
CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
 

Tuesday, April 29, 2025 – 7 pm 
121 Judd St. 

See marineonstcroix.org for remote meeting link. 
 

Roll Call 

Approval of Agenda 

Review of Minutes 
• Approval of March 25, 2025, minutes 

 
Public Hearings 
1. Two variances at 360 Robert St. requested by Jake White: Home construction on a 

nonconforming lot (does not meet the minimum lot size for the Single Family Urban 
District); and construction of a detached garage in front of the house. 

2. Variance at 375 Judd St requested by Mark and Jamie Callies: Garage addition within the 
side yard setback. 

3. Amendments to agricultural regulations in the City of Marine on St. Croix. 
 

New Business 
None 
 
Old Business 
• Application for Interim Use Permit (IUP): Outdoor Cannabis Cultivation 

17977 St. Croix Trail N. (SC-RR District): Joshua Rutherford 
 

• Legislative Protections for Buildings in Historic Riverway Districts 
 

Chair Comments 
• Timelines 
 

Adjournment 

 

 

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



 

Marine on St. Croix Planning Commission 

2025 Work Plan 

 

• Ag Moratorium / Agriculture in Riverway Districts 

• Protections for Historic Riverway Buildings 

• Lot Area Requirements 

• Solar 

• Zoning Code Errata Corrections  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

PLANNING COMMISSION TERMS: Anna Hagstrom, Jennifer Henry – 12/31/2025; Tim Casey, Lisa 
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CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES 
Tuesday, February 25, 2025 – 7:00 pm 

121 Judd Street 
 
Present: Chair Anna Hagstrom, Commissioners Kristina Smitten, Lisa White, Claudia Carr, 

Jennifer Henry, Julie Warren 
Absent: Commissioner Tim Casey  
Citizens Present: Jeff Hudson, Gail Hudson, Jake White, Tammy Newcomb; Remote: Gayle 

Knutson, Rita Trapp (HKGi) 

Chair Hagstrom called the workshop to order at 7:00 pm.  

Approval of Agenda 
Hagstrom proposed adding “Buildings in” to “Legislative Protections for Historic (Buildings 
in) Riverway Districts.” White moved to approve the agenda as amended. Warren seconded. 
Motion approved unanimously. 

Review of Minutes 
White moved, Smitten seconded, approval of the Tuesday, January 28, 2025, meeting minutes. 
Motion passed unanimously. The Commission reviewed the minutes of the February 4, 2025, 
Council-Commission workshop and had no changes. 

New Business  
Preapplication for Conditional Use Permit (CUP): Bathroom in Accessory Structure at 
675 Pine Cone Trail (SC-UR District): Jeff and Gail Hudson 
The Hudsons were in attendance to answer questions about their request. They would like to 
install a bathroom in the existing garage with an art studio on the second floor. They have 
submitted the necessary plans and drawings for a complete application. Commissioners White 
and Warren were assigned to do the site visit and Facts and Findings report.  

Hagstrom moved to set the public hearing for a conditional use permit for a bathroom in an 
accessory structure at 675 Pine Cone Trail for the March 25, 2025, Planning Commission at 
7pm. White seconded. Motion approved unanimously. 

Preapplication for Variance: Lot Size at 360 Robert St. (SFU District): Jake White 
Mr. White was in attendance and explained that he had purchased the lot on Robert and hoped to 
build a home there. The previous owners had been granted a variance for lot size but ultimately 
had not built on the property. Mr. White’s site plans also show the garage in front of the home, 
which he said is the only configuration that accommodates septic, the home, and driveway. 
Commissioners Henry and Casey were assigned to do the site visit. 

To determine whether new reports are needed for wetland delineation and perc testing related to 
septic, the Commission requested that Mr. White call the county to verify whether regulations 
have changed over the course of four years to warrant new testing. White noted that he plans to 
do additional perc testing in April in association with a redesigned, smaller septic system. 
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Smitten requested that the previous approval information be included with application materials. 
Commissioner White noted that she plans to abstain from all discussion and voting as she is an 
immediate relative of the applicant. 

Old Business 
Agriculture in Riverway Districts 
The Commission reached a consensus on the following agricultural topics: 

• Definitions 
o Agriculture: Strike “for the production of income” to ensure that hobby farming 

and homestead activity are both included under agriculture. Smitten noted that 
keeping a distinction between hobby farms and commercial agriculture could be 
beneficial, as only homestead or hobby-scale farming would be appropriate in 
some areas. Hagstrom added that the distinction should be tied to something other 
than income, perhaps scale or impact on neighbors.  

o Hobby Farms: Strike the reference, “A hobby farm shall not qualify for 
exemptions provided in this Ordinance for farms,” unless someone is able to 
identify the specific exemptions to which the clause refers.  

o Horticulture: Strike horticulture from the use table and replace with a clause in 
General Standards specifying that cultivating vegetables and fruits on residential 
properties is allowed. Strike the examples of potential code violations at the end 
of the clause and further modify as follows: “… on their own (insert “property”) 
or with the permission of the property owner (strike ’s property within the City), 
so long as ….”  
Carr noted the code was not clear about the point at which a garden becomes 
agriculture and would require a conditional use permit. Ms. Trapp pointed out that 
more sophisticated systems for watering and other input would make it clear that 
the use had grown beyond gardening to agriculture. She noted that the code can 
be modified in the future if needed. Carr requested that Ms. Trapp research 
whether any other laws or regulations employ the concept of personal gardening 
as distinguished from more commercial forms of agriculture. 

o Seasonal Produce Stand: Change “premises” to “property.” 
• Timeline: Keep the projected timeline of a public hearing in April with Council review 

May 8, even though the approval date is later than would be ideal.  
• Use Table: Ms. Trapp’s proposed changes accurately reflected the changes discussed at 

the January meeting. 
• Use-Specific Standards 

o Chickens: Keep regulations for chickens on parcels under five acres in the City 
Code, allowing the permit process to remain administrative. Recommend 
increasing the maximum number of hens on parcels less than one-half acre from 
five to six, then increase by increments of six, as chickens are sold by a minimum 
of six. 

