CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX
PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
* Amended

Tuesday, August 30, 2022 - 7:30pm
121 Judd St. with Option to Attend Remotely

e Roll Call

e Approval of Agenda

e Approval of Minutes of July 26 Meeting

e Application: Variance for setback and CUP for bathroom in an accessory structure
o Luke Christenson — 350 Judd St.
o Set public hearing

e Old Business

o Consultant Planner
= Meet HKGi planners Rita Trapp and Beth Richmond

o Zoning Code & DNR
=  Review DNR Comments

o Wireless Infrastructure
= 5@ Draft Guidelines

o * Maggie Raedeke’s Capstone Project

e New Business

e Adjournment

The Marine Planning Commission welcomes resident feedback.
Please direct comments through the city clerk: mosc@cityofmarine.org



Marine on St. Croix Planning Commission

2022 Work Plan

» Major project: cell tower siting and application review
 Zoning ordinance revisions

* 5G design guidelines (budgeted for this year)

» Comp plan consistency and errors; meet w/ Bolton & Menk

* Lot area requirements, Q4 this year (need guidance from council)

2023 Priorities
» Solar

» Residential care facilities; start research in 2022



CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES

Tuesday, July 26, 2022 - 7:30pm
121 Judd Street and Remotely

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

Citizens Present: Gwen Roden, Charlie Anderson, Roger Lyle, Cathy McMahon, Valoree
Dowell, Jon Fogelberg, Michael Towers, Glen Mills, Larry Martin, Steve Anderson, Mike
Bultsma, Eric Larsen, Sharon Looney, Mark Miller, Dana Miller, Charles Borden, Shelly
Schenfeld; Zoom: Nealy Cocoran (Messenger), Dana Anderson, Julie Warren, Ryan Streff,
Ginny Averill, Paulette Pueringer

Chair Spisak called the meeting to order at 7:32 pm.

Approval of Agenda

Spisak added a discussion of Maggie Raedeke’s Capstone under New Business.

Hagstrom moved and Smitten seconded approval of the agenda as amended. Roll call vote:
Casey — Aye; Sanderson — Aye; Smitten — Aye; Spisak — Aye; Hagstrom — Aye; Henry — Aye.
Motion approved unanimously.

Approval of Minutes

June 28 Regular Meeting

Smitten moved and Casey seconded to approve the minutes of the June 28 City of Marine on St.
Croix Planning Commission meeting as drafted. Roll call vote: Casey — Aye; Sanderson — Aye;
Smitten — Aye; Spisak — Aye; Hagstrom — Abstain; Henry — Aye. Motion carries.

Public Hearing: Conditional Use Permit for Driveway over 200 Feet
990 Rosabell St. — Charles Borden

Spisak opened the public hearing at 7:38 pm. Borden appeared and thanked commissioners
Smitten and Henry for their work on the case, noting that the Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix
Watershed District had recently approved his permit for work on the property. No one else
stepped forward to speak. Spisak closed the hearing at 7:39 pm.

Spisak noted that the applicant’s plan met the requirements for the conditional use permit.
Commissioner Henry moved to recommend approval. Sanderson seconded. Smitten made a
friendly amendment that the motion would include the conditions in the report, which Henry
accepted. Roll call vote: Casey — Aye; Sanderson — Aye; Smitten — Aye; Spisak — Aye;
Hagstrom — Aye; Henry — Aye. Motion approved unanimously.

Will move to Council for consideration at the August 11 meeting.

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



Public Hearing: Variance for Vinco Cell Tower

Spisak explained that a cell tower has been proposed at the city-owned compost site. The
Planning Commission’s task is to review the proposal and advise city council as to whether or
not it meets the requirements. The public hearing for the conditional use permit (CUP) was held
in May. The City’s attorney, Dave Snyder, subsequently recommended a variance hearing.
Spisak noted that comments had been received on the CUP already and only comments on the
variance would be accepted at this hearing. The commission had received a number of written
comments already, and those will be included for consideration.

Spisak opened the public hearing at 7:45 pm.

