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CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX  
PLANNING COMMISSION  

MINUTES  

Tuesday, April  26, 2022 - 7:00pm 
121 Judd Street and Remotely 

 

Present: Chair Gerry Mrosla, Acting Chair Scott Spisak, Commissioners Kristina Smitten, 
Jennifer Henry, Ed Sanderson, Anna Hagstrom 
Absent: Commissioner Tim Casey 

Citizens Present: Lon Pardun, Glen Mills, Dawn Pennie, Christian Minich (Zoom), Wendy 
Ward (Zoom), Kevin Nyenhuis (Zoom), Steve Anderson (Vinco), Mike Bultsma (Vinco), Ron 
Mitchell (AT&T), Michael Towers 

Acting Chair Spisak called the meeting to order at 7:02 pm. 
 
Review of the Agenda 
Consensus to give Mrosla the floor after the approval of the minutes, and to add Historic District 
maps under Old Business. 

Approval of Minutes of March Meeting 
Mrosla moved and Sanderson seconded approval of the minutes of the March 29, 2022 City of 
Marine on St. Croix Planning Commission meeting as drafted. Motion approved unanimously. 

Update from Commissioner Mrosla 
Mrosla moved to recommend that council accept his resignation as chair, and appoint Spisak as 
chair. Mrosla will remain a member of the commission. Smitten seconded. Discussion: 
Commissioners Hagstrom and Spisak thanked Mrosla for his years of work and leadership. 
Spisak abstained from the vote. All others in favor. Motion passed. 
Moves to City Council for approval at the May meeting. 

Variance Application: Dawn Pennie �± 240 3rd St.  
�‡��For side yard setback to install driveway 

Ms. Pennie and contractor Christian Minich (Zoom) were in attendance to answer questions 
about plans to install a driveway The only available access encroaches on the 10-foot side yard 
setback, as the house and septic take up most of the front yard perimeter. Their plan puts the 
driveway 5.3 feet from the property line. The driveway will be made with permeable pavers. 
Pennie said they are now planning on putting in the carport sooner rather than later. The carport 
will need to meet city code via the regular building permit process or else Pennie would need to 
return for a variance. 

�6�S�L�V�D�N���U�H�S�R�U�W�H�G���W�K�D�W���&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�H�U���&�D�V�H�\���K�D�G���Y�L�V�L�W�H�G���W�K�H���V�L�W�H�����Q�R�W�L�Q�J���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���Q�H�L�J�K�E�R�U�¶�V��
driveway is also very close to the property line. The commission discussed whether the plan fit 
within the limit for impervious surface in the river district, how to count impervious surface, and 
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whether the setback is different for a structure than a driveway. The assistant clerk will follow up 
with a report to commissioners. 

Spisak moved and Henry seconded to set a public hearing for Dawn Pennie, 240 3rd St. for a 
variance for a side yard setback. 7:30 pm, May 31. Approved unanimously. 

5G Design Guidelines Update 
Commissioner Henry reported that she and Spisak have a meeting set up with consultant Carly Kehoe for 
May 3. The council set a budget of $5,000 for this work.  

Public Hearing - 4G Wireless Amendment 
�6�S�L�V�D�N���H�[�S�O�D�L�Q�H�G���W�K�D�W���Z�K�H�Q���W�K�H���F�X�U�U�H�Q�W�����*���R�U�G�L�Q�D�Q�F�H���Z�D�V���S�D�V�V�H�G���L�Q���2�F�W���������������L�W���G�L�G�Q�¶�W���H�[�S�O�L�F�L�W�O�\���O�L�V�W��
�³�Z�L�U�H�O�H�V�V���W�R�Z�H�U�´���D�V���D���F�R�Q�G�L�W�L�R�Q�D�O���X�V�H���L�Q���W�K�H���F�R�G�H�����7�K�H city attorney recommended clarifying which 
�G�L�V�W�U�L�F�W�V���Z�R�X�O�G���D�O�O�R�Z���W�K�L�V���D�V���D�Q���D�G�G�L�W�L�R�Q���X�Q�G�H�U���6�H�F�W�L�R�Q���������/�D�Q�G���8�V�H�����D�V���I�R�O�O�R�Z�V�����³�7�H�O�H�F�R�P�P�X�Q�L�F�D�W�L�R�Q��
towers and antennas may be allowed with a Conditional Use Permit within all zoning districts, subject to 
the restrictions in 408 Wireless Communication Towers and any other applicable requirements of this 
�F�R�G�H���´ 

Spisak opened the hearing for public comment at 7:31 pm. No comments. Closed at 7:31 
Sanderson moved and Smitten seconded to recommend that the 4G Wireless Communication Tower 
Ordinance be modified as stated in the redline draft. Approved unanimously. 
Will move to City Council for approval at the May meeting. 

Conditional Use Permit Application - Vinco 4G Cell Tower 
Spisak reported that Vinco had submitted its application. Steve Anderson and Mike Bultsma were in 
attendance to represent Vinco. Ron Mitchell, AT&T was in attendance to note that they are supporting the 
project. 

Commissioners and Vinco reviewed the application, discussing site selection, photo simulations, 
colocation, screening options, stealthing, structural load, and size of the area (60 x 60 foot fenced area; 
100 x 100 foot leased area). Smitten noted that the conditional use permit was a one-time application, 
though additional building would require normal building permits. The commission requested a new 
photo simulation for View 3, which they said seemed misdirected. Smitten suggested showing the view 
from a nearby park, which would have more public impact. Array size will depending on radio frequency 
�Q�H�H�G�V�����E�X�W���Z�L�O�O���E�H���V�L�P�L�O�D�U���W�R���Q�H�D�U�E�\���W�R�Z�H�U�V���V�R���V�H�U�Y�L�F�H���G�R�H�V�Q�¶�W���F�K�D�Q�J�H���Z�L�W�K�L�Q���W�K�H���J�H�Q�H�U�D�O���D�U�H�D�����)�L�U�V�W�1�H�W��
���S�X�E�O�L�F���V�D�I�H�W�\���F�R�P�P�X�Q�L�F�D�W�L�R�Q���Q�H�W�Z�R�U�N�����L�V���S�D�U�W���R�I���$�7�	�7�¶�V���V�\�V�W�H�P�����0�U�R�V�O�D���Z�R�Q�G�H�U�H�G���Z�K�H�W�K�H�U���S�H�R�S�O�H���R�Q��
Verizon and T-Mobile would see benefits. It depends on roaming and whether those carriers choose to 
strike a roaming agreement with AT&T, or add their own array to a tower. Vinco will own the tower and 
lease to the carriers.  

Marine resident Michael Towers asked about proposed utility easements on the drawing. These will be 
built within the existing public right of way easements. Any plans for the road or regarding road 
�F�R�Q�G�L�W�L�R�Q�V���Z�L�O�O���E�H���S�D�U�W���R�I���W�K�H���F�L�W�\�¶�V���Q�H�J�R�W�L�D�W�L�R�Q�V���Z�L�W�K���9�L�Q�F�R�� 

Spisak moved and Mrosla seconded to set a public hearing regarding a Conditional Use Permit for 
�9�L�Q�F�R�¶�V�����*���&�H�O�O���7�R�Z�H�U���$�S�S�O�L�F�D�W�L�R�Q�����0�D�\���������D�W�������S�P���L�Q���W�K�H���9�L�O�O�D�J�H���+�D�O�O�������������-�X�G�G���6�W�� Approved 
unanimously. 

Sanderson and Smitten will draft the Facts & Findings. 
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Old Business  
Zoning Code & DNR   
�‡���5�H�Y�L�H�Z���'�1�5���&�R�P�P�H�Q�W�V 
The Commission reviewed comments assigned to Smitten, who recommended looking further into them 
and potentially not making the changes. For Rooming Houses, Smitten suggested deleting the example.  

Questions for DNR: 
1. �$�F�F�H�V�V�R�U�\���$�S�D�U�W�P�H�Q�W�V�����:�K�\���Z�R�X�O�G�Q�¶�W���W�K�H�\���E�H���D�O�O�R�Z�H�G�"���:�K�D�W�¶�V���W�K�H���Q�H�J�D�W�L�Y�H���L�P�S�D�F�W���W�R���W�K�H��

�U�L�Y�H�U�Z�D�\���L�I���L�W�¶�V���Z�L�W�K�L�Q���D�Q���H�[�L�V�W�L�Q�J���V�W�U�X�F�W�X�U�H�" 
2. �:�K�H�U�H���V�W�D�W�X�W�H�V���D�U�H�Q�¶�W���F�L�W�H�G�����D�V�N���I�R�U���D���U�H�I�H�U�H�Q�F�H���R�U���P�R�U�H���G�H�W�D�L�O���R�Q���W�K�R�V�H�����:�H�¶�O�O���K�D�Y�H���W�R���F�R�Q�Q�H�F�W���W�K�H��

impacts to the community before making adjustments.  
3. 505.7: Higher standard �± why?  

Question for Attorney Snyder: 
1. �+�H�Q�U�\���Q�R�W�H�G���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���'�1�5���V�D�L�G���W�K�H���F�L�W�\�¶�V���V�X�E�V�W�D�Q�G�D�U�G���V�W�U�X�F�W�X�U�H�V���U�H�J�X�O�D�W�L�R�Q�����������������������Z�D�V�Q�¶�W��

consistent with state regulations.  

Smitten thanked John Goodfellow and the forestry committee for their feedback. Wetland regulations are 
�R�Q���W�K�H���F�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�¶�V���U�D�G�D�U�����E�X�W���D�U�H���Q�R�W���R�Q���W�K�H���O�L�V�W���R�I���L�P�P�H�G�L�D�W�H���D�F�W�L�R�Q���L�W�H�P�V�����'�L�V�F�X�V�V�L�R�Q���R�I���'�1�5��
comments will continue at the next meeting.  

�‡���&�R�P�S�D�U�H���6�H�F�W�L�R�Q�V�����������L�Q���=�R�Q�L�Q�J���&�R�G�H���D�Q�G���&�K�D�S�W�H�U���������&�L�W�\���2�U�G 
Address at a future meeting. 

�‡ Historic Maps 
The maps from the State Historic Preservation Office are rudimentary. Spisak would like a map from the 
engineers that is broad, but can be zoomed in for more detail. The assistant clerk will see what services 
we can get for free from the Met �&�R�X�Q�F�L�O�����6�+�3�2�����D�Q�G���:�D�V�K�L�Q�J�W�R�Q���&�R�X�Q�W�\�¶�V���*�,�6�����$���J�U�D�G���V�W�X�G�H�Q�W���P�D�\���E�H��
able to put maps together for a relatively low cost. Allison Slaats is a contractor doing GIS mapping. 

New Business  
�‡���5�R�O�H���R�I���W�K�H���3�O�D�Q�Q�L�Q�J���&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q 
Spisak noted that a recent presentation to the council suggested establishing a committee with a 
representative from the planning commission. In other cases, plans have gotten underway without input 
from the commission. The commission does want to help, but its role is not to join or monitor other 
committees. Committees should approach the commission for feedback and the commission will put 
together a brief response. Then groups can be more focused and their outcomes will be better. The 
�F�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q���Z�R�Q�¶�W���K�D�Y�H���W�R���E�H���W�K�H���E�H�D�U�H�U���R�I���E�D�G���Q�H�Z�V�����6�P�L�W�W�Hn suggested having committee 
representatives come to the commission quarterly or as needed. Another option is including the citizen 
committee minutes in PC packets. Spisak noted that the commission is also a historic district board 
according to the code. 
 

�‡���&�R�Q�V�X�O�W�D�Q�W���3�O�D�Q�Q�H�U���6�H�D�U�F�K 
�6�S�L�V�D�N���Z�L�O�O���W�D�N�H���D���V�W�D�E���D�W���D���I�L�U�V�W���G�U�D�I�W�����:�K�H�Q���L�W�¶�V���U�H�D�G�\�����W�K�H���F�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q���F�D�Q���S�U�H�V�H�Q�W���L�W���W�R���F�R�X�Q�F�L�O�����,�V�V�X�H�V��
include: comp plan, zoning ordinance, work plan items, cemetery siting. An option for funding is for 
applicants to pay an escrow and the planner would do the work with that money. Smitten said it would be 
helpful to have a certified planner review their work in some cases. Spisak agreed, saying the issues are 
�J�H�W�W�L�Q�J���P�R�U�H���F�R�P�S�O�H�[�����7�K�H�\�¶�G���O�L�N�H���W�R���H�Q�F�R�X�U�D�J�H���D�S�S�O�L�F�D�Q�W�V���Z�K�R���K�D�Ye familiarity with the riverway.  
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Adjournment 

Spisak moved and Mrosla seconded to adjourn at 9:37 pm. All in favor. Passed unanimously. 

