Marine so that your answers are 

included: 

FIRST NAME________________________LAST NAME_____________________________ 

 

ADDRESS_________________________________________________________________ 

 

BUSINESS NAME (if not a resident)____________________________________________ 

 

4. Do you have a cellular phone? Circle your response. 

YES   NO 



Do you have a Landline? Circle your response. 

YES   NO 

5. How many occupants of your home have a cellular phone? Circle your response. 

1  2-3  4-5  6+ 

How many occupants do you have in your home? Circle your response. 

1  2-3  4-5  6+ 

 

6. If yes, what carrier(s) do you use? Select all that apply. 

AT&T  T-MOBILE  SPRINT   VERIZON   OTHER (space 

for listing) I DON”T KNOW 

 

CURRENT STATE OF CELLULAR SERVICE 

7. What is your current perception of cell phone service in Marine on St Croix INside your home? 

Circle your response. 

VERY POOR POOR FAIR ACCEPTABLE EXCELLENT NOT APPLICABLE/ NO OPINION 

 

8. What is your current perception of cell phone service in Marine on St Croix OUTside your home? 

Circle your response. 

VERY POOR POOR FAIR ACCEPTABLE EXCELLENT NOT APPLICABLE/ NO OPINION 

 

9. Do you think the cellular service in Marine on St Croix should be improved? Circle your response. 

YES   NO   I’M NOT SURE  NOT APPLICABLE/ NO 

OPINION 

 

10. Do you telework or utilize a cellular phone for work purposes from home? Circle your response. 

YES   NO  NOT APPLICABLE 

If “NO”, would you utilize a cellular phone for work purposes if Marine improved cellular 
service? 

YES   NO  NOT APPLICABLE 

 





16. The minimum effective height for a tower to provide reliable coverage for ONE cell phone 

carrier is 100 feet. The minimum height for a tower to provide reliable coverage for TWO cell 

phone carriers is 120 feet. The minimum height for a tower to provide reliable coverage for ALL 

THREE cell phone carriers (AT&T; T-Mobile/Sprint; Verizon) is 140 feet. What tower height do 

you prefer? Circle your response. 

140  120  100 NO PREFERENCE 

 

17. How important is it to you to have ALL THREE cell phone carriers provide service in Marine on St 

Croix? Circle your response. 

NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT VERY 

IMPORTANT 

 

18. If the tower was restricted in height so that only one mobile cellular carrier could be located on 

it, are you supportive that this carrier would have a monopoly and that all other residents would 

be forced to subscribe to that carrier in order to have improved cellular phone service? Circle 

your response. 

 

I SUPPORT A MONOPOLY I DO NOT SUPPORT A MONOPOLY NO OPINION 

 

 

19. If you are not in favor of having ALL THREE cell phone carriers to provide service in Marine on St 

Croix, Why?    

Space for hand-written response 

 

20. Additional prospective tenants on the cell phone tower include Midco (to provide improved 

wireless internet service) and Washington County Emergency Communications Center (to 

improve proprietary public safety systems). This would necessitate an additional 20-40 feet of 

space on the tower for their respective infrastructure. Would you support adding an additional 

20-40 feet to the tower height to accommodate this infrastructure, not to exceed a total tower 

height of 180 feet? Circle your response. 

YES   NO   I’M NOT SURE    NO PREFERENCE 

 

21. How much do you agree with this statement: Circle your response. 

 

“A cellular phone tower should be built in the City of Marine on St Croix.” 

 

STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE  AGREE 

STRONGLY AGREE 



 

 

22. How much do you agree with this statement: Circle your response. 

 

“If improving cell phone service in Marine on St Croix requires a minimum cell phone tower 
height of 100 feet then I do not support any cell phone tower in Marine.” 

 

STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE  AGREE 

STRONGLY AGREE 

 

 

23. If it is feasible, should the City pursue a “stealth” tower that looks like a pine tree? Circle your 

response. 

YES   NO   I’M NOT SURE  NO PREFERENCE 

24. If it is not feasible, should the City still pursue a tower even if it cannot be “stealth”? Circle your 

response. 

YES   NO   I’M NOT SURE  NO PREFERENCE 

 

25. When would you like to see a cellular phone tower built in Marine on St Croix? Circle your 

answer. 

 

AS SOON AS POSSIBLE 

 

FALL 2020 

 

SPRING 2021 

 

1-2 YEARS FROM NOW 

 

3-5 YEARS FROM NOW 

 

5+ YEARS FROM NOW 

 

NEVER 

 

Please note that prior to any decision being made, the Planning Commission will have to suggest 

changes to the City Zoning Ordinance regarding Ch. 408 (Wireless Communications), a Public Hearing 

conducted, and a vote would need to be taken by the City Council prior to entering into any agreement 

to build a cell phone tower in Marine on St Croix. 

 



Please utilize this space to provide any feedback you may have regarding your support of a cell tower, or 

your concerns with a cell tower. 

Space for hand-written response 

 






