Valoree Dowell, Marine resident, asked for details on what the variance was for. Sanderson said
a variance was needed because there were certain parameters in the ordinance that give the City
Council discretion. A group of residents, commissioners, and representatives from Vinco had
looked at a number of sites, doing their best to balance technical feasibility and visual impact.
The site they selected doesn’t meet every parameter in the ordinance, and the variance is a way
to document the decision-making process. Spisak noted that the ordinance requires the tower to
be at least ¥2 mile w of Hwy 95 and % mile from any park.

Michael Towers, Marine resident, commented on the Facts & Findings report. State statute says
variances should only be allowed when they are harmonious with zoning standards and the
comprehensive plan. The Marine comp plan emphasizes the St. Croix River and William
O’Brien State Park. Mr. Towers does not believe the location and design of tower facilities are
compatible with surrounding establishments. Everybody wants better cell service in Marine, but
the intent of the ordinance, “Being a good steward of the natural resources,” isn’t being
addressed. The ordinance calls for a minimum distance of a quarter mile from the park and the
Commission is being asked to recommend one twentieth of a mile. Mr. Towers also questioned
whether the tower would be stealth. He would like to see the commission recommend denial of
the variance because Vinco does not meet the setbacks and has not demonstrated the stealth
requirements.

Roger Lyle, Marine resident, said he’d given the Facts & Findings a thorough review and there
are a lot of inconsistencies between what the ordinance requires and the proposal before the
commission. He agreed with Mr. Towers’ statements and believes the variance needs to be
denied. We can wait for satellite technology.

Valoree Dowell returned to say she couldn’t see how the compost site and drain field would fall
into anyone’s view of beauty and natural resources that need stewarding. She would like to see
the cell tower finally get done. The Council and groups of residents have been working on this
for years. The City has paid consultants to work out the details. Time was spent putting together
this ordinance with good intentions. She encouraged the Commission to move forward.

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



Mark Miller, Marine resident seconded Ms. Dowell’s statements and noted that Yellowstone
National Park has five cell towers in it.

Larry Martin, Marine resident, suggested that the Commission consider the ethics of the
variance, along with the whole project and placement of the tower. It’s possible to get better
service through boosters. How much do you want the neighborhood to suffer because of the
variance and the tower? He said the City doesn’t really know Vinco. What if the whole thing is a
scam? What if it turns out we don’t need the tower in a few years? What do you trade for what?
Propagation at the City garage is pretty similar to the compost site. He’d like to know what
studies were done recently. Cutting these dimensions short to make it work, he believes, is
unethical.

Cathy McMahon said her understanding was that professionals had helped pick out this site. The
site was deemed reasonable and she has confidence that it’s good enough. There’s not always a
perfect solution. She’d like to see it happen.

Chair Spisak closed the public hearing at 8:10 pm and asked the city attorney if he recommended
any changes. Attorney Snyder noted that residents had expressed strong and well-informed
views, pro and con. Reasonable people can disagree on whether the variance criteria are met.
These are generous standards that give the City a fair amount of discretion in making that call.
What is required is Commissioners’ good-faith effort to consider testimony. For purposes of your
final discussion, it’s best to determine whether you feel those requirements have been met. That
is what the courts ask is that you take testimony like this and make your best call. Spisak invited
comment from the commission.

Commissioner Sanderson said they had really tried to look town wide for the best site. They put
together a well-informed team of citizens, with representatives from Vinco, and Planning
Commissioners. Is it a perfect answer? No. But it balances the economic and safety needs of the
community with visual impact. This site provides the best balance for a service that is much
needed in the community.

Spisak added that there’s been a lot of effort for several years leading up to this application. This
commission worked on the wireless ordinance that the tower is being considered under. We’re
your neighbors and fellow residents. This is a difficult decision and one the commission takes
seriously.

Commissioner Hagstrom echoed the comments about the good work that’s gone into the
ordinance and application. There is no perfect solution, and she sees all sides. The Commission
is listening to all residents. It’s hard to make these decisions. She understands the desire to
preserve natural spaces and the need to balance that with public safety, especially in wilderness
situations. It’s hard to make these choices that impact our community for a very long time.

