CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX
PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING

Tuesday, September 24, 2024 — 7 pm
121 Judd St.
See marineonstcroix.org for remote meeting link.

Roll Call
Approval of Agenda

Review of Minutes
e Approval of August 27 Meeting Minutes

Old Business
e (Cannabis/Hemp Ordinance Guidelines

o Discuss setting October meeting early
e Comprehensive Plan Amendment Update

New Business

e Preapplication: Two Variances — Tanglewood Ln.

o House - front yard setback

o Garage - detached accessory building in front of the house
e Discuss Review Process: Potential Purchase of Mill Site Parcel
e Chair Comments

Adjournment

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



Marine on St. Croix Planning Commission

Work Plan

* Protections for Historic Riverway Buildings
* Ticketed Events / Home Occupations

* Solar

* Cannabis

* Lot area requirements



CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX
PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES

Tuesday, August 27,2024 — 7:00 pm
121 Judd Street

Present: Chair Scott Spisak, Commissioners Gerry Mrosla, Lisa White, Tim Casey, Anna
Hagstrom, Kristina Smitten, Jennifer Henry

Absent: None

Citizens Present: Glen Mills, Andy Lapos, Bill Ries, Beth Richmond (HKGi), Julie Warren
(remote)

Chair Spisak called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm.

Approval of Agenda
Mrosla moved to approve the agenda. Smitten seconded. Motion approved unanimously.

Review of Minutes

Mrosla moved and Casey seconded to approve the July 30, 2024 meeting minutes. Consensus to
amend the section regarding the Glacial Hills Regional Trial, ending Commissioner Smitten’s
statement after “Highway 95.” In favor as amended: Mrosla, White, Casey, Smitten, Henry,
Spisak; Hagstrom abstained. Motion approved.

Old Business

Public Hearing for Interim Use Permit (IUP): Commercial Vehicle Parking

491 Maple — Bill Ries

Chair Spisak introduced the permit request, noting that it would memorialize a resident’s existing
use parking a school bus on their property. Commissioner Hagstrom reviewed facts, findings,
and proposed conditions. The applicant had no initial comments.

Spisak opened the hearing at 7:08 pm.

Andy Lapos commented that property lines in Marine are often “difficult” and “questionable,”
and there had been issues with the applicant encroaching on his in-law’s property in the past. He
and his in-laws are concerned about liability if the bus is ever parked on their property without
permission and they would like to know more about how the permit could be revoked if violated.

No further verbal comments. Written comments received in advance of the hearing are attached
to the minutes.

Spisak closed the hearing at 7:10 pm.

The Commission reached a consensus to amend the second condition to read, “2) The vehicle
shall be parked on the existing driveway in the approximate location identified on the attached
map and shall be parked no closer than 5 feet to the property line.” Chair Spisak also shared
information about how the permit can and will be revoked if the conditions are not met.

Henry moved to recommend approval of Case Number 240827-01 as amended to move forward
to the City Council. White seconded. Motion approved unanimously.

Cannabis/Hemp Ordinance Guidelines

PLANNING COMMISSION TERMS: Gerry Mrosla, Kristina Smitten, Scott Spisak - 12/31/2024; Anna
Hagstrom, Jennifer Henry — 12/31/2025; Tim Casey, Lisa White - 12/31/2026



Planner Beth Richmond guided a discussion of options in the Office of Cannabis Management’s
model ordinance. Planning Commission reached consensus on the following:

¢ Include language for municipal cannabis store: Confer with Council at the Sept. 23
workshop. Hagstrom noted that the City doesn’t have an analogous liquor store. If
desired in the future, this language could be added to the zoning code via amendment.

o Delegate registration and compliance checks to Washington County: Yes.
Commissioner Hagstrom noted that this will save the City costs and offer additional
protection if there are issues.

e Maximum number of licenses: Confer with Council at the September workshop.
Smitten added that the City may want to consider consistency with liquor licensing.

e Hours of operation: Confer with Council at the workshop. The City’s hours for off-sale
liquor end at 10pm. White noted that Council and Commission should also consider on-
sale cannabis hours, as microbusiness may offer onsite consumption.

e Signs: Use Zoning Code, “Division 700: Signage,” for simplicity and clarity.
e Allow on-site consumption at temporary cannabis events: Commission suggests
following City Code, “Chapter 26: Special Events,” and would like to discuss with

Council whether changes to the chapter are needed. As an analogy, Hagstrom noted that
insurance is required to serve alcohol at events, either held by the organizer or a caterer.

e Different standards for lower-potency hemp edibles: Confer with Council at the Sept.
23 workshop. Hagstrom said the difference might be akin to regular beer versus 3.2 beer.