o Seasonal Produce Stand: Ms. Trapp’s proposed changes accurately reflected 
discussion at the January meeting to allow seasonal produce stands as permitted 
with standards in all residential districts. 

o Beekeeping: Table regulations until a later time, given the complexity of model 
beekeeping ordinances and the fact that the City has not received complaints 
about existing bee colonies. Smitten expressed concern that extensive prescriptive 
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regulations may discourage beekeeping altogether. One option may be to require 
an administrative permit with minimal standards such as setbacks or neighbor 
approval. Hagstrom noted that if the model ordinance is used, details such as 
maximum fence height would need to be adjusted to match Marine’s zoning code. 

o Livestock: Based on Commissioner Smitten’s research and recommendation, 
change to animal units (average weight of 1,000 pounds) per acre rather than 
number of animals per acre, and allow 1 animal unit per acre. Trapp and Smitten 
will work together to draft redline changes. Hagstrom noted that this change and 
its effects should be highlighted in public communications about the amendments. 

• Growing Indoors and Greenhouses: Treat greenhouses as accessory structures under 
existing code regulations for now. 

• Next Steps: Ms. Trapp will draft amendments for Commission review at the March 
meeting, at which time the Commission will also set the public hearing for April 29.  
 

Legislative Protections for Buildings in Historic Riverway Districts 
Chair Hagstrom and Vice Chair Smitten will connect with Ms. Trapp to identify next steps and 
update the Commission with a memo. 

 
Chair Comments 
Hagstrom reviewed Facts and Findings templates for variances, conditional use permits, and 
interim use permits. She noted that the final documents will be used for reference into the distant 
future and should adequately show how the Commission reached its recommendation by 
supporting all findings with specific facts about the site.  

Adjournment 
White moved and Smitten seconded to adjourn at 8:55 pm. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Minutes taken by Suzanne Lindgren, Assistant City Clerk 
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CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES 
Tuesday, March 25, 2025 – 7:00 pm 

121 Judd Street 
 
Present: Chair Anna Hagstrom (remote), Commissioners Lisa White, Tim Casey, Jennifer 

Henry, Julie Warren, Claudia Carr 
Absent: Commissioner Kristina Smitten  
Citizens Present: Jeff Hudson, Jamie Callies, Mark Callies, Rhonda Pike, Jake White, Joshua 

Rutherford, Bob White; Remote: Dorothy Deetz, Rita Trapp (HKGi) 

Chair Hagstrom called the workshop to order at 7:00 pm.  

Approval of Agenda 
White moved to approve the agenda. Casey seconded. Roll call vote: Henry – yes; White – yes; 
Carr – yes; Warren – yes; Casey – yes; Hagstrom – yes. Motion approved unanimously. 

Public Hearing for Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 

Bathroom in Accessory Structure: 675 Pine Cone Trail (SC-UR District) 
Jeff and Gail Hudson were in attendance in support of their request. Chair Hagstrom noted the 
City received two written comments regarding the CUP, both in support of granting the request. 
Hagstrom opened the public hearing at 7:03 pm. No audience members came forward. Hagstrom 
closed the hearing at 7:04 pm.  

Commissioner Warren moved to approve the conditional use permit for a bathroom in an 
accessory structure at 675 Pine Cone Trail. White seconded. Roll call vote: White – yes; Carr – 
yes; Warren – yes; Casey – yes; Hagstrom – yes; Henry – yes. Motion carried unanimously. 

 
New Business 

Preapplication for Variance: Garage Addition within Side Yard Setback 
375 Judd St. (SC-UR District): Mark and Jamie Callies 
The Callies were in attendance with their architect, Rhonda Pike. Ms. Pike explained the request 
to add a stall to the one-car detached garage. The building envelope on this site is small due to 
the bluff. In addition, the Carnelian-Marine-St. Croix Watershed District is requiring a portion be 
set aside for site drainage. The existing one-stall garage pre-dates the zoning code and sits mostly 
within the side yard setback (legal nonconforming). Due to the angle of the existing garage, the 
addition would angle 

Henry moved to set the public hearing for the April 29 Planning Commission meeting for a 
variance at 375 Judd St. White seconded. Roll call vote: Carr – yes; Warren – yes; Casey – yes; 
Hagstrom – yes; Henry – yes; White – yes. Motion carried unanimously. 

Preapplication for Interim Use Permit (IUP): Outdoor Cannabis Cultivation 
17977 St. Croix Trail N. (SC-RR District): Joshua Rutherford 
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Mr. Rutherford was in attendance and explained that he would like to cultivate cannabis on his 
property in a 30 x 100 ft. (approx..) garden The Commission reviewed application requirements 
noting that they will need a certified survey showing the proposed location of the garden, and a 
narrative that addresses requirements in the zoning code. Chair Hagstrom will assign two 
commissioners to the case. 
 
Old Business 
Application for Two Variances: Lot Size, Garage in Front of House 
360 Robert (SFU District): Jake White 
Commissioner Casey moved to set public hearing for two variances, lot size and garage in front 
of house, at 360 Robert St. for April 29. Carr seconded. Roll call vote: Warren – yes; Casey – 
yes; Hagstrom – yes; Henry – yes; White – abstain; Carr – yes. Motion carried. 

Agriculture in Riverway Districts 
Commissioner White moved to set the public hearing for April 29 for updates to the zoning and 
city codes regarding agricultural amendments. Carr seconded. Roll call vote: Casey – yes; 
Hagstrom – yes; Henry – yes; White – yes; Carr – yes; Warren – yes. Motion carried 
unanimously. 

Planner Rita Trapp reviewed draft agricultural amendments with the Commission: 

• Chickens: The Commission had no changes to the draft; 
• Uses: No changes to the draft; 
• General Standards “right to garden” clause: The Commission reached a consensus to 

clarify that small-scale sales from personal gardens are allowed (strike “hobby” and 
replace with “seasonal produce stand sales”); 

• Number of farm animals allowed: Ms. Trapp will add an example to help clarify the 
animal unit calculations, and will strike the clause about rounding to the nearest acre;  

• Greenhouses: Strike hours of operation on lights and fans. Instead, specify decibel levels 
at property line; 

• Seasonal Produce Stand revisions: No changes to the draft; 
• Accessory structure square footage limits: The Commission reached a consensus to leave 

these for now but to clarify that exemptions from the square footage limits apply only to 
farms of 10 or more acres. This is already the case in the current code, but it is not 
immediately clear. 