Minutes taken by Suzanne Dammann, Assistant City Clerk 
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CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX  
PLANNING COMMISSION  

PUBLIC HEARING: CELL TOWER CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT  
MINUTES  

Monday, May 23, 2022 - 7:00pm 
121 Judd Street and via Zoom 

 

Present: Chair Scott Spisak, Commissioners Gerry Mrosla, Kristina Smitten, Ed Sanderson, 
Anna Hagstrom, Tim Casey 
Absent: Commissioner Jennifer Henry 

Citizens Present: Lon Pardun, Pat Pardun, Annie Moore, Gail Coolidge, Nate Timm 
���:�D�V�K�L�Q�J�W�R�Q���&�R�����6�K�H�U�L�I�I�¶�V���2�I�I�L�F�H�������-�R�K�Q���*�R�R�G�I�H�O�O�R�Z�����.�L�W�V�L���9�D�G�K�H�L�P�����/�D�U�U�\���0�D�U�W�L�Q�����0�D�U�\��
Fernstrum, Jon Fogelberg, Blair Ransom (Powder River Development), Michael Towers, Lizbeth 
Towers, Jessica Kofoid (AT&T), Ron Mitchell (AT&T), Steve Anderson (Vinco), Mike Bultsma 
(Vinco), Roger Lyle, Gerry Glomb, Gracy Waugh, John Waugh, Mark Kraske, Patte Kraske, 
Glen Mills, Charlie Anderson. On Zoom: Doris Petrie, Jim Kent, Joan Fogelberg, John Bowlin, 
Karen Poel, Karna, Marcia C., Mimi Staub Bowlin, Paulette, Mary Whitaker, Scott Iwen, Barb 
Casey 

 

Call to Order 
Chair Spisak called the meeting to order at 7:18 pm, noting that the meeting start was delayed. 

Introductory Comments from Chairman 
Spisak reviewed the history of the �F�H�O�O���W�R�Z�H�U���S�U�R�S�R�V�D�O�����L�Q�F�O�X�G�L�Q�J���X�S�G�D�W�L�Q�J���W�K�H���F�L�W�\�¶�V���Z�L�U�H�O�H�V�V��
ordinance, the site-consideration process, and the application before the commission. He noted 
that the commission would hear public comments at this meeting�����E�X�W���Z�R�X�O�G�Q�¶�W���P�D�N�H���L�W�V��
recommendation to council until �W�K�H���F�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�¶�V regular monthly meeting, May 31. 

Presentation of Application by Commission 
Commissioner Smitten �H�[�S�O�D�L�Q�H�G���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���F�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�¶�V���W�D�V�N���Z�D�V���W�R���U�H�Y�L�H�Z���W�K�H���D�S�S�O�L�F�D�W�L�R�Q���I�R�U��
consisten�F�\���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H���F�L�W�\�¶�V�����*���Z�L�U�H�O�H�V�V���R�U�G�L�Q�D�Q�F�H�����7�K�H���U�H�T�X�H�V�W���L�V���I�R�U���D���F�R�Q�G�L�W�L�R�Q�D�O���X�V�H���S�H�U�P�L�W���L�Q��
the Single Family Rural zoning district.  

Comments and Questions from Public 
Spisak opened hearing for comment at 7:24 pm. 

Michael Towers, 18000 St. Croix Trail N. (Stugas), expressed concerns about potential health 
issues, property use, and property values. Studies on the health effects of exposure to radio 
frequency emissions are not conclusive. Having a tower nearby is bound to turn some buyers 
away, lowering property values. Regarding land use, the northwest corner of the land owned by 
Stugas is only about 300 feet away �I�U�R�P���W�K�H���W�R�Z�H�U�����H�O�L�P�L�Q�D�W�L�Q�J���W�K�H���6�W�X�J�D�V�¶���F�K�D�Q�F�H���W�R���G�H�Y�H�O�R�S 
that land in the future. �0�U�����7�R�Z�H�U�V���V�D�L�G���L�W�¶�V���S�R�V�V�L�E�O�H���W�R have good cell service without a tower. 
He has a booster in his home and uses Verizon. He noted that a letter sent from AT&T said the 
company said �W�K�H�\���Z�R�Q�¶�W���J�R���I�R�U�Z�D�U�G���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H���S�O�D�Q unless it was at the compost. The letter was 
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written in March. When did the �S�O�D�Q�Q�L�Q�J���F�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q���N�Q�R�Z���R�I���W�K�L�V�"���6�P�L�W�W�H�Q���Q�R�W�H�G���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���F�L�W�\�¶�V��
review of 13 sites was not based on whether AT&T would locate there, but what would bring the 
best service to Marine. Spisak added the letter would likely have been forwarded to 
commissioners and council on the date of the letter or very shortly thereafter. 

John Goodfellow, 825 Pine Cone Trail, pointed out that the propagation maps on p. 20 and 23 
�D�U�H���V�K�R�Z���G�L�I�I�H�U�H�Q�W���D�U�H�D�V���R�I���F�R�Y�H�U�D�J�H���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H���S�U�R�S�R�V�H�G���W�R�Z�H�U�����:�K�D�W�¶�V���E�H�K�L�Q�G���W�K�H���L�Q�F�R�Q�V�L�V�W�H�Q�F�\�"��
On p. 31, View 5 photo simulation, the tower looks large. Is it to scale? Is it really going to be 
that big? The proposed tower is 180 feet. Could it be 150 feet �V�R���L�W�¶�V���Q�R�W���Y�L�V�L�E�O�H���I�U�R�P���W�K�H���U�L�Y�H�U�" 

Kitsi Vadheim�������������3�L�Q�H���&�R�Q�H���7�U�D�L�O�����V�H�F�R�Q�G�H�G���0�U�����*�R�R�G�I�H�O�O�R�Z�¶�V���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�V�� 

Jon Fogelberg, 18018 St. Croix Trail N. (Stugas), said the community is divided over the 
subject of the cell tower. He sees inconsistencies between the application and the ordinance that 
�K�H�¶�G���O�L�N�H���D�G�G�U�H�V�V�H�G. He sees 11 satellites overhead that could improve any problems with local 
communication system. The ordinance prohibits towers within ¼ mile of the park. The proposed 
tower is 600 feet from �2�¶�%�U�L�H�Q��State Park and will be visible from the park. The ordinance 
requires applicants to demonstrate �W�K�D�W���W�K�H���O�H�Y�H�O���R�I���V�H�U�Y�L�F�H���W�K�H�\���Z�R�X�O�G���E�U�L�Q�J���L�V�Q�¶�W���D�Y�D�L�O�D�E�O�H 
through current towers. Mr. Fogelberg gets excellent service with Sprint. He hopes his and 
�R�W�K�H�U�V�¶ written inquiries will be answered in writing through the clerk.  

Mary Fernstrum , 2183 Jackson Circle, believes the community needs a cell phone tower. As 
demonstrated during the pandemic with stay-at-home requirements, Marine needs connectivity.  

Larry Martin , 18010 St. Croix Trail N. (Stugas), �V�D�L�G���K�H�¶�V spoken before about RF emmissions 
and is now less anxious than before�����E�X�W���G�R�H�V�Q�¶�W��feel the people from the Stugas have been 
listened to. Mr. Martin remembers communications from AT&T two years ago listing the 
compost site as the proposed location. The citizen wireless infrastructure committee also selected 
that as the location, and a councilman told Mr. Martin he believed the compost site was the best 
location. One professor suggests that towers be built a minimum of 500 meters (1640 ft) from 
groups of homes to avoid liability if conclusive evidence is found in the future. No one consulted 
the Stuga residents about this decision. He feels only people in Marine who are in power are 
listened to.  

Gerry Glomb lives in Scandia but his office is in Marine and he owns a commercial property 
here. Mr. Glomb supports improved cell phone service in Marine and is agnostic as to where the 
tower goes. 

John Waugh, 551 Judd St�������V�D�L�G���K�H�¶�V lived here 25 years and has been able to communicate and 
do business overseas. He was able to call emergency services with AT&T as his cell carrier 
during a recent grass fire. He does not believe Marine needs a cell phone tower. 5G is coming. 
The city can do this without taking the Mondale nicks and cuts in the valley. Somerset built its 
tower farther away from the river in response to citizen feedback.  

Larry Martin  returned to the microphone to say there are workarounds and the city is handing 
Vinco something for free. He heard the city would get about $800/month in rent. One tower is 
the cheap solution, but the city could have smaller cells. 
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Marcia Carlisle, 18019 St. Croix Trail N. (Stugas), asked to clarify the height of the tower and 
whether there were stipulations that the company �F�D�Q�¶�W���P�D�N�H���L�W���W�D�O�O�H�U���D�W���D���O�D�W�H�U���G�D�W�H. �,�I���W�K�H�U�H�¶�V��
only going to be a 4G tower, why? Her understanding is that 4G will be obsolete in a few years, 
�L�I���L�W�¶�V���Q�R�W���D�O�U�H�D�G�\�� 

Larry Martin  said residents had been told the tower would be 180 feet, but there is going to be 
an additional 10-foot lightning rod on the tower. 

John Bowlin, owns 17790 St Croix Trail, Seconds concerns regarding property values, 
coverage, soon-to-be-obsolete character of tower, uncertain health effects. In addition, if the cell 
tower is placed at the compost site, the replacement drain field will have to be situated next to 
their property. This strikes Mr. Bowlin as terrible and completely unnecessary, because the drain 
�I�L�H�O�G���F�R�X�O�G���J�R���L�Q���W�K�H���Q�R�U�W�K�Z�H�V�W���F�R�U�Q�H�U���R�I���W�K�H���S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\���L�I���L�W���Z�H�U�H�Q�¶�W���I�R�U���W�K�H���W�R�Z�H�U�� �+�H���G�R�H�V�Q�¶�W��
believe any citizen of Marine should be expected to tolerate. 

Paulette Pueringer, 18011 St. Croix Trail N (Stugas), seconded the concerns of Mr. Bowlin and 
Stuga neighbors about having the cell phone tower so close to residences and impacts on the 
future drain field. She is opposed to the location. 

Chair Spisak invited Vinco to speak. Steve Anderson, CEO of Vinco, said from their 
perspective the application process including site selection had been very thorough. Vinco 
responded to the RFP issued by the city after the ordinance was adopted. The city investigated 
other locations, which were eliminated for various reasons. Vinco worked with city 
representatives and AT&T at the same time in determining whether the compost site was the best 
location. Regarding river protection, Vinco supports river protection also. From a propagation 
perspective, the best site for the tower would be the gazebo site. There has been work done to 
mitigate the visibility of the tower. Regarding a shorter tower, this was the height that was 
determined best based on propagation. Regarding RF emissions, Vinco is aware of the letter 
from the professor at Michigan Tech. This is not considered a peer-reviewed work. Regarding 
911 calls �± all networks are required to take 911 calls. In regards to 4G on the tower, �9�L�Q�F�R�¶�V���L�V��
able to install 4G and 5G on the tower.  

Mr. Fogelberg asked what the monthly revenue generated by the tower would be. Spisak said 
�W�K�D�W���K�D�G�Q�¶�W���E�H�H�Q���G�H�W�H�U�P�L�Q�H�G���\�H�W and �L�V�Q�¶�W���S�D�U�W���R�I���W�K�H���F�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�V���U�H�Y�L�H�Z. It will be part of the 
�F�L�W�\�¶�V���Q�H�J�R�W�L�D�W�L�R�Q�V���Z�L�W�K���9�L�Q�F�R���L�I���W�K�H�U�H���L�V���D�S�S�U�R�Y�D�O���R�I���W�K�H���&�8�3�� 

Spisak invited Jessica Kofoid , RF engineer for AT&T , to speak. Kofoid said AT&T was 
�S�O�D�Q�Q�L�Q�J���W�R���L�Q�V�W�D�O�O�����*���E�H�F�D�X�V�H���W�K�D�W�¶�V what the city wanted. If the city wants 5G later AT&T 
would likely upgrade equipment and software on the tower. They can install 5G on the big tower, 
shorter sites would have lover frequencies and travel shorter distances.  