Ms. Richmond will start work on a draft ordinance. The Commission also reviewed a cannabis
fact sheet and, with the requested revisions, instructed staff to post it on the City’s website.

Comprehensive Plan Amendments — Update

Ms. Richmond told commissioners the Metropolitan Council had determined that the proposed
amendment could not be approved administratively and would have to go before the full Met
Council for approval. This is because the change to the Future Land Use map would create a
potential density higher than 4 units per 40 acres, which is inconsistent with Marine’s
designation as Diversified Rural. Thus, the change is inconsistent with Met Council policies.

The Met Council can approve an “inconsistent” comp plan. However, the City would no longer
be eligible for Livable Communities grants and, if Marine pursues Met Council grant funding for
the 2050 Comp Plan cycle, any plans developed with those funds would need to come into
conformance with Met Council policies. Updates deemed inconsistent must be reviewed by the
full Met Council. Per Ms. Richmond, the sector rep is not concerned about it passing, but the
process will lengthen the timeline for approval.

New Business

Chair Comments

Chair Spisak thanked Commissioners for their service and for refraining from commenting on
divisive local issues via social media, even if inaccurate information is posted about the City.

Adjournment
Smitten moved and Hagstrom seconded to adjourn at 8:24 pm. Motion carried unanimously.

Minutes taken by Suzanne Dammann, Assistant City Clerk

PLANNING COMMISSION TERMS: Gerry Mrosla, Kristina Smitten, Scott Spisak - 12/31/2024; Anna
Hagstrom, Jennifer Henry — 12/31/2025; Tim Casey, Lisa White - 12/31/2026



Variance Requests for Undeveloped Property on Lot 4, Block 2, Tanglewood

District: Single Family Rural
Requested By: Christopher “Stan” Prinsen

Variance for principal structure to sit beyond the 80’ maximum front yard setback.
e Zoning Code § 401.4. Dimensional Standards: Table 4.4; p. 31
¢ See also: §401.5. SFR District Standards, Figure 4.7. Building Envelope; p. 36

Variance to place the detached accessory structure (garage) in front of the house.
¢ Zoning Code § 502.2. Accessory Structure (3)(B)(IV); p. 90

e Zoning Code § 401.5. SFR District Standards (2)(F)(IV)(b); p. 36

e See also: §401.5. SFR District Standards, Figure 4.7. Building Envelope; p. 36



VICINITY MAF

Section 13, T3IN R20W,
Washington County, MN

CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY

Part of Lot 4, Block 2, TANGLEWOOD,
Section 13, Township 31 North, Range 20 West,
City of Marine on St. Croix, Washington County, Minnesota

SITE PLAN SURVEY
Prepared for:

Christopher "Stan" Prinsen
3531 Holmes Avenue South
Minneapolis, MN 55408
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| hereby certify that this survey, plan or report was prepared by me
or under my direct supervision and that | am a duly Licensed Land
Surveyor under the laws of the State of Minnesota.

Landmark Surveying, Inc.

21070 Olinda Trall North
P.O. Box 65

Scandia, Minnesota 55073

Office number: 651-433-3421
Cell number: 651-755-5760
E-mail: info@landmarksurveying.us

Landmark Surveying, Inc.

md Forke_

Milo B. Horak Minnesota License No. 52577
Revised September 17, 2024: Proposed configuration

June 06, 2024
Date

Job No. 2024-25
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Mill Site Property Advisory Committee
Recommendation

Tim Casey, Curt Moe, Kevin Nyenhuis, Wendy Ward, Julie Warren
September 12, 2024




Mill Site Parcel
Opportunity

« MOSC has worked with MNHS to identify a

parcel within the historical mill site for the i \ 4.605 Acres &
. ' 200,637 square fee

purchase price of $1.00

* |In March 2024 MNHS confirmed through
archeological surveys that there are no
historical artifacts located on this parcel

* MNHS will send a memo to SHPO asking
them to concur a finding of ‘no adverse
effect’ associated with land transfer




Land Agreements Considered

Joint powers agreement -

MC.)SC purqhasmg e MNHS would retain land MOSC purchasing a parcel

entire Mill Site property o

and MOSC would pay for of the Mill Site

from MNHS
any structures
e Concerned that site e MOSC investingina e MNHS would retain the

would lose funding/grant structure built on land historically significant
opportunities owned by another entity portion of the site

was problematic e MOSC would have the

opportunity to invest in
the site



Public Engagement Overview

lllllllllll

Public engagement sessions were conducted on July 29t and 315t
and 40 community members participated

Overview of the mill site history and parcel acquisition

. opportunity
Session format:

Brainstorming of potential uses

Feedback on acquiring parcel

H |gh Level F| nd | ng: Participant feedback on acquiring the parcel was positive