• Commissioners White and Henry will work with Ms. Trapp to finalize manure standards.  

Legislative Protections for Buildings in Historic Riverway Districts 
Chair Hagstrom and Vice Chair Smitten will connect with Ms. Trapp to identify next steps. 

Chair Comments 

None. 

Adjournment 
Carr moved and Warren seconded to adjourn at 8:42 pm. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Minutes taken by Suzanne Lindgren, Treasurer / Assistant City Clerk 
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Facts & Findings: Variance 
 
 

Report Date: 4/14/2025 

Public Hearing Date: 4/29/2025 

Applicant: Jake White 

Address: 360 Roberts Street, Marine on St. Croix, MN  55047 

Planning Case Application No.: 20250429-01 

Summary: 

The applicant has applied for a variance to construct a single-family home at the address 
listed above.  The property did have single family home on it.  The home burned down 
several years ago.  On March 22, 2025, Planning Commission member Tim Casey met with 
the applicants to review the proposal and existing conditions site conditions. 

The property lies within the Single-Family Urban (SFU) District – Governed by Section 401 of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

 
• Table 4.1 defines that a detached single dwelling is permitted. 
• Table 4.2 Allows accessory structures within an SFU.  The table defines that it is 

permitted with standards. 
• Table 4.3 defines the dimensional standards.  In an SFU district the minimum lot area to 

be 30,000 square feet minimum with a minimum lot width of 100 feet. 
 

1. The property, according to the survey, does meet the 100-foot width but does not meet 
the 30,000 square feet area.  The existing lot size according to the Certificate of Survey 
received is 22,499 square feet.  The applicant is asking for a variance to build a new 
home and a garage on a lot size that does not meet the required 30,000 square foot 
minimum. 

 

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 structure which is permitted within the zoning 

district. 
 

b. Building a single-family residence on the property is reasonable. It is consistent with 
the zoning ordinance except for the lot area required. 
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2. Is the plight of the landowner due to circumstances unique to the property not created by 
the landowner? 
 
a. The lot is non-conforming only due to the required square footage identified in the 

zoning ordinance.  It appears as if the adjacent lot sizes are the same as this lot. 
 

b. The lot does meet the minimum dimensions for a lot in this zoning district. 
 

c. The lot did at one time have a single-family residence on it. 
 

3. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality? 
 

a. The variance would not alter the essential character of the locality. A single-family 
residence is consistent with the zoning ordinance and the adjacent neighbors. 

 
b. The adjacent neighbors might be adversely impacted by the building location and 

configuration only in the potential for increased traffic to and from the property. 
If the original house did not burn down, there would be no change in traffic 
patterns. 

 
 

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

 
a. The variance will NOT alter the essential character of the locality. 

 
5. Will the variance, if granted, be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan? 

 
a. The request is consistent ·with the Comprehensive Plans 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. 
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APPROVAL MOTION: I move the Planning Commission recommends the City Council 
approve the application of (applicant name(s)) for a variance of Marine on St. Croix 
Ordinance Section (list applicable ordinances) to (describe specific variance) for the 
proposed construction of (describe construction) at (project address) as presented, based on 
the following findings: 

a) The landowner proposes to use the prope1iy in a reasonable manner not 
permitted by the zoning ordinance per findings: 1 a and 1b. 

b) The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the prope1iy not 
created by the landowner property per finding: 2a. 

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. 

 
 

DENIAL MOTION: I move the Planning Commission recommends the City Council deny 
the application of (applicant name(s) for a variance of Marine on St. Croix Ordinance Section 
(list applicable ordinances) to (describe specific variance) for the proposed construction of 
(describe construction) at (project address) as presented, based on the following finding(s): 

a) The landowner (applicant) proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not 
permitted by the zoning ordinance because: 

b) The plight of the landowner (applicant) is due to circumstances unique to the 
property not created by the landowner property because: 

c) The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality because: 
d) The requested variance, if granted, will be in keeping with the spirit and 

intent of the City Zoning because: 
e) The requested variance, if granted, will be consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan because: 
 

MOTION FOR ADDITIONAL TIME: I move the City exercise its right to take up to 
60 additional days as provided by MN statute 15.99 to process the application of 
(applicant name(s)), extending the deadline to (date) for the following reason(s)   

 

Note: MN statute 15.99 requires a council decision within 60 days. The council may approve or modify a request based 
on verbal findings of fact and the applicant may proceed with their project. Howeve1 if the council denies the request, the 
council must state in writing the reasons for denial at the time that it denies the request. The council may extend the 60 
day time limit by providing written notice to the applicant including the reason/or the extension and its anticipated length 
(may not exceed 60 additional days unless approved by the applicant in writing). 

 

Key Dates: 
Application Complete: 
Notice of Public Hearing Published: 
Planning Commission Hearing: City 
Council Consideration: 
60 Day Deadline: 
120 Day Deadline (if necessary): 

 
April 8, 2025 
April 9, 2025 
April 29, 2025 
May 8, 2025 
June 7, 2025 
August 6, 2025 
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Facts & Findings: Variance 
 
 

Report Date: 4/14/2025 

Public Hearing Date: 4/29/2025 

Applicant: Jake White 

Address: 360 Roberts Street, Marine on St. Croix, MN  55047 

Planning Case Application No.: 20250429-02 

Summary: 

The applicant has applied for a variance to construct a detached accessory structure at the 
address listed above.  On March 22, 2025, Planning Commission member Tim Casey met 
with the applicants to review the proposal and existing conditions site conditions. 

The property lies within the Single-Family Urban (SFU) District – Governed by Section 401 of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

 
• Table 4.1 defines that a detached single dwelling is permitted. 
• Table 4.2 Allows accessory structures within an SFU.  The table defines that it is 

permitted with standards. 
 