Mr.  Towers said this is the first time many residents have heard about the possibility of 5G. 
Would that make the 4G tower obsolete? Ms. Koifoid said the city can choose to have 5G on the 
tower. We shorter cell sites they would likely need hundreds of small towers to provide coverage 
to the town. Mr. Towers asked, w�K�D�W�¶�V���W�K�H���G�L�V�W�D�Q�F�H���W�K�D�W�����*���L�V���H�I�I�H�F�W�L�Y�H? Ms. Kofoid said 5G is 



 

PLANNING COMMISSION TERMS: Anna Hagstrom, Jennifer Henry �t 12/31/2022; Ed Sanderson, Tim 
Casey �t 12/31/2023; Gerry Mrosla, Kristina Smitten, Scott Spisak �t 12/31/2024 

faster, and they could install �L�W���R�Q���W�K�H���W�R�Z�H�U���R�U���R�Q���D���V�K�R�U�W�H�U���V�L�W�H�����,���K�D�Y�H�Q�¶�W���K�H�D�U�G���W�K�D�W���\�R�X���Q�H�H�G���D��
taller tower, but wherever they have smaller sites, taller towers are already in place. 

Mr. Martin  asked whether the tower could be moved a few hundred feet to the west? Kofoid 
would be willing to create a propagation map. Spisak said propagation would likely be quite 
similar. 

Spisak requested any comments with new information.  

Mr. Towers said because this is the first mention of 5G in relation to this project, he believes it 
would be incumbent on the planning commission to at least explore the possibility of 
implementing 5G as soon as possible rather than installing a tower.  

Mr.  Anderson (Vinco) said in regards to 5G the number of short poles that would be required in 
Marine would require hundreds of small towers. From an economic perspective, no carrier would 
make that investment. I�W�¶�V���U�H�D�O�O�\���Q�R�W���D viable option. 

Spisak closed the public hearing at 8:11 pm  

Discussion by Commission 
Spisak noted that the commission would make its decision at the planning commission meeting.  

Adjournment 
Mrosla moved and Casey seconded to adjourn at 8:12 pm. All in favor. Passed unanimously. 

Minutes taken by Suzanne Dammann, Assistant City Clerk 
Written comments and submissions attached below. 



 

Sent: May 2, 2022, at 12:35 PM 
Subject: Letter to Mayor Nyenhuis to all Council Members and Plan Commission members 

 

 Dear Mayor: 

There is no good reason to build a cell tower that defaces the expensively restored prairie at the nearby 
state park, raises health concerns, divides a small town pitting one neighborhood against another, and 
gives some city government officials a looming conflict of interest. 

 Is it that the city is scrambling for revenue due to mounting expenditures downstream from its 
incredible decision to buy the school for $1,000,000? If so, please be straightforward.  Just as incredible: 
�š�Z�������]�š�Ç���]�•�������u�}�P�Œ���‰�Z�]�����o�o�Ç���}�v�����}�(���š�Z�������o�����•�š���]�v���š�Z�����•�š���š���X�����o�•�}�U�����Œ���v�[�š���š�Z���Œ�����À���Œ�Ç���(���Á���•���Z�}�}�o�����P�����l�]���•���]�v��
Marine with only about 350 taxpayers? 

Bu�š���(�}�Œ���š�Z�����•���l�����}�(�����Œ�P�µ�u���v�š�U���o���š�[�•���]�P�v�}�Œ�������o�o���}�(���š�Z���������}�À�����(�}�Œ���š�Z�����u�}�u���v�š�����v�����Œ�����µ�������š�Z�������Œ�P�µ�u���v�š���š�}��
the functional.  Can the citizens of Marine expect access to high quality digital communications anyway?  

�/�š�[�•���u�Ç�������o�]���(���š�Z���Ç�������v�U���Ç���•�U���^�š���Œ�o�]�v�l�������v���‰�Œ�}�À�]���� such communications immediately via satellite and they 
will soon add a breakthrough satellite phone service!  

If you have not investigated the possibility of Starlink providing telecommunications to Marine citizens 
you have not yet done due diligence. And Wi-Fi phone service has been available all along! 

 Do not go forward with the construction of a cell tower.  That would be an ill-informed decision that 
would make our pleasant little town a laughingstock. This is just the kind of story certain big media 
would love to have fun with. 

 Thank you for all your work on behalf of Marine.  I know your job is difficult.  But please drop your 
support for the ill-fated cell tower. 

  

 Jim Mortwedt 

 Marine on St. Croix 





Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 7:29 PM 
Subject: Proposed cell tower in Marine on St Croix 

 

Dear Mr. Mayor and members of the Marine Planning Commission: 

 

My name is John Bowlin.  My wife (Mimi) and I purchased the house at 17790 St. Croix Trail North last 
August.  Juli Hagstrom was the previous owner.  We live in New Jersey, but we have a long-standing 
connection to the St. Croix river valley.  We have a place in Otisville, which has been in our family for 5 
decades and which we visit every summer and fall.  Right now, there are tenants in the Marine house, 
but we intend to retire there before too long.   

We write to oppose the proposal to place a cell tower at the city compost site.  We do so for a number 
of reasons.   

1.  Property values.  A cell tower at that site, so close our house, will negatively impact our the value of 
our property.  This should be obvious, but perhaps it needs to be said.  These same negative impacts will 
also be felt by our neighbors at the Stugas.  This is something that no other property owner in Marine 
would tolerate or be expected to tolerate. 

2. Visual effects.  You will notice that, of the five views of a potential tower listed �]�v���s�]�v���}�[�•�����}�v���]�š�]�}�v���o��
use permit application, none regard the tower from the boundary of our property, or from the Stugas, 
�}�Œ���(�Œ�}�u���š�Z�������}�u�‰�}�•�š���Œ�}�����X�����d�Z�]�•���P�]�À���•���š�Z�������]�š�]�Ì���v�•���}�(���D���Œ�]�v�������v���]�v�������µ�Œ���š�����‰�]���š�µ�Œ�����}�(���š�Z�����š�}�Á���Œ�[�•�������š�µ���o��
visual effects.  From the back door of our house, we would have a direct view the tower.  Across every 
day, it would loom in our visual field.  Again, this is something that no other property owner in Marine 
would tolerate or be expected to tolerate. 

3. Drain field.  Placing a cell tower in the compost site will eventually compel the city to move its drain 
�(�]���o�����š�}���š�Z�������}�Œ�����Œ���}�(���}�µ�Œ���‰�Œ�}�‰���Œ�š�Ç�X�����/���Œ���(���Œ���š�}���š�Z�����o���•�š���‰���P�����}�(���s�]�v���}�[�•�����}�v���]�š�]�}�v���o���µ�•�����‰���Œ�u�]�š�����‰�‰�o�]�����š�]�}�v�X����
A city drain field tucked right up to our property line would be terrible, something (again) that no other 
property owner in Marine would tolerate or be expected to tolerate.  If the cell power is not placed in 
the compost site, the replacement drain field could be tucked into north west corner of the compost 
site, away from both our property and the Stugas.   

But note, the crucial point is this: by placing the cell tower at the compost site the city will be 
disadvantaging me and my family twice: once with the placement of the tower, and again with the 
placement of the drain field.    

4.  Health effects. A cell tower placed so close to our house and to the Stugas has a potential to 
negatively impact our health and the health of our immediate neighbors.  As you may know, the data on 
the causal connections between cell tower radiation and various health deficits are inconclusive.  They 
point in different directions.  But given that uncertainty, and the gravity of the potential health deficits, 
it would be irresponsible to place a cell tower so close to human dwellings. 

5.  Cove�Œ���P���X�����,���Œ�����š�Z���Œ�������Œ�����š�Á�}���‰�}�]�v�š�•�X�����&�]�Œ�•�š�U���}�v���‰���P�����î�ì���}�(���s�]�v���}�[�•�����‰�‰�o�]�����š�]�}�v�U���Á�����(�]�v�����u���‰�•���}�(��
existing cellular coverage and likely coverage if/when a tower is placed in the compost lot.  We do not 



find equivalent maps for the other potential sites.  Crucially, we do not find equivalent maps for other 
potential sites.  Here I have in mind sites 1, 3, 8, and 12.  This makes comparative judgments impossible 
to make.  How then can a decision be responsibly made? 

�^�����}�v���U���š�Z�������}�À���Œ���P�����u���‰�•���]�v���o�µ���������]�v���s�]�v���}�[�•�����‰�‰lication regard ATT service alone.  Since we are not 
offered equivalent coverage maps from the other carriers (Sprint, Verizon, T-Mobile), the maps provided 
�P�]�À���������‰�}�š���v�š�]���o�o�Ç���(���o�•�����]�u�‰�Œ���•�•�]�}�v�X�����d�Z���Ç���µ�v�(���]�Œ�o�Ç���š�]�o�š���š�Z�������Œ�P�µ�u���v�š���]�v�����d�d�[�•���(���À�}�Œ�X�������µ�š���Á�Z�Ç�����}���šhat? 

�ò�X�����K�š�Z���Œ���}�‰�š�]�}�v�•�X�����,���Œ�����/���Œ���(���Œ���š�}���š�Z�����}�‰�š�]�}�v�•�����]�•���µ�•�•�������]�v���‰�}�]�v�š���ð���}�(���:�}�v���&�}�P���o�����Œ�P�[�•�����‰�Œ�]�o���î�ñ�U���î�ì�î�î���o���š�š���Œ��
to the Marine Planning Commission.  But I would suggest a few others.   

a) If it is fact the case that carriers other than ATT offer sufficient coverage in Marine, then perhaps the 
town council could, with the consent of the voters, approach one of those carriers and strike a deal: you 
improve your service and we will guarantee a customer base.   

b) Surely there are other landowners in May township who could be approached, who may be willing to 
have the tower placed on their acreage. 

But the crucial point is this.  Since the placement of the tower unfairly disadvantages some citizens of 
Marine while benefiting others, since it pits one section of town against others, dividing our little village 
in a political age already riven with toxic divisions�v why go forward?  Why not (instead) take the 
necessary time, expend the necessary creativity, and come up with an alternative?   

�W���Œ�Z���‰�•���Ç�}�µ���Á�]�o�o���•���Ç���^���������µ�•�����Á�����Z���À�������o�Œ�������Ç���Á���]�š�������š�}�}���o�}�v�P���(�}�Œ���]�u�‰�Œ�}�À�����������o�o���•���Œ�À�]�����X�_�����d�}���Á�Z�]���Z���/��
reply, it is never too late to do the right thing. 

 

Respectfully yours, 

John Bowlin 

 



Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 11:12 AM 
Subject: Comments for the Cell Tower Hearing 
 
Dear Mayor Nyenhuis, Council Members and Planning Commission Members, 
 
We have a few questions and comments regarding the proposed cell tower to be built at the city 
compost site.   
 
The big question is:  �Á�Z���š���]�•���š�Z�������]�š�Ç�[�•���P�}���o���Œ���P���Œ���]�v�P�����������o�o���š�}�Á���Œ���(�}�Œ�������‰�}�‰�µ�o���š�]�}�v���}�(���ó�ì�ì���‰���}�‰�o���M  Under 
the current proposed plan, AT&T is the only provider scheduled to locate on this tower for a very small 
subset of customers.  
 
Will this AT&T tower offer any benefits to Marine Verizon and TMobile customers?  The short answer is 
no per Ron Mitchell of AT&T.  Verizon and TMobile can offer enhanced signal strength if they choose to 
co-locate on the tower, but Vinco does not have any commitments from these two providers. And it is 
�µ�v���o�����Œ���Á�Z�}���Á�}�µ�o�������À���v�������À�}�����š�����(�}�Œ���š�Z���•�����‰�Œ�}�À�]�����Œ�•���š�}���o�}�����š�����}�v�������]�š���]�•���}�(�(���Œ�������]�v���^�š�Z���]�Œ�����µ���P���š�����Ç���o���X�_�� 
 
And the million dollar question is why would Verizon or TMobile even want to co-locate on a Marine 
tower at the compost site?  The Marine compost site elevation is 870ft.  The Paul Ave/May Township 
Verizon tower located 2.2 miles away from Marine is at 923ft.  The TMobile tower located 2.7 miles 
away in Osceola, WI is at 935ft.  Why would they invest to co-locate on a tower with less elevation, 
located less than 3 miles away from their current structures?   
https://www.antennasearch.com/HTML/search/search.php?address=marine+on+saint+croix 
 
Washington County emergency services is not co-locating on the tower, the compost site elevation 
height does not work for their needs.  
 
�/�•���š�Z�������]�š�Ç�[�•���u���•�•���P�]�v�P���š�Œ�Ç�]�v�P���š�}�����}�v�À�]�v�������(�}�o�l�•���š�}���u�}�À�����}�À���Œ���š�}�����d�˜�d�M  �t�����Á�}�v�[�š�����À���v���(�]�vd out if AT&T 
will offer a battery back-up until the City signs an agreement.  Lease details are only negotiated after the 
City signs an agreement.  Will the City even benefit financially from this project?   
 