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



Commissioner Casey commented on the implications for public safety, saying that first
responders find locations using phones and GPS. He wouldn’t be able to find a house without
service.

Commissioner Smitten added that they’ve been at this for a long time and hired consultants for
additional expertise. She appreciates residents doing their own research and sharing it with the
commission while they’re deliberating. The Commission’s job is not to decide whether they want
a tower, but to weigh the proposed tower against the ordinance and see if it fits the criteria. They
thoroughly looked at 13 sites in Marine to find one that meets the purpose of the ordinance and
the needs of the community.

Henry echoed the notion that their job is to look at the proposal, the ordinance and the
comprehensive plan. The Commission heard a clear directive from citizens that they wanted a
tower. This may or may not be a perfect site but they need to move forward.

The commission corrected a distance reference and finalized the draft to move forward to
council.

Sanderson moved and Smitten seconded to recommend approval, referencing to the approval
motion and conditions in the Facts & Findings report. Roll call vote: Casey — Aye; Sanderson —
Aye; Smitten — Aye; Spisak — Aye; Hagstrom — Aye; Henry — Aye. Motion approved
unanimously.

The recommendation will move to Council for consideration August 11.

Old Business

* 5G Design Guidelines Draft

Sanderson said previous discussions had given him the impression that the City had more
leverage in the historic district, as noted in his comments on the draft. Can the guidelines include
principles that maximize stealth or encourage using existing structures? Casey asked if they
could use whatever is used for the historic district throughout town. Sanderson wasn’t sure they
have the authority to enforce that outside the historic district. The assistant clerk will draft
comments to send to Consultant Kehoe.

« Consultant Planner Search

Spisak noted they’d received six responses to the call for proposals. Commissioners Smitten,
Sanderson and Spisak will review them and share findings with the commission. They’ll try to
get something out in the next week or so.

« Zoning Code: Review DNR Comments
Chair Spisak and the Assistant Clerk Dammann will finalize questions to send to Attorney
Snyder. The next meeting can focus on 5G and DNR comments. Smitten noted a question on

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



authority for the attorney: If it’s not in state statute and the DNR wants them to do something,
where does the authority come from?

New Business

» Maggie Raedeke — Capstone Project

Spisak explained that Ms. Raedeke, a college student, is working with City leaders to formulate a
design and planning project in Marine. Council has invited the PC to be involved. Several ideas
were floated during a workshop, including projects in the Village Center and Burris Park, a study
of Hwy 95 and how to better connect the upper and lower village, lot sizes in the Single Family
Urban District, cemetery expansion. In the end they landed on planning for the future of school
property and surrounding neighborhood. The two-semester project will start in September and
will include public engagement. Spisak invited commissioners to get involved if they wished.

Adjournment
Sanderson moved and Hagstrom seconded to adjourn at 8:46 pm. All in favor. Passed unanimously.

Minutes taken by Suzanne Dammann, Assistant City Clerk

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



Sent: Friday, July 22, 2022 2:28 PM
Subject: Letter to the Marine Planning Commission

22 July 2022
Dear Members of the Marine on Saint Croix Planning Commission,

| write to oppose the variance application for the proposed placement of a Vinco cell tower on the city’s
compost site.

You (and Vinco) wish to construct a cell tower in a location that does not meet the minimum setback
requirements as specified by the wireless communication ordinance adopted by the city on October 14,
2021. So, you seek a variance from these requirements.

But you have not established that there are “practical difficulties in complying with the zoning
ordinance” as written, difficulties specified by the three-part test for a permissible variance as
determined by the State of Minnesota (Minn. Stat. 462.357. subd.6.2). All three tests must be met
before a variance can be granted, and yet it is not altogether clear that any one of them has been.

Reasonableness. Are there good reasons to place the cell tower here and not elsewhere, reasons strong
enough to warrant an exception to the setback ordinance, reasons that generate a necessity, such that
the city can only place it here? No. Obviously not. The public works site offers a reasonable alternative,
one that would secure the better cell service that the MPC desires but without requiring an exception to
the city’s cell phone zoning ordinance.