The accessory structure is governed by Section 502 – Accessory Use Standards 
 

• Section 502.2(B)(IV) – Placement:  This section states that no accessory structure shall 
be nearer to the property line than the principal structure.  This section also outlines 
potential exceptions if all conditions are met. 

1. According to the survey, a garage is to be built closer to the property line than the 
principal structure. 

2. The survey indicates that the garage is connected to the principal structure by a covered 
walkway. 

3. The applicant is asking for a variance to build an accessory building (garage) in front of the 
principal structure. 

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 an accessory structure which is permitted within the 

zoning district. 
 

b. Building an accessory structure on the property is reasonable. It is consistent with 
the zoning ordinance except that it is to be in front of the principal structure. 
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2. Is the plight of the landowner due to circumstances unique to the property not created by 
the landowner? 
 
a. The lot is unique in this location in that at least one-half of the lot will be used for a 

septic system and drain field. 
 
b. The principal structure and accessory building are limited as to where they can be 

built on the property because of the septic system. 
 

 
3. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality? 

 
a. The variance would not alter the essential character of the locality. A single-family 

residence is consistent with the zoning ordinance and the adjacent neighbors. 
 

b. The garage doors for the accessory structure will face the side yard. 
 

c.  The accessory structure is technically connected to the principal structure by a 
covered walkway connecting the two buildings. 

 
 

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

 
a. The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality. 

 
5. Will the variance, if granted, be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan? 

 
a. The request is consistent ·with the Comprehensive Plans 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. 
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APPROVAL MOTION: I move the Planning Commission recommends the City Council 
approve the application of (applicant name(s)) for a variance of Marine on St. Croix 
Ordinance Section (list applicable ordinances) to (describe specific variance) for the 
proposed construction of (describe construction) at (project address) as presented, based on 
the following findings: 

a) The landowner proposes to use the prope1iy in a reasonable manner not 
permitted by the zoning ordinance per findings: 1 a and 1b. 

b) The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the prope1iy not 
created by the landowner property per finding: 2a. 

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. 

 
 

 
DENIAL MOTION: I move the Planning Commission recommends the City Council deny 
the application of (applicant name(s) for a variance of Marine on St. Croix Ordinance Section 
(list applicable ordinances) to (describe specific variance) for the proposed construction of 
(describe construction) at (project address) as presented, based on the following finding(s): 

a) The landowner (applicant) proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not 
permitted by the zoning ordinance because: 

b) The plight of the landowner (applicant) is due to circumstances unique to the 
property not created by the landowner property because: 

c) The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality because: 
d) The requested variance, if granted, will be in keeping with the spirit and 

intent of the City Zoning because: 
e) The requested variance, if granted, will be consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan because: 
 

MOTION FOR ADDITIONAL TIME: I move the City exercise its right to take up to 
60 additional days as provided by MN statute 15.99 to process the application of 
(applicant name(s)), extending the deadline to (date) for the following reason(s)   

 

Note: MN statute 15.99 requires a council decision within 60 days. The council may approve or modify a request based 
on verbal findings of fact and the applicant may proceed with their project. Howeve1 if the council denies the request, the 
council must state in writing the reasons for denial at the time that it denies the request. The council may extend the 60 
day time limit by providing written notice to the applicant including the reason/or the extension and its anticipated length 
(may not exceed 60 additional days unless approved by the applicant in writing). 

 

Key Dates: 
Application Complete: 
Notice of Public Hearing Published: 
Planning Commission Hearing: City 
Council Consideration: 
60 Day Deadline: 
120 Day Deadline (if necessary): 

 
April 8, 2025 
April 9, 2025 
April 29, 2025 
May 8, 2025 
June 7, 2025 
August 6, 2025 
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Facts & Findings: Variance 
 
 

Report Date: April 24, 2025 

Public Hearing Date: April 29, 2025 

Applicant: Mark and Jamie Callies 

Address: 375 Judd Street 

Planning Case Application No.: 20250429-03 

Summary: Mark and Jamie Callies have applied for a variance to expand an existing one-
car garage to a two-car garage on the west side of their existing single-family residence. The 
existing garage is a substandard structure in the St Croix – Urban Residential District (SC-
UR). The proposed design is a 13’ wide one-car garage addition. The depth of the structure 
will match the existing garage at 20’ 2 ½”. The 308 sq ft size includes the 2’ overhang on the three 
sides of the garage addition. Two thirds of the existing garage and proposed expansion sits in the 
required side yard setback on the north side of the property. 

• Section 402.2.5.C of the zoning ordinance requires a minimum side yard setback of' 20 
feet (for lots with width 95 feet or greater). The applicant proposes a north side yard 
setback of four feet, seven inches (4 '-7") for the proposed garage addition. The applicant 
is seeking a variance of fifteen feet, five inches of the minimum required west side 
yard setback. 

• Section 402.1.4.B of the zoning ordinance states that existing substandard structures that 
violate a setback be allowed, “provided in no instance shall the extent to which any 
structure violating a setback standard be increased.” The applicant is seeking a variance 
requesting that the setback violation be increased with the expansion of the garage. 
However, the zoning ordinance does go on to state that, “an extension, enlargement, or 
alteration of an existing substandard structure may be permitted on the side of the structure 
facing away from the river and/or bluff line.” 

Findings: 
 

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

a. The expansion of a one-car to a two-car garage is reasonable and consistent with 
the property's single-family residential use. However, a one-car garage is also 
reasonable and consistent with the property’s single-family residential use. The 
existing circle driveway does provide off street parking for multiple vehicles.  

b. The location of the garage expansion overwhelmingly falls within the northern 
side yard setback of the property and expands the setback violation.  

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

by the landowner? 
a. A large portion of the site is unbuildable due to steep bluffs, required water 

collection area, and current setbacks, creating a unique circumstance for the 
landowners.  
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b. The Carnelian-Marine Watershed District requires that the current water collection 
area (within the circle drive) remain undeveloped. This water collection area collects 
all run-off from the home, garage, and landscaping, preventing this run-off from 
entering the St. Croix River.  