We invite you to listen to the replay of the April 26th Marine Planning Commission meeting, fast 
forward to minute 1:12.  �d�Z�]�•���]�•���Á�Z���Œ�������d���˜���d�����v�����s�]�v���}���š���o�l�������}�µ�š���^�]�(���s���Œ�]�Ì�}�v�����v�����d�D�}���]�o�����Á���Œ�����š�}��
choose to co-�o�}�����š�����}�v���š�Z�����š�}�Á���Œ�X�_�� Nothing is in the works to have them as co-locators! 
 
City leaders hav�����•�š���š�������^�Á�����v���������š�}���•�š���Œ�š���•�}�u���Á�Z���Œ���X�_���d�Z���š���]�•���(�]�v���U���]�(���Á�����Z���À���������•�š�Œ�}�v�P���‰�o���v���š�}����������
�}�š�Z���Œ�����µ�•�š�}�u���Œ�•���š�}���š�Z�����š�}�Á���Œ�U�����µ�š���Á�������}�v�[�š�����v�����À���Œ�Ç���µ�v���o�����Œ���]�(�����v�Ç�}�v�����]�•�������À�}�����š�]�v�P���(�}�Œ���š�Z�]�•�X���/�š�����o�u�}�•�š��
�(�����o�•���o�]�l�����^�Á�������Œ�������Z�����l�]�v�P���������}�Æ�_���š�}���‰�µ�š���µ�‰�������u���š���o���í�ô�ì���(�š�������o�o���š�}wer and not fulfilling the objectives to 
really enhance cell coverage for the betterment of our 700 population.   
 
�/�(���š�Z�]�•���‰�Œ�}�i�����š���P�}���•���(�}�Œ�Á���Œ���U���š�Z�������]�š�Ç���o���������Œ�[�•���Z���À���������o�}�š���}�(�����Æ�‰�o���]�v�]�v�P���š�}�����}���š�}���š�Z�������]�š�]�Ì���v�•���}�(���D���Œ�]�v���X  This 
is all we have heard about since December of 2019, that Marine is working on a cell tower.  And now the 
only deliverable is an enhanced AT&T signal, a better AT&T propagation to downtown and a bunch of 
unknown wants. In addition, we are putting the current drainfield at risk because of construction. 
 
Do your own research on satellite technology, this technology is right around the corner. This proposed 
project is for a very small subset of folks. Why are we even going forward with this?  

https://www.antennasearch.com/HTML/search/search.php?address=marine+on+saint+croix


We propose that you go back to the drawing board and revisit other sites that would welcome having 
providers co-�o�}�����š�����}�Œ���Á���]�š���(�}�Œ���•���š���o�o�]�š�����š�����Z�v�}�o�}�P�Ç���š�}�����v�Z���v�����������o�o���•�]�P�v���o���•�š�Œ���v�P�š�Z�X�����}���]�š���Œ�]�P�Z�š���}�Œ�����}�v�[�š�����}��
it all! 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Mary Burke and Roger Lyle 
Marine on St. Croix 



Sent: Wed 5/18/2022 8:38 PM 
Subject: CELL TOWER CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT  

 

My name is Jon Fogelberg and I am the current President of the Marine Stugas Association. Our 
Association owns the land on the hill adjoining the proposed cell tower site. We currently use this land 
as a pet walking area and for our hiking activity. Our ownership of this land has not been recognized by 
the Planning Commission and we fear that the proposed tower will both limit the use of our land and 
obviously lower the property value of the land and limit future potential use as a recreation site. Please 
do not approve the use permit until this conflict is recognized and analyzed. As you may know, we are a 
retirement community for ages 55+ and many of our townhome owners have grave concerns about 
building the tower so close to our land. We are also concerned about the health of city workers or 
contractors who work around the drain field site, cutting the grass, and other maintenance issues. A 
related issue is that I understand the tower footprint will be 100' by 100' or 10,000 square feet. Will not 
this have a negative impact on expanding the drain field site which is reaching its capacity limit and age 
limit? The current site is bounded by the William O'Brien State Park land and our Association land. Is 
there enough room for future expansion of the drain field or what other contingency plans exist? 

There are so many existing alternatives to a cell phone tower it is difficult for some of us to support its 
construction unless we have greater transparency and understanding. The brand new Elon Musk Starlink 
satellite system is now available in Marine and could easily solve any of the safety or access concerns 
that caused the study of a cell phone tower to be initiated in the first place. Have you looked into this 
new system? You should. 

The only obvious beneficiary of a new tower is AT&T. Their current service level is poor for reasons only 
they understand. Please table this project and rethink it! 

I know and recognize the time and effort you have in this project. Considering the downside of an ugly 
tower in our community, I urge you to table or reject this project. Thanks! 

 

Jon Fogelberg 
Marine on St. Croix 



Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 9:20 AM 
Subject: Cell Tower 

TO: Marine Planning Commission 
       c/o City Clerk 
       mosc@cityofmarine.org 
  
RE: Vinco Inc. 
       Proposal Number: MOSC-2022-1 
      Dated April 25, 2022 
  
1) What are the elevations of the existing towers mentioned in the subject report? 

2) What are the current "blind spots" from which the need for a cell tower originated? Please list by 
approximate Latitude and Longitude similar to those of the proposed tower cited under PROJECT 
INFORMATION. 

3) Are the "blind spots" identified in Question #2 above identical for all existing carriers (AT&T, Sprint, 
Verizon, Other)? 
If not, please identify each blind spot by carrier name. 

4) Assuming technological change since the cell tower study was initiated, have any of these possible 
alternative solutions, directly or in combination, been explored by the Planning Commission to correct 
any or all of the blind spots listed in Question #2 and Question #3 above? 
         a) Use of existing landlines? 
         b) Use of Midco (Mid-Continent) cable and Midco Wi-fi? 
                  1) For residences? 
                  2) For downtown city-wide Wi-fi? 
         c) Adding residential boosters to enhance existing carriers' propagation? 
         d) Recommend changing carriers to residential owners? 
             1) Using an existing tower or  
                 2) demolishing the same and constructing a more prominent tower on the same site? 
            f) Adding or using the New Starlink satellite system, now available to Marine citizens in zip code 
55047? Either directly or in combination with the existing solutions listed in 4. a) through 4. e) above? 

5) Have any citizens communicated other possible solutions via email, petitions, or voice during public 
meetings, and may we have access to these communications, whatever their format? 

6) Have the mayor, council members, or planning committee members communicated other possible 
solutions via email, petitions, or voice during private or public meetings, and may we have access to 
these communications, whatever their format? 

7) Has AT&T or Vinco indicated what rent they are willing to pay to Marine if a tower is constructed? Is 
there a minimum acceptable rent established by the City of Marine? 
 
Jon Fogelberg 
Marine on St. Croix 



Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 1:56 PM 
Subject: Comments for Cell Tower Public Hearing on Monday 
 
I will be traveling next week and not be able to attend the public hearing on the cell tower.  If there is an 
opportunity to read the following at the meeting, I would be most grateful. 
 
City Council Members, Planning Commission and fellow citizens of Marine, 
 
You know that I have been working on this Cell Tower Sub-committee  for the past many months - 
�•�����l�]�v�P���š�}���‰�µ�š�������š�������Œ�}�µ�v�����š�Z�����}�‰�‰�}�Œ�š�µ�v�]�š�Ç�����v�����š�Z�����‰�Œ�]�}�Œ�]�š�Ç���(�}�Œ���]�š�[�•���]�u�‰�}�Œ�š���v�������(�}�Œ���š�Z�����•���(���š�Ç�����v����
connectivity for work and home. 
We�[�À�����Z�������š�Z�Œ���������u���Œ�P���v���Ç�����À���v�š�•���]�v���š�Z�����‰���•�š���Á�����l���š�Z���š���Z���À�����u���������š�Z�]�•���]�v���Œ�����]���o�Ç���‰���Œ�•�}�v���o�����v�����u�}�Œ����
important for us to move forward. 
 
1) May 10 - Grass Fire between Judd Street and Highway 95 at 230pm.  I heard the siren sound, followed 
by a lot of commotion outside.  When I looked out my second floor window there were flames all across 
the marsh area.  John was at work, my car was at J-Rods.  All I could think about as the 3 fire 
departments showed up and parked in front of our house, was the images of wildfires and how to make 
sure I was prepared to evacuate if needed.  I was at the end of my driveway trying to assess that 
likelihood - and frantically trying to text John, call a friend to help me get my car, and be 
prepared.  None of my texts or calls were able to go through.  I had to run back and forth to the house in 
order to be safe, and be ready.  Thanks to the Marine, Scandia and DNR Fire departments, we were all 
safe. 
 
2) May 18 - Tree blowdown knocking out power lines at 730pm.  We had an isolated but strong straight-
line wind and downburst come through out of nowhere. During the downpour we heard a loud crash, 
followed by popping.  Once again I looked out my second story window to see fire.  John called 911 and 
they already knew about the downed power line.  Two of my neighbors on the west side of the street, 
�À���Œ�Ç�����o�}�•�����š�}���š�Z�����o�]�v���U���Œ���v�����v�����•�Z���o�š���Œ���������š���/�Œ���v���[�•���‰�}�Œ���Z�X�� Again, we were in our driveway trying to 
assess risk and what we would need to do to help our neighbors be safe, as well as our collective homes 
and vehicles - which were very close.  Once again there was no cell service available.  I was trying to call 
Irene who was working out of town and not able to reach her.  And then once the power went out, we 
were without communication for the rest of the night - as frontier was having issues as well. 
 
3) May 11 - Severe Thunderstorm Warning Siren.  Our landline phone went out due to lightning in this 
storm.  Because we had power (and therefore wifi) we were able to maintain connectivity - thankfully. 
 
These are three very concrete and real scenarios that happened in our town, and the kind of things that 
are increasingly likely to happen again.  I need to give a BIG shout out to the Marine Fire Department 
who was on site quickly - we are so lucky to have them. 
 
I urge us to move forward with the tower as quickly and responsibly as possible. 
sara 
 
 
Sara Rottunda 
Marine on St. Croix 



May 23, 2022 12:41 PM 
Subject: Cell Tower CUP feedback 
 
Greetings: 
 
Unfortunately I cannot make the CUP public hearing because I am on business travel, so I cannot provide 
my feedback, which is exactly as it has always been.  
 
It is critical for public safety, commerce, and the liberty and well being of our citizens to have the badly 
needed cellular infrastructure we have lacked for so long. 
 
On a personal note, my 17 year old son Mac lost his best friend in a tragic drowning accident on the river 
a few weeks ago. His friend (Suleiman) jumped in after another friend was struggling, and then slipped 
under the water. My son dove trying to get him, but was unsuccessful. It is a devastating loss, for my 
son, Suleiman's family, and so may others.  
 
In such situations... minutes matter. If there is an emergency in our town, or nearby on the river, there 
should be the ability to reliably get help fast. It is literally a matter of life or death. I appeal to the PC 
 
The process of site selection has been rigorous, and the guidance to commercial vendors on the 
requirements and processes made very clear. 
 
It is time to move forward with this very important improvement to our town, and to do so with 
expedience appropriate to the process. To do otherwise is not in the best interest of our town and 
citizens at large. 
 
Regards, 
 
_Dana 
 
Dana Vannen Anderson 
Marine on St. Croix 
 



May 23, 2022 10:23 AM 
Subject: Electromagnetic Radiation from Cellphone Towers: A Potential Health Hazard for Birds, Bees, 
and Humans | IntechOpen 
 
Please distribute this report to the mayor, council, and planning commission members along with this 
comment: 
 
The government and carriers state that it is inconclusive regarding cell phone tower radiation on the 
health impact on humans. However, the government is in the process of selling $90 billion in new 
wavelength licenses and it is not in their best interest, nor that of the carriers, to advertise such 
potential adverse effects.  
Remember how long tobacco companies knew tobacco caused lung cancer before it became common 
knowledge. Remember how oil companies knew fossil fuels caused climate change before it became 
common knowledge. And how long did asbestos companies know the adverse impact on lungs before 
their enormous $ settlements.  
 