But there’s more. If the variance is granted and the city council votes to place Vinco’s cell tower at the
compost site, in a few years’ time, the city’s drain field will have to be placed right up against my
property line, threatening me and family with stench and sewage run-off during heavy rains and with
nitrates and other pollutants in our well water. How (then) can it be reasonable to grant this variance
and generate these threats when the public works site offers a reasonable alternative for the cell
tower?

Well, you might say, it’s because the compost site, apparently, will provide better cell coverage than the
public works site. Perhaps it will, but ‘better’ is an imprecise test. The coverage map that | have
attached indicates that a cell tower placed at the public works site will substantially improve cell
coverage in Marine. And, crucially-—this is my point—placing it there would secure that improved
service but without threatening me or any other property owner with undue burdens and without
generating conflicts with city ordinances. How then can this variance request be reasonable?

Uniqueness. Here the question is whether the problem with the compost site for which the MPC and
Vinco seek a variance regards physical characteristics that are unique to the site itself. Again, the
answer is no. There is nothing about the physical characteristics of the compost site—-its topography or
its other natural features like wetlands or trees—that create a problem for which a variance is required
as a solution. No, the problem is that the compost site is too close to both Highway 95 and Wm. O’Brien
State Park to place a cell tower in it. But this problem does not regard physical features unique to the
property; rather, it regards the whole property itself. There are no unique features of the compost site
that create the problem for which a variance is the solution. No, the problem is with the compost



site. How then can we conclude that the uniqueness test has been met, when the problem is not some
unique feature of the site but rather the site itself?

Essential character. Here the question is whether the variance, if granted, will alter the essential
character of the locality. Will a cell tower in the compost site fit into the surrounding area or will it
create excessive impacts or changes in the area around it? Yes, it will. As | have said, moving the city’s
drain field to the border of my property will be a direct and unavoidable consequence of placing the cell
tower in the compost site. There is no other place for that drain field, and placing it there will create an
excessive negative impact on the quality and value of my property and the health and well-being of my
family.

So, the variance request fails the State of Minnesota’s three-part test.

| also oppose the variance application on procedural grounds. When a variance application comes
before the MPC, its members exercise “quasi-legal” authority. When they apply the three-part test for
an acceptable variance as specified by the State of Minnesota, they act like a judge in evaluating the
application and the related facts against this legal standard and in light of the city’s zoning codes and
ordinances.

In ordinary cases, they exercise this judicial authority with no interest of their own. Their only desire is
that the petitioner’s application will be judged objectively, with due attention to the facts, the city’s
codes and ordinances, and the State’s three-part test. It is this disinterestedness and this commitment
to objectivity that allows the citizens of Marine to assume that their petitions will be judged fairly.

But this is not an ordinary case. On behalf of the city, MPC is seeking a variance from the city’s own
ordinance, which means that the MPC functions as both petitioner and judge, as both the party with an
interest in securing the variance and as the officials whose judgment must be disinterested. You cannot
have it both ways. You cannot petition yourself for a variance to your own ordinance, and then claim
that your judgment was both fair and objective.

| say all of this with gratitude for the work you have done on behalf of the city.
Respectfully yours,

John Bowlin
Marine on St. Croix, MN



Sent: Saturday, July 23, 2022 8:50 AM
Subject: Request for Environmental Review - State Park System

To: Mayor
Planning Commission Members
City Council

Dear officials:

When | told a friend about your desire to build a cell phone tower in the drain field, a few feet away
from O’Brien State Park, they said: “Why? The only reason | travel to the park is to get away from towers
and the like and enjoy the outdoors”!

The State Park system said they would do an environmental impact statement if it was so requested by
the city of Marine. | am asking that you do so in order to cover all the bases before you start
construction of the tower.

Here is the contact information that you need to initiate the request:

“But if the city requests an environmental review, the state will do one.
wayne.boerner@state.mn.us”

Thank you,

Jon Fogelberg
Marine on Saint Croix MN 55047


mailto:wayne.boerner@state.mn.us

Sent: Saturday, July 23, 2022 2:22 PM
Subject: Re: Letter to the Marine Planning Commission

23 July 2022
Dear Members of the Marine on Saint Croix Planning Commission,

| write to offer an additional reason for concluding that Vinco and the MPC have not met the
reasonableness test for an acceptable Variance.