 
3. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality? 

a. The variance would not alter the essential character of the locality. The 
addition of a second stall to the existing one stall garage will be of a scale 
consistent with the existing home and other neighborhood homes. 

b. The proposed addition will replicate design features and elements of the existing 
garage and home, using stone that was quarried on-site and cedar roof brackets. 

c. The location of the garage addition on the west side of the existing garage means 
that it will be completely hidden from the river. The garage addition will be 
visually inconspicuous from Judd Street during spring and summer months, due to 
a large amount of vegetation on the western property line. 

d. The addition to the existing garage may visually impact the neighbors to the 
north due to lack of vegetation or other screening between the two 
properties. This impact is greater because the existing structure is 
significantly encroaching on the side yard setback. 

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

Ordinance? 
a. If granted, the variance would not be in keeping with the spirit and intent of the City 

Zoning Ordinance. While 402.1.4.B.I, states that “An extension, enlargement, or 
alteration of an existing substandard structure may be permitted on the side of the 
structure facing away from the river and/or bluffline”, there needs to be a 
demonstrated hardship or need to expand the existing substandard structure. In this 
instance, the existing structure is primarily within the setback, and there is an 
existing 1 car garage. Therefore, the intent as stated in Section 101.2 to promote 
orderly development of residential areas would not be served by granting this 
variance. 
 

5. Will the variance, if granted, be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan? 
a. The request is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Goals and 

Policies, in that it does not protect green space areas and viewsheds between homes 
while accommodating the expansion or alteration of existing homes. 

 
Recommendation: Planning Commission Volunteers recommend denial of the variance request, as 
presented. The Planning Commission finds that the expansion of the side yard setback violation isn’t 
supported for the following reasons:  

• Owner hardship has not been established as there is an existing one-car garage and plenty of 
off-street parking available on the lot.  

• Other options can be explored to minimize the necessity for a variance request. 
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APPROVAL MOTION: I move the Planning Commission recommends the City Council 
approve the application of (applicant name(s)) for a variance of Marine on St. Croix 
Ordinance Section (list applicable ordinances) to (describe specific variance) for the 
proposed construction of (describe construction) at (project address) as presented, based on 
the following findings: 

a) The landowner proposes to use the prope1iy in a reasonable manner not 
permitted by the zoning ordinance per findings: 1 a and 1b. 

b) The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the prope1iy not 
created by the landowner property per finding: 2a. 

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. 

 
 

DENIAL MOTION: I move the Planning Commission recommends the City Council deny 
the application of (applicant name(s) for a variance of Marine on St. Croix Ordinance Section 
(list applicable ordinances) to (describe specific variance) for the proposed construction of 
(describe construction) at (project address) as presented, based on the following finding(s): 

a) The landowner (applicant) proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not 
permitted by the zoning ordinance because: 

b) The plight of the landowner (applicant) is due to circumstances unique to the 
property not created by the landowner property because: 

c) The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality because: 
d) The requested variance, if granted, will be in keeping with the spirit and 

intent of the City Zoning because: 
e) The requested variance, if granted, will be consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan because: 
 

MOTION FOR ADDITIONAL TIME: I move the City exercise its right to take up to 
60 additional days as provided by MN statute 15.99 to process the application of 
(applicant name(s)), extending the deadline to (date) for the following reason(s)   

 

Note: MN statute 15.99 requires a council decision within 60 days. The council may approve or modify a request based 
on verbal findings of fact and the applicant may proceed with their project. Howeve1 if the council denies the request, the 
council must state in writing the reasons for denial at the time that it denies the request. The council may extend the 60 
day time limit by providing written notice to the applicant including the reason/or the extension and its anticipated length 
(may not exceed 60 additional days unless approved by the applicant in writing). 

 

Key Dates: 
Application Complete: 
Notice of Public Hearing Published: 
Planning Commission Hearing: City 
Council Consideration: 
60 Day Deadline: 
120 Day Deadline (if necessary): 

 
March 18, 2025 
April 9, 2025 
April 29, 2025 
May 8, 2025 
May 17, 2025 
July 16, 2025 



 

 
800 Washington Avenue North, Suite 103 
Minneapolis, MN 55401 

 

Planning Commission Planning Report 
To: City of Marine on St. Croix Planning Commission 
From: Rita Trapp and Beth Richmond, Consulting Planner 
Date: April 24, 2025 
Subject: Public Hearing for Zoning Ordinance and City Code Amendments  

for the Agricultural Uses Moratorium 
Meeting Date: April 29, 2025 

 
In April, the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider zoning code amendments 
for agricultural uses. The Planning Commission will also review proposed city code amendments 
that do not require a public hearing. The attached draft zoning and city code ordinances 
incorporate the potential amendments discussed over the past three months.  

Background 
On May 9, 2024, the City Council enacted a 12-month moratorium for the consideration of 
agricultural uses and issuance of permits for agricultural uses within the SC-RR and SC-UR 
districts. This moratorium was intended to give the City time in which to evaluate agricultural uses 
and the related use-specific standards in the SC-RR and SC-UR districts to understand where 
changes to the Code may be needed to mitigate any negative impacts that agricultural uses may 
have on surrounding properties or within the Lower St. Croix District as a whole. While existing 
agricultural uses may continue, the moratorium prevents the establishment of new agricultural 
uses, either outdoors or within buildings.  

Public Hearing 
Notice for the public hearing was distributed in accordance with city and state requirements. This 
included sending the proposed code amendments to the DNR for review relative to the Lower St. 
Croix zoning districts. The City has received the attached preliminary approval from the DNR 
regarding the amendments. The City has also received two comments which are attached for your 
review.  
The first comment expressed support for greenhouses and questioned the noise level limits that 
were included in the proposed regulations as there was a concern that if road noises were louder 
than the maximum allowed, the noise limit should not be set so low. To assist commissioners with 
understanding noise levels, the following are two diagrams from the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency’s “A Guide to Noise Control in Minnesota.” Commissioners are advised that the 
recommended levels in the ordinance were sourced from this document and match the statutory 
limits are for a residential location (65 dbA for more than 10 percent of the time and no more than 
60 dbA for more than 50 percent of the time in the daytime). The intent of the ordinance is that the 
greenhouse should be sited on a property such that these levels can be achieved at the property 
line. Staff notes that the wording of the ordinance is not as clear as it should be so a 
recommended change to address this has been included in the draft ordinance included in the 
packet. 
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Decibel levels of common noise sources 

 
 
Distance attenuation of noise levels from a point source (top) versus a line source (bottom) 

 
The second comment asked for additional information around drainage easements. The following 
additional information may be helpful for commissioners: 

1) Drainage easements are generally established as part of the platting process to allow for 
the natural drainage system of the City to be maintained. The restrictions of the easement 
are listed on the easement itself. Generally though there should not be structures in 
drainage easements. There are no specific setbacks for easements or within easements. 
 