Big companies do not reveal knowledge that could negatively impact their companies profits. The 
carriers know right now whether these towers impact human health. If the answer is that towers do not 
adversely human health, the companies would have gone public with this fact years ago. The fact that 
they have not released this information is that they must have an adverse impact on human health. 
�W�o�����•�������}���v�}�š�����µ�Ç���š�Z�����^�]�v���}�v���o�µ�•�]�À���_�����Œ�P�µ�u���v�š�X 
 
Jon Fogelberg 
Marine on St. Croix 
https://www.intechopen.com/chapters/60604 
 

https://www.intechopen.com/chapters/60604


Monday, May 23, 2022 
 
Dear Mr. Mayor, City Council and Planning Commission members, 
 
�t���[�Œ�� writing to you as your neighbors. �t���[�Œ�� writing to you as residents of the Marine Stugas, 
neighbors of the compost site which has been selected as the new cell tower site.  Deep feelings 
accompany this topic therefore I will separate facts from feelings. 
 
Facts: 
A cell tower will negatively affect our property values in the Stugas and those of our close neighbors. 
 
A cell tower will be highly visible to the Stugas residents and our close neighbors. 
 
���������o�o���š�}�Á���Œ���Á�]�o�o���]�v�š�Œ�}���µ�������Z�����o�š�Z���Œ�]�•�l�•�X���^�}���(���Œ�U�����À���Œ�Ç���}�Œ�P���v�]�Ì���š�]�}�v���Á���[�À�����Œ���•�����Œ���Z�������•�š���š���•���š�Z���š���u�}�Œ����
research is needed to determine the safety/health risks of living close to a cell tower.  
 
Studies about the effect of RF waves from cell towers have been done in Germany, Israel, Spain, Brazil, 
and other countries. Their separate findings, though not identical, have significant areas of overlap 
linking health risks and proximity to cell towers. In general, the greater the distance from a cell tower 
�����•�����•�š���š�]�}�v�U���š�Z�����•���(���Œ�����v���]�v���]�À�]���µ���o���]�•�X���d�Z�������]�•�š���v���������}�u�u�}�v�o�Ç���(�}�µ�v�����š�}���������^�•���(���_���]�•���ð�ì�ì���u���š���Œ�•�U��
rounded to 1,300 feet. 
 
The distance from the proposed site of the cell tower to the Stugas is in one instance, less than 900 feet, 
and for the other units, under 1,000 feet. 
 
The proposed site is 1,300 feet away from the nearest city council/planning commission member. 
 
The proposed compost site presents no negative effects to the residences of the mayor, or any city 
council or planning commission members. 
 
The Stugas residents already do water tests every 3 months due to the risk of living just downhill from 
the city drain field. 
 
Feelings: 
�������Œ���v���]�P�Z���}�Œ�•�U���Á���[�Œ����glad �š�Z���š���Ç�}�µ�����}�v�[�š���o�]�À�����v�����Œ���š�Z�����‰�Œ�}�‰�}�•�������•�]�š�����}�(���š�Z�����v���Á�������o�o���š�}�Á���Œ�U�����������µ�•�����Á����
care about your well-�����]�v�P�X���t�������}�v�[�š���Á���v�š���Ç�}�µ���š�}���������Œ�����v�Ç���v���P���š�]�À�������(�(�����š�•���š�Z���š���Á���U���}�µ�Œ�•���o�À���•�U�����Œ�����v�}�š��
willing to incur. 
 
We have trusted �Ç�}�µ�U�����v�����Á���v�š���š�}�����}�v�š�]�v�µ�����š�}���š�Œ�µ�•�š���Ç�}�µ�X���z�}�µ���•�‰�}�l�����}�(���^�š�Œ���v�•�‰���Œ���v���Ç�_�����š���š�Z�����}�‰���v���Z�}�µ�•����
�u�����š�]�v�P���]�v���D���Œ���Z�X���t�����Á���v�š���š�}���š�Z�]�v�l���Ç�}�µ�[�Œ�����š�Œ���v�•�‰���Œ���v�š�X�����š���š�Z�����•���u�����š�]�u���U���š�Z���Œ�����Á���Œ�����v�}�š���‰�Œ�}�‰���P���š�]�}�v��
charts presented for all the sites said to be considered. Could that possibly be because AT&T had already 
made clear to the city that they were interested in renting space on a cell tower here only if the tower 
was at the compost site? Surprisingly, there were no propagation charts for the city garage site, which is 
coincidentally near Jackson Meadow where the mayor and at least three other members of the city 
council/planning commission reside (a planning commission which was appointed, not elected, and 
included not one person from the neighborhood adjoining the compost site.) Well, you see how this 
���‰�‰�����Œ�•�U���Œ�]�P�Z�š�M�����µ�š���•�]�v�������š�Z�]�v�P�•�����Œ�����v�}�š�����o�Á���Ç�•�����•���š�Z���Ç�����‰�‰�����Œ�U���Á���[�Œ�����v�}�š���i�µ�u�‰�]�v�P���š�}�����}�v���o�µ�•�]�}�v�•�X��
Nevertheless, it does add to the importance of complete transparency, so our beloved neighborhood 



can know the planning commission d�]���v�[�š���i�µ�•�š���P�}���š�Z�Œ�}�µ�P�Z���š�Z�����u�}�š�]�}�v�•���Á�]�š�Z�������‰�Œ���(���Œ�Œ�������}�µ�š���}�u�������o�Œ�������Ç��
in mind.  
 
We acknowledge this is a difficult task for the planning commission, and appreciate your willingness to 
tackle it. N�}�š�����À���Œ�Ç�}�v�����Á�]�o�o���P���š�����Æ�����š�o�Ç���Á�Z���š���š�Z���Ç���Á���v�š�X���,�}�Á���À���Œ�U���Á���[�Œ�������o�•�}�����}�v�(�]�����v�š�������l�]�v�����•�}�o�µ�š�]�}�v��
can be found if there is a willingness to take the time to put each other first and compromise a bit. 
Perhaps it would be possible for citizens of the Stugas and Marine to donate funds to buy property near 
or adjacent to the compost site for a tower that would be 1,300 feet from all of us, mitigating at least 
�}�v�����}�(���š�Z�����(�����š�}�Œ�•�X���W�o�����•�������}�v�[�š���o�����À�����}�µ�Œ���v���]�P�Z���}�Œ�Z�}�}�����}�µ�š���}�(���š�Z�����‰�Œ�}�����•�•�U�����•���Á�����Z���À�����������v�����Æ���o�µ��������
so far.  
 
We residents of the Stugas have a lot to offer. We are not a group of irrelevant old people who are one 
step away from the nursing home. We want to add value to our town. Collectively, we have life 
experiences, education, and professional expertise that ranges further than you may expect. At the 
same time, we are in a vulnerable season of life.  
 
Please, dear ones, do not expose us to the cumulative effect of placing a cell tower so near to us, 
burdening us with both the cell tower consequences and the drain field risks. With the single act of 
placing the cell tower at the proposed site, our well-being would suffer significant loss ���•�Y 

�x Our property values would be reduced. 
�x We would be exposed to the risk of health consequences that are as yet inadequately 

understood. 
�x It removes options for developing �^�š�µ�P���•�[ land only 300 feet from the proposed tower site. 
�x The prairie planting project in the state park that we all enjoy would be degraded. 
�x The Stuga neighborhood would lose the feeling that we are a valued part of the city. 

 
We will continue to care about you and want the best for you whatever the outcome. After all, one part 
�}�(���}�µ�Œ���������Œ���o�]�š�š�o�����š�}�Á�v�������v�v�}�š���•���Ç���š�}�����v�}�š�Z���Œ���‰���Œ�š�U���^�t�������}�v�[�š���v���������Ç�}�µ�X�_���^�µ�Œ���o�Ç�U���Á���������v�����o�o���Á�}�Œ�l��
together, as in the past, for the good of all who live in Marine. 
 
Respectfully and lovingly, 
 
Lizabeth and Michael Towers 
Marine on St. Croix 
 
 
 
 
 





















Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2022 1:39 PM 
Subject: Cell Tower 

 
TO:  Mayor 
            Council Members 
            Planning Commission Members 
 
CC:      Concerned Citizens (who provided written comments) 
 

Cell Tower 

Following my attendance at the May 23, 2022 "Public Hearing: Cell Tower Conditional Use Permit," 
meeting I recommend the city drop this project. 

The attendees at the meeting spoke against the tower but, more importantly, notice who did not 
attend: 

The Fire Dept., the Police Dept., Washington County, the Minnesota DNR, local businesses, commuters, 
and residents clamoring for better cell service. If there was a need for the tower, these would be the 
groups who should attend to speak out for the tower. One businessperson spoke up for better coverage; 
in a private conversation later, he told me he had perfect internet and cell coverage for his business, but 
some clients didn't like to need to use a Wi-Fi password for their cell phones. 

And the coup d'état was the revelation and admission by the AT&T spokesperson that a 4G tower was 
not necessary to provide the more modern and preferred 5G service to Marine. 

Please read all the written testimony provided by concerned citizens before the meeting, as they are 
now a matter of public record. 

Finally, consider that the City of Marine on Saint Croix Wireless Communication Tower Ordinance 
Adopted on the 14th day of October, 2021 and Amended on May 5, 2022, does not allow the tower to 
be constructed on the proposed drain field site for two important reasons: 

1) The Applicant Vinco Inc. has not shown that the telecommunication equipment planned for the 
proposed tower cannot be accommodated per Section 14: Restrictions paragraph c. 

2) The Applicant Vinco Inc. has admitted that the proposed tower cannot be visually inconspicuous or 
stealth-designed from the State Park, and since the boundary of the State Park is less than one-quarter 
(1/4) mile from the proposed tower, it cannot be built. 

While it is true that the City Council can overturn these Restrictions, why would they pave the way for 
an ancient 4G tower that most citizens oppose and no citizens spoke in favor of constructing? 

  

Sincerely, 
Jon Fogelberg 
Marine on Saint Croix 



Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2022 10:08 AM 

Subject: Public Hearing Cell Tower, May 23, 2022 

 

I listened to the entire zoom meeting on the cell tower issue. At times it was very difficult to hear the 
comments made by the participants. The acoustics �Á���Œ���v�[�š���š�Z���������•�š�����µ�š���/�����]�����u���v���P�����š�}���Z�����Œ���•�}�u�����}�(��
the conversations. 

My address is 18050 St. Croix Tr. N. We have lived in our home since 1966 and have treasured and are 
very grateful for our time living in this community. I have several concerns regarding the cell tower issue 
which I will state in this letter. 

1. �/�������o�]���À�����u���v�Ç���‰���}�‰�o���������o�]���À�����Á�]�š�Z���]�•�•�µ���•���•�µ���Z�����•���š�Z�]�•���}�v���Y�X�_���•���o�}�v�P�����•���]�š���]�•���v�}�š���]�v���u�Ç���������l��
�Ç���Œ���_�J���t�}�µ�o�����Ç�}�µ�����v�i�}�Ç���Y���•���Ç�}�µ�����Œ�����o�}�}�l�]�v�P���}�µ�š���Ç�}�µ�Œ���(���u�]�o�Ç���Œ�}�}�u���Á�]�v���}�Á���š�}���•�����������í�ô�ì���(�}�}�š���(�}�}�š�������o�o��
tower? Did you move to Marine on St.Croix to see a structure such as an ugly metal tower in your line of 
�À�]�•�]�}�v���]�v�•�š���������}�(���Á�}�}���•�U���Á�]�o���o�]�(���U���•�µ�v�•���š�•�U�����š���X���/�����}�v�[�š���š�Z�]�v�l���•�}�J���/���š�Z�]�v�l���‰���}�‰�o�����š���l�����(�}�Œ���P�Œ���v�š�������š�Z�����������µ�š�Ç��
�}�(���Á�Z���š���Á�����Z���À�����Z���Œ�����]�v���D���Œ�]�v���X���W�o�����•�������}�v�[�š��let the location of this cell tower issue jeopardize that 
feeling!!!!! 

2. �d�Z���Œ�������Œ�����}�š�Z���Œ���}�‰�š�]�}�v�•���(�}�Œ���š�Z�����o�}�����š�]�}�v���}�(���š�Z�]�•���š�}�Á���Œ���Á�Z�]���Z���•�Z�}�µ�o�������������Æ�‰�o�}�Œ�������š�Z���š�����}�v�[�š���Z���À����
this detrimental impact on those living near the cell tower. 

3. What is the goal of installing a cell tower? Are we just catering to the needs of AT&T and its 
subscribers and not considering the cell service needs for the most of the population of Marine? 

4. Because the compost site and drain field may be in jeopardy if the cell tower is located in that 
���Œ�����U���Z�}�Á���Á�]�o�o���š�Z�]�•�����(�(�����š���Œ���•�]�����v�š�•���}�(���D���Œ�]�v���M���d�Z�������Œ���]�v���(�]���o�����Á�]�o�o���Y���š���•�}�u�����‰�}�]�v�š���v���������š�}�����Æ�‰���v�����}�Œ��������
replaced. This may have a direct impact relating to the cell tower location!  