In Minnesota, a Variance can be granted only when the hardship was not caused by the applicant. For
example, when a property owner applies for a Variance because they wish to build a house that in some
way violates a zoning ordinance---the house is too big (let's say) and it encroaches on a required
setback---the hardship for which they seek relief was, obviously, self-created. They do not have to build
a house of this size or that encroaches on this setback. Other options are available that do not create
this hardship and that do not require the Variance.

Vinco and the MPC find themselves in a similar circumstance, where they have created the hardship

for they seek relief. They seek a Variance because they wish to put up a cell tower that violates the
MPC's own ordinance. The cell tower will encroach on required setbacks and thus cannot be built
without the Variance. But the encroachment, and thus the hardship, was caused by the applicant, by
Vinco and the MPC. Since there are other placement options available that do not require this Variance,
that do not create with this hardship, the reasonableness test has not been met.

Sincerely yours,

John Bowlin
Marine on St. Croix, MN



Sent: Monday, July 25, 2022 12:47 PM
Subject: Feedback for Cell Tower 7/26/22 Hearing

Dear Planning Commision Members and City Council Members,

We are writing in regard to the July 26, 2022 public hearing for the variance request for construction of
a 4G tower at the city compost site.

We are suggesting that the city leaders deny this variance request.

Pursuant to (Minn. Stat. 462.357. sub.6.2) variances should only be permitted when the following are
met:

Reasonableness:

What is reasonable about the city placing a cell tower at the compost site? Here are the unreasonable
reasons. The landowner to the south of the city owned compost property will have full view of the 180ft
cell tower. Because of this, the city is going against its comp plan general guiding principles of “continue
to be a good steward of the City’s natural resources...and to preserve and maintain contiguous common
open spaces for scenic enjoyment, recreational use, environmental stewardship and rural identity.”

In addition, to make room for the cell tower at the compost site, the sewer reserve drain field is being
positioned directly next to this same landowner. What about their quality of living within feet of a sewer
drain field and the impact on their well water quality? What many of the city leaders are not aware of, is
when the city built the original drain field in 1984/85, the surrounding neighborhood to the drain field
retained legal counsel so that they would be protected from any potential contamination to their
residential water wells from the drain field. On May 9, 1985 the city signed resolution order 85-05-01
and agreed to annual testing of 11 homes within 1/4 mile of the drain field. Testing of individual wells
continues until two years after the original drain field is sunsetted. It is inconclusive right now as to what
the nitrates and chlorides are currently reading, the city is currently working on updating these test
results.

We feel too many unknowns regarding current and future water quality issues right now to grant this
variance, so one cell provider can locate on prime land for a cell tower for 4G only. Is this a reasonable
risk to take? Do any other of the 12 sites have this level of risk impacting health and wellness?

A Verizon tower is already located 2-3 miles to the south, and T-Mobile tower is 2-3 miles to the
east. Why would these companies want to co-locate on a tower being 2nd or 3rd tier on a pole? Is this a
reasonable expectation that other companies will co-locate on this tower?

You have not proven that this variance request is reasonable?

Uniqueness

| can’t think of anything that makes this site unique to build a cell tower on. Two facts, it is city owned
and is home to the sewer drain field, originally built in 1984/85. Shouldn’t safety continue to be the
priority along with the best placement of the next sewer drain field? Shouldn’t the compost property be
strictly unique to fulfill the objectives of the city’s wastewater treatment goals?



The city has not done due diligence to recognize the importance of the sewer reserve area or proven
why the compost property is so unique to locate a cell tower.

Essential character

If the cell tower is built on the compost site, it will go against your vision statement in your comp plan to
value natural resources and community. As your comp plan states, the city commits to “protect the
natural areas by carefully zoning specific areas for further development.”