2) Generally, the City should be involved in any type of land alteration of substantial size (50+ 
cubic yards per 0.5 acre). These land alterations require a permit from the City Building 
Inspector. As part of this permit, steep slopes are required to be preserved.The proximity of 
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the land alteration to a drainage easement typically does not affect this process. Other 
agencies may be brought in to review if necessary. 
 

3) The following are the setbacks and restrictions for blufflines within the Lower St. Croix 
districts: 

a. Structures1: 100’ (SC-RR district); 40’ (SC-UR and SC-VC districts)  
b. On-site sewage treatment system: 40 ft.  
c. Controlled vegetative cutting pursuant to Subsection 402.3: 40 ft. 

 
1 Seasonal docks, stairways, and lifts are exempt from the OHW and bluffline 
setback requirements as stated in MN Rules 6105.0380 subpart 5 

Commissioner Comment 
Commissioner Smitten has asked to include in this report a suggested change for Planning 
Commission consideration so that commissioners and the public have a chance to review and 
consider it before the meeting. Commissioner Smitten continues to have concerns about the 
potential impact that greenhouses could have on neighboring properties. To address her 
concerns, she is asking the Planning Commission to amend the draft ordinance to clarify that only 
passive solar greenhouses are allowed. Below are her suggested amendments: 
 

1) In Division 200 add the following new definition: 
Passive Solar Greenhouse - A passive solar greenhouse is a structure designed to collect 
and distribute solar energy passively, without the use of mechanical or electrical systems.  

 
2) In Division 200, make the following changes to 502.2.2.C 

C.   Passive solar greenhouses shall be of a size and placed in a location on the 
property such that: 

I. The combined light from the greenhouse and outdoor lighting on the property 
does not exceed 0.4-foot candles (meter reading) as measured at any property 
line.  

II. At any property line, the noise from fans used within the greenhouse shall not 
exceed 65 dbA for more than 10 percent of the time and no more than 60 for 
more than 50 percent of the time during a one-hour period of monitoring. 
between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 
a. 55 dBA for more than 10 percent of the time and 50 dBA for more than 50 

percent of the time during a one-hour period of monitoring between 10:00 
p.m. – 7:00 a.m.  

 

Planning Commission Action 

As noted above, the April 29th meeting is the formal public hearing process for the proposed 
zoning and city code amendments. Following HKGi’s presentation and the public hearing, the 
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Commission may discuss and recommend amendments or changes to the text as presented or 
may table the item for further consideration. Once the Planning Commission has taken action by 
making a recommendation, the Council will review the ordinances and take final action.  
HKGi recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the updated Zoning 
Code.  
Suggested Motion: 
Move to recommend approval of the proposed zoning and city code ordinances as presented by 
Staff. 
 

Attachments: 
• Propose zoning and city code amendments 
• DNR conditional approval letter 
• Public comments received by April 24, 2025 
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CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

MINNESOTA 

 

Ordinance XXX 

 

AN ORDINANCE TO REGULATE AGRICULTURE USES WITHIN THE CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX 

 

The City Council of the City of Marine on St. Croix hereby ordains:  

 

Sec on 1. The City of Marine on St. Croix Zoning Code is hereby amended to read as follows:  

Changes to the following secƟons are denoted in the following format; new text is underlined in red or 

as a strikethrough for deleted language. Subsequent secƟons and cross-references are renumbered 

accordingly. 

1. Division 200. DefiniƟons; SecƟon 203. Use DefiniƟons 

§ 203.1. A 

3. Agriculture. The use of land for the growing and/or producƟon of field crops, livestock, and 
livestock products for the producƟon of income, including but not limited to the following: 

A. Field crops/orchards, including: barley, soy beans, corn, hay, oats, potatoes, rye, 
sorghum, sunflowers, fruit growing, tree farms, not including retail nurseries and garden 
centers. 

B. Livestock including: dairy and beef caƩle, goats, horses, sheep, hogs, poultry, game birds 
and other animals including dogs, ponies, deer, rabbits, and mink. 

C. Livestock products, including: milk, buƩer, cheese, eggs, meat, fur, and honey 
 

§ 203.8. H 

2. Hor culture. The pracƟce of garden culƟvaƟon and management.   

 

§ 203.19. S 

2. Seasonal produce stand. Any building or structure exisƟng or erected which is used 

principally for agricultural purposes, with the excepƟon of dwelling units. A temporary open- 

air stand for the seasonal selling of agricultural produce grown on the property of the 

seasonal produce stand owner. 
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2. Division 300. General Zoning Provisions; SecƟon 302. General Provisions for Districts  

§ 302.1. General Standards  

1. No yard or lot exisƟng at the Ɵme of passage of this Ordinance shall be reduced in 
dimension or area below the minimum required by this Ordinance.  

2. Except as otherwise specifically provided in this Ordinance, no structure shall be 
erected, converted, enlarged, reconstructed, or altered, and no structure or land shall be 
used for any purpose nor in any manner which is not in conformity with this Ordinance.  

3. Unless otherwise approved by the City Council, no more than one principal structure 
shall be located on a lot 

4. Notwithstanding any other law or regulaƟon, any person may grow plants, including 
vegetables, fruits, flowers, and herbs, on their own property or with the permission of a 
property owner, so long as the garden or act of gardening does not violate other 
chapters of City or Zoning Code. Plants grown under this provision are for personal 
consumpƟon or for local sale such as at a seasonal produce stand. 