5. Washington County Emergency Services showed a strong interest to co-locate on a Marine cell 
tower but turned the opportunity down at the compost site because of the low elevation of the site. I 
thought the Emergency Service was a priority for the city!! What happened??? 

6. ���Ç���š�Z�����Á���Ç�U���]�v���s�]�v���}�[�•���‰�Œ�������‰�‰�o�]�����š�]�}�v where they were showing before and after views, they 
failed to include a view from the Wedge Hill Savanna Trail to the north of the compost site. And they 
failed to include before and after views from the Marine Stugas and the property on the southern 
border! Where are these photos of both of these views??? 

 

I request you consider these concerns before you make a decision on the cell tower issue! Thank you. 

Nancy Lindblom 
Marine on St. Croix 
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City of Marine Planning Commission 
 

Report Date: April 22, 2022 

Planning Commission Meeting Date:  May 31, 2022  

Applicant: Dawn Pennie 
Address: 240 3rd Street, Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047 

 
Variance Request 
Planning Case Application No.: 053122-01 
Address: 240 3rd Street, Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047 

Summary: 

The applicant has applied for a variance to allow a new driveway and carport to be 
built within the minimum setback requirements.  On April 8, 2022, Planning 
Commission member Tim Casey met with the applicant to review the proposal and 
existing site conditions. 

 
The initial request was to reduce the side lot line set back for the driveway �(�Œ�}�u���í�ì�[���š�}��
���‰�‰�Œ�}�Æ�]�u���š���o�Ç���ñ�[�X����Commission member Casey noted that the sketches received from the Owner 
indicated that footings would be installed.  Commissioner Casey recommended to the Owner 
that if a structure is planned for in the future that the variance request should be for both the 
driveway and structure (carport). 
 
Commissioner Casey noted that an existing shed ���Æ�]�•�š�•�����‰�‰�Œ�}�Æ�]�u���š���o�Ç���ñ�[���(�Œ�}�u���š�Z�����‰�Œ�}�‰���Œ�š�Ç���o�]�v��.  
The new driveway if built, would align with this structure. 
 
The landowner stated that the new driveway if built, would not be a bituminous surface.  They 
discussed driveway material would be a pervious paver type material which would aid in limiting 
any water run-off. 

The property lies within the St. Croix Urban Residential District (SC-UR).  Section 406.4 of the 
Zoning Ordinance identifies the setback distance requirements for a driveway, and Section 
402.3 identifies the setback distance for a structure in the SC-UR District.  Section 510.9 
requires the need for a public hearing since the property lies within the river overlay. 

 
�x Section 406.4 Subd. 2(5) states that the minimum distance between a driveway and a 

side lot line shall be 10 feet as measured at the curb line and at the property boundary line 
of the street. 

�x Section 402.3 Subd. 3(a) states that no accessory buildings in the SFU, SC-RR, and SC-
UR Districts may be located within 10 feet of the side property line. 
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Findings: 
 

1. Does the landowner propose to use the property in a reasonable manner not 
permitted by the zoning ordinance? 

a. The applicant is proposing to build a new driveway and a new carport. 
 

b. The property will be used by the landowner in a reasonable manner to 
the surrounding area. 

 
2. Is the plight of the landowner due to circumstances unique to the property not 

created by the landowner? 
a. The property is on a small lot.  The lot is land locked by other structures 

on each side. 
b. The landowner has lived on the property for 50 years. 
c. Currently the landowner is parking vehicles across the street from the 

residence. 
d. Circumstances unique to the property were not created by the 

landowner. 
 

3. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality? 
a. The variance would require that potentially a retaining wall be built to 

allow the driveway to reasonably access the site. 
 

b. The variance if granted, could potentially clean up 3rd street such 
that cars would not be parked across the street on a routine basis. 

 
4. Will the variance, if granted, be in keeping with the spirit and intent of the City 

Zoning Ordinance? 
 a. The variance, if granted could establish a precedence for other set-

back requests. 
 

5. Will the variance, if granted, be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan? 
a.  The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan�[s Housing 

Elements Goals and Policies which promotes the development of 
residential property within the city. 

 
Recommendation: 
Planning Commission Volunteers recommend approval for the variance request, as presented. 
Note that the applicant must obtain a regular building permit for the carport before beginning 
construction.  
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APPROVAL MOTION: I move the Planning Commission recommends the City Council 
approve the application of Dawn Pennie for a variance of Marine on St. Croix Ordinance 
Section 406.4 for the proposed construction of a driveway at 240 3rd St. as presented, 
based on the following findings: 

a) The landowner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not 
permitted by the zoning ordinance per findings: 1a and 1b. 

b) The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property 
not created by the landowner property per finding: 2a, 2b and 2c 

c) The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality 
per findings: 3a and 3b. 

d) The requested variance, if granted, will be in keeping with the spirit and 
intent of the City Zoning per finding: 4a. 

e) The requested variance, if granted, will be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan per finding: 5a. 

 
 
 
 
Key Dates: 
Application Complete:   April 28, 2022   
Notice of Public Hearing Published:  May 18, 2022 
Planning Commission Hearing:  May 31, 2022 
City Council Consideration:  June 9, 2022 
60 Day Deadline:    June 27, 2022 
120 Day Deadline (if necessary):  August 26, 202
 



240 3rd St. Background Info 
 
 
Is the Pennie driveway project under the 20% limit for impervious surface? 
Yes. Impervious surface will be 19.96% after the driveway and carport. 

 
How does the Carnelian-Marine-St.-Croix Watershed District count pervious pavers? 
From WD Administrator �D�]�l�����/�•���v�•�����W���^�d�Z�������]�•�š�Œ�]���š���(�}�o�o�}�Á�•���š�Z�����•�š���š�����Œ�����}�u�u���v�����š�]�}�v���(�}�Œ��
stormwater crediting which is to count the surface of the pavers as impervious, but issue a credit for 
stormwater retention based on the depth of the storage constructed below the pavers.  This is 
important because permeable pavers can be installed with little or no stormwater retention capacity 
���v�����‰���Œ�(�}�Œ�u���•�]�u�]�o���Œ�o�Ç���š�}�������Œ���P�µ�o���Œ���]�u�‰���Œ�À�]�}�µ�•���•�µ�Œ�(�������X�_ 

 
Is the side yard setback different for a driveway than a structure? 
�d�Z�]�•�������‰���v���•���}�v���š�Z�����•�]�Ì�����}�(���š�Z�����o�}�š�U�����µ�š���]�v���š�Z�]�•�������•�����š�Z���Ç�[�Œ�����š�Z�����•���u���W���í�ì���(�����š�X�� 
Per 402.3 Subd. 3(a) of the zoning code, no accessory buildings in the SFU, SC-RR, and SC-UR 
Districts may be  located within ten (10) feet of the side property line and in the SFR District, no 
accessory building shall be located within twenty (20) feet of the side property line. 
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(2) Are located no closer than fifteen (15) feet from any lot line. 
 

(3) Are limited to no more than two (2) signs together totaling no more 
than sixteen (16) square feet. 

 
(4) Are removed at times when the sales operation is closed for the 

season. 
 

(4) Federal, state, and local government buildings and structures, including police and 
fire stations. 

 
(5) Public parks and playgrounds provided that: 

 
(a) The site is landscaped. 

 
(b) The use is available to the public. 

 
(c) The site has access to a City street. 

 
(6) Accessory apartments, provided that they are in compliance with Section 409 of 

this Ordinance. 
 
(7) Use of an accessory structure for residential purposes where there is a sewer 

hook-up provided that: 
 

(a) The facility is used by the occupants of the principal structure as an 
extension of their residential use of that structure; 

(b) The facility does not contain both bathroom and kitchen facilities; 
(c) The facility is located in a permanent structure; and 
(d) The facility is not sold or rented separately from the principal structure. 

 
504.6 District Performance Standards. 
 
 (1) Density.  The maximum permitted density within the district shall be one 

(1) lot per five (5) acres.   In order to calculate the maximum permissible number 
of lots within a tract, the total gross tract acreage is multiplied by 0.20 and the 
result, if a fraction, is rounded down to the nearest whole number see Figure 504-
A, Page 5-8.  All development within SFR Zoning Districts shall be subject to 
planning for cluster development, as defined in Section 202. 

 
504.7 Open Space Performance Standards. 
 

(1) It is the intention of this Ordinance to promote common open space 
development which provides a unified landscape for the use and enjoyment of the 
neighborhood community.   Evaluation and subdivision approval by the City 
Council shall be subject to demonstration by the applicant that the proposed 
development plan provides common open spaces in a site design appropriate to 
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406. Traffic/Parking/Access/Loading. 
 
406.1 Traffic Control.     The traffic generated by any use shall be channelized and controlled 

in a manner that will avoid:  (a) congestion on the public streets, (b) traffic, hazards, and 
(c) excessive traffic through residential areas, particularly truck traffic.  Internal traffic 
shall be so regulated as to ensure its safe and orderly flow.  Traffic into and out of 
business areas shall in all cases be forward moving with no backing into streets.   

 
406.2 Access Drives and Access.    

 
(1) Access drives may not be placed closer than five (5) feet to any side or rear lot 

line.  No access drive shall be closer than three (3) feet to any single or two family 
residence, no closer than five (5) feet to any multiple family building or 
commercial building.  The number and types of access drives onto major streets 
may be controlled and limited in the interests of public safety and efficient traffic 
flow. 

 
(2) Access drives onto county roads shall require a review by the County Engineer. 

The County Engineer shall determine the appropriate location, side, and design of 
such access drives and may limit the number of access drives in the interest of 
public safety and efficient traffic flow. 

 
(3) Access drives to principal structures shall be constructed and maintained to a 

width and base material depth sufficient to support access by emergency vehicles.  
The Zoning Administration Staff shall review all proposed access drives 
(driveways) for compliance with the following design standards and shall enforce 
the following maintenance standards: 

 
(a) All access drives shall be a minimum of twelve (12) feet wide, with brush 

and overhanging branches cleared to a minimum height of twelve (12) feet 
from the ground. 

 
(b) All access drives of more than two hundred (200) feet in length shall 

require a conditional use permit and shall meet the following standards: 
 

(i) Passing lanes shall be constructed and maintained to the same 
standards as required for access drive.   

 
(ii)  Each passing lane shall be at least sixty (60) feet in length and the 

combined width of the access drive and the passing lane shall be at 
least eighteen (18) feet for the entire sixty (60) foot length. 

 
(iii)  Natural sight lines for traffic and pedestrian visibility shall be kept 

open. 
 
(iv) The design shall accommodate emergency vehicle access, even 

during winter months. 
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(4) All lots or parcels shall have direct adequate physical access for emergency 
vehicles along the frontage of the lot or parcel from either an existing dedicated 
public roadway, or an existing private roadway approved by the City Council. 

 
(5) Owners using an access drive shall be responsible for the entire cost of 

constructing and maintaining such access drive. 
 

(6) The City shall have no liability for the failure to provide emergency services or 
delays in providing emergency services to properties serviced by access drives 
where such failure or delay is partly or wholly the result of the design, 
construction or maintenance of the access drive. 

 
(7) A privately owned, developed, and/or maintained driveway or private street for 

the purpose of direct lot access may cross undeveloped right-of-way and not 
become a public street unless constructed to City street design standards and 
formally accepted by the City. 

 

406.3 Parking.   
 

(1) Location.  All accessory off-street parking facilities required herein shall be 
located as follows: 

 
(a) Spaces accessory to one and two-family dwellings on the same lot as the 

principal use served. 
 

(b) Spaces accessory to uses located in a business, within eight hundred (800) 
feet of a main entrance to the principal building served. 

 
(c) No off-street parking area containing more than four (4) parking spaces 

shall be located closer than five (5) feet from an adjacent lot zoned or used 
for residential purposes. 

  
 (2) General Provisions. 
 

(a) Access drives may be placed adjacent to property lines except that drives 
consisting of crushed rock, or other non-finished surfacing shall be no  

 closer than one (1) foot to any side or rear lot line. 
 
(b) Parking Space Size.  Except as provided in Section 406.4 (2)(c)  below, 

�H�D�F�K���S�D�U�N�L�Q�J���V�S�D�F�H���V�K�D�O�O���E�H���Q�R�W���O�H�V�V���W�K�D�Q���H�L�J�K�W���I�H�H�W���Q�L�Q�H���L�Q�F�K�H�V�������¶�����´����
wide and nineteen (19) feet in length exclusive of access aisles, and each 
space shall be served adequately by access aisles. 
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City of Marine Planning Commission 
 

Report Date: May 25, 2022 

Planning Commission Meeting Date:  May 31, 2022  

Applicant:  Vinco, Inc. 