Potential Uses — Primary Themes

Heritage or River/Natural Resources Interpretive Center

e Museum of some sort highlighting Marine’s history and/or the river

e Move existing MOSC owned historic structures (settlers’ cabin, Charlie Brown house and/or Stonehouse
museum) to site to showcase building techniques and artifacts

Multiple Use Community Building

e Possible combination of the following: library, town hall, museum/exhibits, folk school, space for
learning center presentations and/or demonstrations, community gathering space

Public Restrooms

* Integrate into interpretive or community center
¢ Vaulted public toilet
e Enclosed porta potty platform




Regulatory Considerations

CARNELIAN MARINE ST CROIX WATERSHED MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE:
DISTRICT: CONFORMANCE WITH RESOURCES: WITHIN THE LOWER ST CROIX WITHIN A NATIONAL HISTORIC DISTRICT SO
MANAGEMENT PLAN (TO INCLUDE RIVERWAY DISTRICT, NEED CONFORMANCE TO WILL TRIGGER REVIEW OF BOTH SALE AND

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT, EROSION A PERMITTED OR CUP USE PROJECT

+SEDIMENT CONTROL, BUFFERS)



Land Use Limitations

* Are there any limitations to what we can do with the parcel?

- Prohibited uses per the City Zoning Code (Residential, Daycare, Animal Boarding,
Seasonal produce stand.)

* DNRview shed limitation — cannot see building from river
* Connection to city septic

* MDH Well Isolation Distances to consider

* Zoning limitations?

- Follow City Zoning requirements for setback, land use, Building Height, etc.



Consistency with Comprehensive Plan

Goals and Policies

8) Maintain the geographic size of the Village Center, and investigate opportunities for new
commercial growth

a) Make the Village Center more inviting and useful for residents
b) Provide space and support for public facilities and services within the Village Center

While we do not know the future use of this parcel, proposed uses support the above
guidance from our Comprehensive Plan



Proposed Timelines — Local and State

v Public Engagement Open houses
0 MOSC Council to review and consider approval for recommendation to proceed with purchase parcel process
L MOSC Planning Commission, per City Code Chapter 2, review and comment on all proposed public acquisitions

STATE PROCESS BEGINS:
* Recommendation to proceed from the MNHS Collections and Digital Preservation Committee

* Approval to proceed from MNHS Executive Council

0 Agreement on parcel from MNHS and MOSC

« Official parcel split and any required survey work

« MNHS completes memo to SHPO asking them to concur a finding of ‘no adverse effect’ associated with land transfer
O Final approval from MNHS Executive Council & MOSC Council

* State legislative approvalin 2025 session

0 Complete & execute closing documents & transfer
0 MOSC to file deed with Washington County

* Check boxes indicate a MOSC activity and round bullets indicate a MNHS activity

Jul 2024
Sep 122024
Sep 24 2024

Oct 2024
Oct 2024
Oct 2024
TBD
TBD
TBD
May 2025
TBD



Projected Costs and Maintenance

Parcel acquisition will not change existing fundamentals

Public works
no additional mowing or tree work.

Mill Site Volunteer Crew
Continue vegetation management work that has been done for the past 15 years.

Dunn Endowment
$5000.00, which allows volunteers to maintain site will continue

Taxes
State nonprofit to public city owned: no changes, no taxes.

Closing costs
The Minnesota Historical Society (MNHS) will pay costs associated with closing documents and other transfer costs.
MNHS asking the City to pay for the Washington County Filing Costs, totaling $52.65

Until the developer and project are defined, it is difficult to project those costs due to valuations, infrastructure needs and costs,
maintenance, etc.



* MOSC Council to review and consider
approval for recommendation to
proceed with purchase parcel process

Recommendation




Appendix




Complete List of Potential Uses from Public

Engagement Sessions — In no particular order

Bathrooms or Vault toilet

History, Heritage
interpretive center.
Additional museum
space

Move Stonehouse,
Charlie Brown or Settler
cabin to site for
interpretation

Folk school additional
space

Dog park

Marine Community
Library

Storm/road runoff basin
Pollinator gardens
Community use building
Parking lot

Community gardens
Land swap

Children’s playground
Medical facility
pharmacy

Fireworks launchpad
Cell tower

River and Nature-
centric education
building

New Townhall
Sculpture, permanent
or transient

Buy it, do nothing
Exercise circuit
Benches, tables, simple
open space

EV charger



Abbreviated Use List (slide 5)

TRANSIENT USE DURING DUE BATHROOMS COMMUNITY USE BUILDING: HERITAGE OR RIVER-NATURAL
DILIGENCE TO ATTRACT PEOPLE FOLK, LIBRARY OR OTHERWISE RESOURCE INTERPRETATION
TO SITE: ART, GARDENS, ETC CENTER
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