 

3. Division 400. Zoning Districts; SecƟon 401. Zoning Districts Outside of the Lower St. Croix River 

District 

§ 401.3. Uses 

Table 4.2 Accessory Uses in SFR, SFU, and LI Districts 

Accessory Use 

Zoning District Use Standards 
Reference SFR SFU LI 

Accessory living space C C  See SubsecƟon 502.1 

Accessory structure PS PS PS See SubsecƟon 502.2 

Accessory structure for residenƟal purposes C C  See SubsecƟon 502.3 

Antenna   C C C See SubsecƟon 502.5 

Bulk Storage (liquid)   C See SubsecƟon 502.6 

Carport P    

Commercial animal boarding PS   See SecƟon 501 

Day care, group family P P  See SubsecƟon 502.7 

Gardening and other horƟculture use P P P  

Home occupaƟon PS PS  See SubsecƟon 502.8 

Keeping of chickens PS PS  See SubsecƟon 502.9 

Maintenance, facility, and storage buildings  
owned and operated by property  
associaƟons on lots without a principal  
structure 

C C   

Off street loading space   P  

Off street parking space P P P  

Open and outdoor storage   C See SubsecƟon 502.10 

RecreaƟonal equipment P P   

RecreaƟonal vehicle and equipment storage PS PS  See SubsecƟon 502.12 

Sacred community PS   See SubsecƟon 502.13 

Seasonal produce stand C PS PS PS See SubsecƟon 502.14 
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Solar energy system PS PS PS See SubsecƟon 502.15 

Uses customarily associated with and 
incidental to a principal use 

P P P  

  

 

4. Division 400. Zoning Districts; SecƟon 402. Lower St. Croix River District  

 

Table 4.6 Accessory Uses in SC-RR, SC-UR, and SC-VC Districts 

Accessory Use Zoning District Use Standards Reference 

SC-RR SC-UR SC-VC 

Accessory living space  C  See SubsecƟon 502.1 

Accessory structure PS PS PS See SubsecƟon 502.2 

Adult use   C See SecƟon 501 

Animal boarding PS   See SubsecƟon 502.4 

Antenna C C C See SubsecƟon 502.5 

Day care, group family C C  See SubsecƟon 502.7 

Gardening and other horƟculture use P P P  

Home occupaƟon C C  See SubsecƟon 502.8 

Keeping of chickens PS PS  See SubsecƟon 502.9 

Off street loading space   P  

Off street parking space P P P  

Open and outdoor storage   C See SubsecƟon 502.10 

Outdoor dining area  C C  

Outdoor sales   C See SubsecƟon 502.11 

RecreaƟonal equipment  P P   

Sacred community  C C C See SubsecƟon 502.13 

Seasonal produce stand PS PS  See SubsecƟon 502.14 

Solar energy system C C C See SubsecƟon 502.15 

Uses customarily associated with and 
incidental to the permiƩed use 

P P P  

 

5. Division 500 Use-Specific Standards; SecƟon 501. Principal Use Standards 

§ 501.2. Agriculture 

1. All farms in existence upon the effecƟve date of this Ordinance shall be a permiƩed use 

where the operator may conduct a farming operaƟon. All regulaƟons contained in this 

SecƟon shall apply to all changes of the farming operaƟon which will cause all or part of 

the area to become more intensively used or more urban in character.  

2. All accessory structures shall meet all applicable Accessory Structure Use Specific 

Standards in SecƟon 502. 

3. A maximum number of farm animals per acre of farmland shall be allowed as specified in 

Table 5.1 below: The number of farm animals shall be limited to a total of no more than 

one (1) animal unit per acre using the definiƟon of animal unit per Minnesota Rules 
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7020.0300, Subpart 5 as may be amended. In determining animal units, the following 

shall apply: 

A. Adjacent parcels of land under common ownership and operated as a single enterprise 

may be combined to determine the maximum number of animal units allowed. 

B. Farmland acreage for the purpose of this computaƟon shall not include or encroach on 

slopes in excess of 18%, wetlands, wetland buffers, and floodplains. 

C. On lots less than 5 acres, the maximum number of chickens allowed on a property shall 

be determined by SecƟon 5.02 Chickens on Parcels less than 5 Acres. 

4. All stables, structures, or other faciliƟes for housing animals and manure storage sites shall 

be located 200 feet from any property line and 200 feet from any seasonal or year-round 

surface water. 

5. a minimum distance of 200 feet from any property line, and aAll corral areas shall be located 

a minimum distance of 100 feet from any property line. 

6. No manure or livestock waste shall be deposited, stored, kept or allowed to remain in or 

upon any storage site without reasonable safeguards adequate to prevent the escape or 

movement of manure or waste or a soluƟon thereof from the site that may result in 

polluƟon of any public waters or any health hazard. 

 

6. Division 500 Use-Specific Standards; SecƟon 502. Accessory Use Standards 

§ 502.2. Accessory Structure 

1. Purpose. The standards of this secƟon are intended to lessen the visual impact of accessory 

structures from adjacent properƟes and the public right-of-way and ensure that accessory 

structures are aestheƟcally and architecturally compaƟble with the principal structure on the 

property 

2. In All Districts  

A. No accessory structure shall be constructed or developed on a lot prior to construcƟon 
of the principal structure. 
I. In the SFR and SFU zoning districts, an accessory structure may be allowed by a 

condiƟonal use permit on property without a principal structure for any 
homeowner’s associaƟon, organizaƟon, or non-individual property owner.  

B. In addiƟon to the standards below, an accessory structure may be located within the 
required rear yard setback provided that the lot is not a through lot and said accessory 
structure does not occupy more than 25 percent of the required rear yard. 

C.   Greenhouses shall be of a size and placed in a locaƟon on the property such that: 

I. The combined light from the greenhouse and outdoor lighƟng on the property does 
not exceed 0.4-foot candles (meter reading) as measured at any property line.  

II. At the property line, the noise from fans used within the greenhouse shall not 
exceed: 
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a. 65 dbA for more than 10 percent of the Ɵme and no more than 60 for more than 
50 percent of the Ɵme during a one-hour period of monitoring between 7:00 
a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

b. 55 dBA for more than 10 percent of the Ɵme and 50 dBA for more than 50 
percent of the Ɵme during a one-hour period of monitoring between 10:00 p.m. 
– 7:00 a.m.  