Conditional Use Permit Request 
Planning Case Application No. 052322-01 
18337 St. Croix Trail North 
 

Summary:  

Vinco Inc. has made an application for a conditional use permit (CUP) for a monopole tower and wireless 
antennae facility at the City of Marine on St. Croix owned property commonly referred to as the 
compost site, PID 06.031.19.22.0003.  

The parc���o���]�•���]�v���š�Z�����^�]�v�P�o�����&���u�]�o�Ç���Z�µ�Œ���o���~�^�&�Z�•���•�}�v�]�v�P�����]�•�š�Œ�]���š�U���^�����š�]�}�v���ñ�ì�ð���}�(���š�Z�������]�š�Ç�[�•���•�}�v�]�v�P���K�Œ���]�v���v�����U��
�]�•�������t�]�Œ���o���•�•�����}�u�u�µ�v�]�����š�]�}�v���d�}�Á���Œ�U���^�����š�]�}�v���ð�ì�ô���}�(���š�Z�������]�š�Ç�[�•���•�}�v�]�v�P���K�Œ���]�v���v�����U���•�µ���i�����š���š�}���š�Z����
���}�v���]�š�]�}�v���o���h�•�����W���Œ�u�]�š�•���^�����š�]�}�v���ï�ì�ô���}�(���š�Z�������]�š�Ç�[�•���•�}�v�]�v�P���K�Œ���]�vance, and subject to the Wireless 
Communication Tower Ordinance adopted October 14, 2021.  

The applicant submitted an application with accompanying materials on March 21, 2022, and the 
application was deemed incomplete on March 28, 2022. The applicant resubmitted the application with 
additional materials on April 15, 2022 and the application was deemed complete on April 18, 2022. The 
Planning Commission reviewed the submitted materials and asked questions of the applicant at its 
meeting on April 26, 2022 and proceeded to set a Public Hearing date for May 23, 2022. The Notice of 
Public Hearing was published on May 11 and May 18, 2022. The Planning Commission held a Public 
Hearing on May 23, 2022 and heard comments from residents, representatives of Vinco, Inc and AT&T. 
And, as of May 25, 2022 had received twelve letters from the public which have been reviewed and 
considered.  

Project Description: 

The City of Marine on St. Croix passed a revised Wireless Communication Tower Ordinance on October 14, 
2021 �š�}���Œ���‰�����o�����v�����Œ���‰�o���������^�����š�]�}�v���ð�ì�ô���}�(���š�Z�������]�š�Ç�[�•�����}�������}�(���K�Œ���]�v���v�����•���š�}�������u�]�v�]�•�š���Œ�����v�����Œ���P�µ�o���š�����š�Z����
instance of telecommunications tower facilities in the public interest, and to provide for the issuance and 
regulations of such permits.  Shortly thereafter, the City conducted a request for proposal process, seeking 
proposals from tower companies to work with the City to evaluate feasible tower locations that 
maximized technical feasibility (i.e. propagation and signal quality) while minimizing visual impact. Vinco 
Inc. (Vinco) was selected by the City as the tower consultant with the strongest proposal. The 
Communication Infrastructure Committee, consisting of City Council members, Planning Commission 
members, and City residents knowledgeable in wireless communications, was formed to work with Vinco 
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to identify and evaluate potential tower location sites. Thirteen sites were discussed and evaluated. The 
Compost Site was selected due to the feasibility of the antenna signal propagation and signal quality in 
addition to the least amount of visual impact to the surrounding area. 

�d�Z�����š�}�Á���Œ���]�•���‰�Œ�}�‰�}�•�������š�}���������í�ô�ì�[���š���o�o�����v�����š�}�������������o�����š�}���������}�u�u�}�����š�����µ�‰���š�}���(�}�µ�Œ�������Œ�Œ�]���Œ�•�X���d�Z�������}�u�‰�}�•�š���•�]�š����
is more remote and there are no structures within the 180' fall zone.  There are no existing towers that 
will meet coverage objectives.  

The applicant requests the following: 

1. A Conditional Use Permit for the construction of a monopole tower and wireless antennae 
facility at the City Compost Site, per the site plan submitted to the City on April 15, 2022.  

Findings: 

Conditional Use Permit 

1. The use will not create an excessive burden on existing parks, schools, streets, and other public 
facilities and utilities which serve or are proposed to serve the area.  

a. The addition of the monopole tower is not anticipated to bring additional permanent 
residents to the City that could burden existing facilities and utilities.  
 

2. The use will be sufficiently compatible or separated by distance or screening from adjacent 
residentially zoned or used land so that existing homes will not be depreciated in value and there 
will be no deterrence to development of vacant land.  

a. The closest �Œ���•�]�����v�š�]���o���Z�}�u�����]�•���ô�ñ�ô�X�õ�[�X�� 
b. The location proposed is along the northern property boundary on the City property. 
c. The area surrounding the ground-mounted infrastructure will be fenced and 

screened.  
 

3. The structure and site shall have an appearance or operation that will not have an adverse effect 
upon adjacent residential properties.  

a. The tower is communications infrastructure that will be visible from many areas 
within the City of Marine on St. Croix and outside of the City boundaries. Visual 
surveys were conducted, and this location was determined to have minimized visual 
effect on adjacent properties while achieving propagation coverage needs.  

 
4. The use, in the opinion of the City Council, is reasonably related to the overall needs of the City and 

to the existing land use. 
a. The addition of a monopole tower to provide expanded communications 

infrastructure is a need that is reasonable.  
 

5. The use is consistent with the purposes and performance standards of the Zoning Ordinance and the 
purposes of the zoning district in which the applicant intends to locate the proposed use.  
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The monopole tower is an allowed use within the proposed District (Single Family Rural). In 
addition, the Wireless Communications Tower Ordinance further details the specific 
requirements that need to be evaluated for consistency with the Ordinance.  

 
a. Section 13 of the Wireless Communications Tower Ordinance requires the Planning 

Commission to consider a number of factors, these include: 
i. Height of the proposed tower facility. 
ii. Capacity of the tower structure for additional antenna equipment to 

accommodate expansion, or to allow for co-�o�}�����š�]�}�v���}�(���}�š�Z���Œ���‰�Œ�}�À�]�����Œ�[�• 
equipment. 

iii. Proximity of the tower to residential structures. 
iv. Nature of uses on adjacent and nearby properties and integration with 

those. 
v. Surrounding topography. 
vi. Present and surrounding tree coverage and foliage. 
vii. Design and siting of the tower, with particular reference to design 

characteristics and location that have the effect of reducing or 
eliminating visual obtrusiveness. 

viii. Proposed ingress and egress. 
ix. Availability of suitable existing towers and other structures as 

discussed in other sections of this Ordinance. 
x. Level of adherence to the provisions set forth in Section 1 of this 

Ordinance and any current or later adopted tower policy statement or 
design guidelines. 

xi. Criteria for grantin�P�����}�v���]�š�]�}�v���o���µ�•�����‰���Œ�u�]�š�•���]�v���š�Z�������]�š�Ç�[�•���•�}�v�]�v�P 
Ordinance (Section308.2 (1 - 8)). 
 

As proposed the tower meets the maximum height requirements of the wireless ordinance, with 
capacity for multiple carriers. The closest residential structure is 858.9 feet from the proposed 
tower location. �/�u�u�����]���š�����•�µ�Œ�Œ�}�µ�v���]�v�P���µ�•���•�����Œ�����š�Z�������]�š�Ç�[�•�����}�u�‰�}�•�š���(�����]�o�]�š�Ç�����v�����Á���•�š���Á���š���Œ��
drainage field, and adjacent land uses include State Park and residential uses. There is limited 
tree coverage and foliage within the immediate surrounding of the proposed location, 
minimizing the potential design alternatives such as camouflaging the tower as a tree, a 
flagpole, etc. There is an existing ingress and egress to the site that can be used for the wireless 
communication infrastructure. And there are no existing towers that are suitable for expanded 
wireless communication within the City. 

 
b. Section 14. of the Wireless Communication Tower Ordinance defines Restrictions, 

unless approval is granted at the discretion of the City Council. 
i. Towers shall be setback from all property lines an amount equal to the 

height of the structure unless a letter is provided by a licensed engineer that 
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states the engineered fall-zone of the tower. If a sufficient letter is provided, 
the setback distance may be reduced by an amount sufficient to maintain 
the stated fallzone of the tower. 

ii. No tower shall be over a total of 199 feet in height or within one mile of 
another tower regardless of municipal boundaries.  

iii. A proposal for a new wireless service tower shall not be approved unless it 
can be shown by the applicant that the telecommunication equipment 
planned for the proposed tower cannot be accommodated: 1. On an 
existing tower or structure; or 2. On a tower that has been permitted by the 
City (even though it may not yet be constructed); or 3. On a tower whose 
application for a conditional use permit is currently pending before the City.  

iv. No tower over 35 feet in height shall be located within 500 feet of any 
residential dwelling other than the dwelling on the parcel on which the 
tower is to be located. e. No tower over 35 feet in height shall be located 
closer than one-quarter (1/4) mile to the outside boundary of an existing or 
proposed municipal or county park.  

v. No tower over 35 feet shall be erected in an area one-half (1/2) mile west of 
the centerline of State Highway 95 to one (1) mile east of the centerline of 
State Highway 95 or one-quarter (1/4) mile from any boundary of a State 
Park or DNR or NPS designated or protected area, unless it can be 
demonstrated through visual impact demonstration that the tower will be 
stealth designed and visually inconspicuous as viewed from the road or area 
boundary on a year-round basis.  

vi. Temporary mobile cell sites may be permitted at the discretion of the City 
Council in limited circumstances where a mobile cell site is necessary to 
provide service while a permanent tower is under construction. The use of 
temporary mobile cell sites in this scenario is limited to 30 days. They are 
also permitted in the case of equipment failure, equipment testing, or in the 
case of an emergency situation as authorized by the County Sheriff. Use of 
temporary mobile cell sites for testing purposes shall be limited to twenty-
four (24) hours; use of temporary mobile cell sites for equipment failure or 
in the case of emergency situations shall be limited to a term of thirty (30) 
days. These limits can be extended by the City Council.  

vii. Permanent platforms or structures, exclusive of antennas, other than those 
necessary for safety purposes or for tower maintenance are prohibited.  

viii. No antenna or tower shall have lights, reflectors, flashers, daytime strobes, 
steady nighttime red lights or other illuminating devices affixed or attached 
to it unless required by the FAA or FCC. 

ix. No advertising or identification signs shall be placed on towers or antennas. 
 
The proposal meets the requirements of Section 14 except that no tower over 35 feet 
shall be erected in an area one-half (1/2) mile west of the centerline of State 
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Highway 95 or in an area within one-quarter (1/4) mile from any boundary of a State 
Park, unless approval is granted at the discretion of the City Council.  
 

6. The use is consistent with the policies and provisions of the Comprehensive Plan.  
a. A monopole tower to support wireless communication in the Village is consistent 

with the following General Guiding Principles of the 2040 City of Marine on St. Croix 
Comprehensive Plan: 

�x Maintain the Village Center as a community gathering place by pursuing 
policies and decisions to help support an economically viable atmosphere 
for village businesses and organizations.  

�x Encourage policies and decisions to establish Marine on St. Croix as a 
multi-generational community.   

�x Maintain the presence and vitality of community amenities such as 
libraries, health and safety response teams, and maintain and upgrade 
physical infrastructure to meet the needs of citizens as well as support 
measured growth. 

 
7. The use will not cause traffic hazard or congestion.  

a. The addition of the monopole tower will not result in a separate residential unit or 
business and thus is not anticipated to cause traffic hazards or congestion.  
 

8. Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and necessary facilities have been or will be provided. 
a. An access road and basic utilities exist. Any additional utilities, access roads and/or 

drainage will be provided through the permit process.  
 