If the cell tower is built on the compost site it will immediately impact the essential character of that site
in a negative way, specifically pushing the sewer reserve drain field next to the resident to the south
who already will have clear visibility to the cell tower. Priority land is being given away for a one
provider cell tower without even determining if the reserve area will even be feasible. City of Marine
leaders-where is plan C if the sewer reserve area where you are proposing doesn’t work out?

Deny this variance and either go back to the table and review site locations or wait for satellite
technology.

Thank you for all that you do. We ask that you procedurally do the correct thing and also honor the
city’s comp plan that you authored.

Sincerely,

Mary Burke and Roger Lyle
Marine, Mn. 55047



Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 4:15 PM
Subject: cell phone tower

To whom this may concern

| am writing this email to let the people know as an owner of the Brookside Bar and Grill on Marine on
St Croix why I think the cell phone tower is a benefit to the community.. As a mother of two girls | feel
the need to have coverage for safety is a huge part in why | think we need one here.. Whether it's for a
flat tire, an accident or a quick call to let me know they are on their way and are safe its a comfort
knowing as a parent that they will have coverage. | also think with the rising number of people working
from home and students as well this would be a huge benefit to the community for when people are
considering on moving here to the town of Marine So my vote is yes

Thanks for listening
Courtney Taylor



PLAN

350 Judd St. — Christenson

Garage
o Survey with new garage size (smaller 22’x30’) and placement 5’ off property line
o Remove old garage (Building 1)
o Height not to exceed House
o Bathroom in garage is requested
o New architecture drawing of garage post clearance to move forward
Shack (Building 2)
o A sketch of the shack remodel (Zach Reinhart drafting) - same footprint as what is there
today including deck
Changing to shed roof — same peak height as today
View from road identical
Door and steps on south side — same as today
Deck becomes part of Shed

O O O O

VARIANCE & CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NEEDED

NOTES

Garage
o Variance: Front yard setback from Wilke
= Setback = 30 ft. per Zoning Ord: 507.7(2)(a) - Front Yard Regs in SC-UR District
= Proposed =5 ft.
o Conditional Use Permit: Accessory apartment in St. Croix Urban Residential District
=  Bathroom permitted per Zoning Ord: 507.5(2) — Conditional Uses in SC-UR
=  Must be in compliance with Section 409 — Accessory Apartments

Plan meets Impervious Surface 20% max
o 20% of 25328 = 5,066 sq. ft.
o Proposed total of 4,374 sq. ft.
Plan meets 750 sq. ft. max for garage — 660 sq. ft. proposed
Plan meets the Ordinary High Water Line setback (100 ft.)
Bluff line setback (40 ft.) — Variance not needed because structures are existing


https://www.marineonstcroix.org/vertical/sites/%7BE6A156D5-6FCB-4DD8-BA60-2F231F862CF9%7D/uploads/Zoning_Ordinance_Nov_08_-_Updated_2022.pdf#page=144
https://www.marineonstcroix.org/vertical/sites/%7BE6A156D5-6FCB-4DD8-BA60-2F231F862CF9%7D/uploads/Zoning_Ordinance_Nov_08_-_Updated_2022.pdf#page=143
https://www.marineonstcroix.org/vertical/sites/%7BE6A156D5-6FCB-4DD8-BA60-2F231F862CF9%7D/uploads/Zoning_Ordinance_Nov_08_-_Updated_2022.pdf#page=106

SURVEY PREPARED FOR:
LUKE CHRISTENSON and JACQUELINE CHRISTENSON

350 Judd Street
Marine on St. Croix 5504/

CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY

LOT 1, LOT 2, AND PART OF LOT 3, BLOCK 6l,
AND PART OF UNSUBDIVIDED BLOCK 6,

/ T REVISION OF AND ADDITION TO THE TOWN OF MARINE,

L CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX, WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA.

Warranty Deed, Document No. 3595322

Lots 1 and 2 and the North 25 feet of Lot 3, Block 61 and the
unsubdivided portion of Block 61 lying between the North line of
Lot 1 extending to the St. Croix River and the North line of the
South 25 feet of said Lot 3 extended to the St. Croix River, all in

Marine, Washington County, Minnesota.
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