Recommendation: 

Planning Commission members recommend: 

1. Approval of the Conditional Use Permit for a monopole tower and wireless antennae facility. 
  

APPROVAL MOTION:  I move the Planning Commission recommends that the City Council approve the 
application submitted by Vinco, Inc for a Conditional Use Permit. Based upon the following findings: 

a. City Council, residents, and the Minnesota Department of Public Safety have expressed the 
need for wireless communications infrastructure to better serve our residents, businesses, 
and visitors to Marine on St. Croix.  

b. The Communication Infrastructure Committee was appointed by the City Council to work 
with Vinco to evaluate the feasibility of 13 potential sites throughout the City with the goal 
to maximize technical feasibility (i.e. propagation and signal quality) while minimizing visual 
impact. 
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c. The proposal provided by Vinco meets the requirements of the Wireless Communications 
Tower Ordinance except for the setback restrictions identified in Section 14.f of one-half 
(1/2) mile west of the centerline of State Highway 95 or one-quarter (1/4) mile from any 
boundary of a State Park or DNR or NPS designated or protected area. As proposed, the 
tower location is approximately 1,085 feet west of State Highway 95 and approximately 250 
�(�����š���•�}�µ�š�Z���}�(���š�Z�������}�µ�v�����Œ�Ç���Á�]�š�Z���t�]�o�o�]���u���K�[���Œ�]���v���^�š���š�����W���Œ�l�X���,�}�Á���À���Œ�U���‰���Œ���^�����š�]�}�v���í�ð���}�(���š�Z����
Wireless Communications Tower Ordinance, the City Council has the discretion to approve 
the tower location if it can be demonstrated through visual impact analysis that the tower 
will be stealth designed and visually inconspicuous as viewed from the road or area 
boundary on a year-round basis. In the context of the 13 sites reviewed by the 
Communication Infrastructure Committee, and the exploration of design and stealth 
options, the proposed tower design and location provides the most feasible option for a 
tower location within the City.  

 
d. An access road and basic utilities exist. Any additional utilities, access roads and/or drainage 

will be provided through the permit process.  
 

e. Although one carrier has committed (AT&T) the tower design can accommodate up to four 
�����Œ�Œ�]���Œ�•���š�}���u���Æ�]�u�]�Ì�����(�µ�š�µ�Œ���������Œ�Œ�]���Œ�����Æ�‰���v�•�]�}�v�X�������•�������}�v�����]�•���µ�•�•�]�}�v�•���Á�]�š�Z���š�Z�������]�š�Ç�[�•���Á�]�Œ���o���•�•��
consultant, Carly J. Kehoe, JD, it would be unusual to receive multiple commitments from 
carriers at this stage in the process. Vinco has publicly acknowledged conversations 
occurring with Verizon and Sprint, and that there is interest in the tower accommodating 
multiple carriers.  
 

And subject to the following conditions: 
1. Submittal of a land use permit application within one month of execution of the lease 

between the City and Vinco for use of the City property for the wireless communication 
infrastructure. 

2. Prior to the issuance of a land use permit, documentation demonstrating that the 
approved tower has been designed in compliance with a qualified engineer licensed by 
the State of Minnesota. 

3. A copy of a pre-FAA determination or a document that the proposed tower facility has 
not been found to be a hazard to air navigation under Part 77, Federal Aviation 
Regulations, or that no compliance with Part 77 is required, and the reasons therefore. 

4. Constructed in substantial compliance with the plans and related materials submitted 
with the CUP application on April 15, 2022. 

5. Final determination of fencing or landscaping to be determined with input from the City 
Clerk and Planning Commission.  

6. All landscaping, if required, must be installed within the first growing season 
immediately following construction and warrantied for two years.  

7. Construction of an approved tower including all accessory structures, including footings 
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and foundations, must be completed within one (1) year following the date of the 
permit, extendable for another year by the City Council. 

8. Execution of a signed lease on behalf of a carrier that once the tower is constructed the 
carrier will be leasing the tower within one (1) year after completion of construction. 

9. Any unused or abandoned tower-related infrastructure shall be removed by the tower 
owner and/or applicant within 12 months of the tower being vacated. Said agreement 
shall be signed by the applicant and the property owner and shall be attached to and 
become a part of the permit. 
 

DENIAL MOTION:   I move the Planning Commission recommends that the City Council deny the 
application submitted by Vinco, Inc for a Conditional Use Permit, based on the following findings: 

a) The proposal provided by Vinco does not meet the setback restrictions identified in 
Section 14.f, specifically, one-half (1/2) mile west of the centerline of State Highway 95 or 
one-quarter (1/4) mile from any boundary of a State Park or DNR or NPS designated or 
protected area AND Vinco has not  demonstrated through visual impact demonstration that 
the tower will be stealth designed and visually inconspicuous as viewed from the road or 
area boundary on a year-round basis. 

 
 
Key Dates: 
Application Complete:   April 18, 2022   
Notice of Public Hearing Published:  May 11, 2022 and May 18, 2022 
Planning Commission Hearing:  May 23, 2022 
City Council Consideration:  June 9, 2022 
60 Day Deadline:    June 17, 2022 
120 Day Deadline (if necessary):  August 16, 2022 



 

 

REQUEST FOR ON-CALL PLANNING SERVICES  

CITY OF MARINE ON ST CROIX, MN 

 

The City of Marine on St Croix, MN ���³�&�L�W�\�´�����L�V���U�H�T�X�H�V�W�L�Q�J���S�U�R�I�H�V�V�L�R�Q�D�O���R�Q-call planning 
service proposals from a qualified firm or planner to support the City Planning 
Commission.  

Marine on St Croix has a rich history dating to 1839 and is the oldest European 
settlement site in Minnesota. Marine was the site of the first commercial, water powered 
sawmill in Minnesota. The earliest recorded plat of the City shows that the City founders 
had more in mind than lumber, envisioning a park, school and seminary among other 
things.  

The City requests written responses to a Request for Proposal (RFP) for selection of on-
call or as-needed planning services associated with one or more proposed projects, 
including but not limited to, general planning-related development and land use project 
review, site visits, technical plan check for planning documents and plans, map review, 
conformance with Federal, State and local regulations, and general compliance with City 
Standards, Ordinances, and Regulations. 

To control costs and provide a high level of professional services, the City believes the 
interests of the community can be best served by using a private firm for City Planning 
services. It is expected that such a firm would be able to provide available resources in 
response to work flow demands.  

The selected consultant is expected to be contracted for one year with an option of an 
automatic one-year extension based on workload needs. 

2. PURPOSE 

�7�K�H���&�L�W�\���L�V���V�H�H�N�L�Q�J���D���3�O�D�Q�Q�L�Q�J���&�R�Q�V�X�O�W�D�Q�W�����³�&�R�Q�V�X�O�W�D�Q�W�´�����W�K�D�W���Z�L�O�O���Z�R�U�N��under the 
direction of the City Clerks. The Consultant will provide the range of expertise necessary 
to carry out the normal functions of a professional planner. All services provided by the 
Consultant shall be performed by individuals who meet the qualifications, education, and 
certifications/licensing requirements for the professional Planning levels of Assistant to 
Senior Planner. 

The City will, based on qualifications presented in the response to this RFP, select the 
firm(s) best able to provide planning services for upcoming private and City initiated 
projects. The successful firm shall also have the resources to provide cost effective and 
timely services to the City. Additionally, the City has an option to interview the selected 
�I�L�U�P�¶�V���F�D�Q�G�L�G�D�W�H���Z�K�R���Z�L�O�O���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H���2�Q-Call Planning services. 

3. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

In general, the successful individual or firm will be expected to provide on-call planning 
services for all types of projects requesting entitlements, including but not limited to new 
residential, commercial, and industrial buildings. 



 

 

The on-call planning services that a successful applicant would provide include, but are 
not limited to the ability to perform the following: 

A. When required, be present at City Hall and hold regular office hours as agreed upon 
by staff and Consultant. 

B. Develops and maintains good working relationships with City staff and other 
jurisdictions, and the public. 

�&�����$�Q�D�O�\�]�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�V���I�R�U���F�R�P�S�O�L�D�Q�F�H���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V��Comprehensive Plan, zoning and 
subdivision ordinances and applicable policies. 

D. Review and provide staff reports for projects such as: Plan Checks, Zoning 
Clearances, Conditional Use permits, Variances, Zoning amendments and 
Comprehensive Plan updates. 

E. When necessary, compile and analyze data on economic, social, environmental, and 
physical factors affecting land use. 

F. Meets with applicants, engineers, property owners, contractors and other individuals to 
discuss, advise, explain processes and suggest improvements regarding potential projects, 
pre-applications, development applications, feasibility analysis, conceptual development 
plans and code interpretation; 

G. Ability to write Planning Commission and City Council staff reports, resolutions, 
ordinances, conditions of approval, and give oral presentations when requested. 

H. Attend public hearings and community meetings as requested.. 

I. Ability to review projects and provide comments within timelines requested by City 
staff. 

J. Manage multiple projects and competing priorities while maintaining quality, meeting 
schedules and staying within budget. 

K. Facilitation of special projects as requested. 

4. PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS 

The proposal shall clearly address all of the information requested herein. To achieve a 
uniform review process and obtain the maximum degree of comparability, proposals must 
be organized and contain all information as specified below: 

A. Cover Letter: Maximum of two pages serving as an executive summary, which shall 
include an understanding of the scope of services. 

B. Brief Company Profile. General company/planner information including number of 
employees, location of company/planner offices, number of years in business and 
experience, disciplines, and staffing. Describe the general qualification of the 
firm/planner as they relate to the work proposed with this RFP. 

C. Organization and Staffing. �3�U�R�Y�L�G�H���D���O�L�V�W���R�I���W�K�H���&�R�Q�V�X�O�W�D�Q�W�¶�V���H�P�S�O�R�\�H�H�V���D�Q�G���D�J�H�Q�W�V��
which the consultant anticipates assigning to this project. This list shall include a 
summary of the qualifications, licenses, and experience of each individual; and the 



 

 

professional Planning level of work to be performed by each individual. The City will 
retain under its agreement with the successful Consultant the right of approval of all 
person performing under the agreement. 

D. Description and Approach. The propos�D�O���V�K�R�X�O�G���G�H�P�R�Q�V�W�U�D�W�H���W�K�H���&�R�Q�V�X�O�W�D�Q�W�¶�V��
knowledge of the needs and objectives of the work proposed under this RFP. 

E. Cost Proposal. The cost proposal shall include the hourly rate for services. This 
should include hourly billable costs of each team member; Senior Planner, Associate 
Planner, etc. 

F. Résumé, Relevant Projects/Services with References. Provide résumés of the 
individual(s) from the Proposer's firm or entity that will be directly responsible for 
carrying out the contract, three references to include name, address, contact person and 
phone number of the municipality/company, length of time services were provided, and a 
description of the services provided. 

5. SUBMITTAL  

Six (6) color copies and one (1) digital pdf copy of the proposal must be submitted no 
later than 12:00 noon, Friday, July 1, 2022 to the Office of the City Clerk. Proposals must 
�E�H���W�L�W�O�H�G���³�5�)�3���2�Q-Call Planning Services Attn: Lynette Peterson, City Clerk�´���$�O�O��
questions regarding this RFP shall be directed in writing to: Lynette Peterson, City Clerk, 
mosc@cityofmarine.org Marine on St Croix, MN 55047 

6. AMENDMENTS TO REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

The City reserves the right to amend the RFP by addendum prior to the final proposal 
submittal date. 

7.  ADDITIONAL CONSULTANT RESPONSIBILITIES  

The Consultant shall be responsible for completing the specified services in accordance 
with the Cit�\�¶�V���&�R�Q�W�U�D�F�W���6�H�U�Y�L�F�H�V���$�J�U�H�H�P�H�Q�W�� 

8. PROPOSAL EVALUATION/SELECTION  

The City intends to engage the most qualified consultant available that demonstrates a 
�W�K�R�U�R�X�J�K���X�Q�G�H�U�V�W�D�Q�G�L�Q�J���R�I���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���Q�H�H�G�V�����&�L�W�\���V�W�D�I�I���Z�L�O�O���X�V�H���W�K�H���I�R�O�O�R�Z�L�Q�J���F�U�L�W�H�U�L�D���W�R��
evaluate proposals: 

�x Understanding of Work to be Performed (the Scope of Services): 15 points 

�x Demonstrated Quality Firm and Professional Staff Technical Skill, Experience, 
Performance and Approach: 25 points 

�x Familiarity with City, County, and State Procedures: 20 points 

�x �)�L�U�P�¶�V���D�Q�G���3�U�R�I�H�V�V�L�R�Q�D�O���6�W�D�I�I���5�H�I�H�U�H�Q�F�H�V���6�D�W�L�V�I�D�F�W�L�R�Q���R�I���&�O�L�H�Q�W�V�� 15 points 

�x Completeness and Quality of Proposal: 15 points 

�x Cost Approach to performing this type of service: 10 points 

mailto:mosc@cityofmarine.org


 

 

�x Total: 100 points 

The City may request a qualification interview with the highest raked consultant(s) prior 
to determining the final ranking. This selection will be conducted accor�G�L�Q�J���W�R���W�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V��
adopted procedures. The City reserves the right to reject any and all proposals. 

 

 

 

 