3. In ResidenƟal Districts 

A.  Area 

I. Within the SFR, SFU, SC-RR, and SC-UR Zoning Districts, accessory structures shall 
meet the standards set forth in Table 5.1: 
 
Table 5.1 Maximum Accessory Structure FoundaƟon Area in ResidenƟal Districts 
 

 SFR SFU, SC-UR and SC - RR 

Accessory structures for farms    

Maximum total foundaƟon area of all 
detached accessory structures used for 
agricultural purposes 

No limit No limit 

Accessory structures for hobby farms and residenƟal 

Maximum total foundaƟon area of all 
aƩached garages and detached accessory 
structures 

2,400 square feet 1,450 square feet 

Maximum foundaƟon area of aƩached 
garage 

The smaller of 75% of 
the foundaƟon area of 
the principal structure or 
1,500 square feet 

The smaller of 75% of 
the foundaƟon area of 
the principal structure or 
750 square feet 

Maximum foundaƟon area of an 
individual detached accessory structure 

1,500 square feet 750 square feet 

 
 

II. Within the SFU and SC-UR Zoning Districts, accessory structures shall meet the 
following building size standards: 

a. The sum total of square footage of aƩached garages and all detached accessory 
structures for non-farm or non-agricultural purposes shall be limited to 1,450 
square feet of foundaƟon area. 

b. No individual detached accessory structure shall exceed 750 square feet of 
foundaƟon area. 

c. No aƩached garage shall exceed 75 percent of the foundaƟon area of the 
principal structure or 750 square feet of foundaƟon area, whichever is less. 

III. Within the SFR and SC-RR Zoning Districts, accessory structures shall meet the 
following building size standards: 



6 
 

a. The sum total square footage of aƩached garages and all detached accessory 
structures for non-farm or non-agricultural purposes shall be limited to 2,400 
square feet of foundaƟon area. 

b. No individual detached accessory structure shall exceed 1,500 square feet in 
foundaƟon area. 

c. No aƩached garage shall exceed 75 percent of the foundaƟon area of the 
principal building or 1,500 square feet of foundaƟon area, whichever is less. 

*** 

§ 502.14. Seasonal Produce Stand 

1. All produce sold at the stand shall be grown within the city limits.  

2. Only temporary, unenclosed display faciliƟes structures shall be used to exhibit produce items. 

Such structures shall: 

A. Not have a foundaƟon. 

B. Shall be no more than 100 square feet in area,  

C. Shall be removed at the end of the selling season.  

3. Adequate off-street parking is provided and no parking related to produce sales occurs in the 

public right-of-way.  

4. Signs: 

A. Shall be located on the private property of the farm owner/operator and shall be located 

no more than 100 feet from the point of sale.  

B. Shall be located no closer than 15 feet from any lot line.  

C. Shall be limited to no more than two (2) signs together totaling no more than 16 square 

feet.  

D. Shall be removed when the sales operaƟon is closed for the season.  

 

Sec on 2. This ordinance shall take effect and be in full force from and aŌer is adopƟon and publicaƟon, 

as provided by law.  

 

Approved and adopted by the City Council of the City of Marine on St. Croix this ___day of _________, 

2025.  

 

        BY: ________________/s/_______ 

         Kevin Nyenhuis, Mayor 
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____________________/s/________ 

AƩest: LyneƩe Peterson, City Administrator 

 

DRAFTED BY: 
HKGi 
800 Washington Ave. N., Suite 103 
Minneapolis, MN 55401 



1 
 

CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

MINNESOTA 

 

Ordinance XXX 

 

AN ORDINANCE TO REGULATE CHICKENS WITHIN THE CITY OF MARINE ON ST. CROIX 

 

The City Council of the City of Marine on St. Croix hereby ordains:  

Sec on 1. Amendments to Chapter 5 Dogs and Other Animals have the following changes denoted in the 

following format; new text is underlined in red or as a strikethrough for deleted language.  

CHAPTER 5 DOGS AND OTHER ANIMALS 

5.02 Chickens on Parcels Less than 5 Acres 

Subd. 4. NUMBER ALLOWED.   

(1) For parcels that are less than one-half (1/2) acre the maximum number of chickens is six (6) 
five (5). For every addiƟonal one (1) acre of land an addiƟonal six (6) five (5) chickens may be 
kept.   

Sec on 2. This ordinance shall take effect and be in full force from and aŌer is adopƟon and publicaƟon, 

as provided by law.  

Approved and adopted by the City Council of the City of Marine on St. Croix this ____ day of ______, 

2025.  

        BY: ________________/s/_______ 

         Kevin Nyenhuis, Mayor 

 

____________________/s/________ 

AƩest: LyneƩe Peterson, City Administrator 

 

DRAFTED BY: 
HKGi 
800 Washington Ave. N., Suite 103 
Minneapolis, MN 55401 
 



1200 Warner Road 
St. Paul, MN 55106 

April 23, 2025 

Suzanne Lindgren  
Treasurer / Assistant Clerk 
121 Judd St 
Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047 

Re: Conditional Approval of Marine on St Croix Lower St. Croix Riverway Ordinance 

Dear Suzanne Lindgren: 

Thank you for sending your proposed Lower St. Croix Riverway ordinance amendment to the DNR for 
conditional approval review. I am pleased to inform you that the proposed amendment is substantially 
compliant with the Lower St. Croix Riverway Rules (MR 6105.0351 – 6105.0440) and hereby approved, 
provided the conditions of approval in this letter are met.  

Ordinance Evaluation 

We have reviewed your proposed ordinance received on April 2, 2025 for compliance with the 
applicable rules. The proposed amendment is attached. 

Conditions of Approval  
The following conditions must be met before the DNR will issue final approval: 

1. Return the attached “Ordinance Processing Checklist” and documents identified on the
checklist.

Next Steps 
Following are the steps for completing and receiving final DNR approval for your ordinance: 

1. The city council adopts the revised ordinance according to the listed conditions.
2. Minnesota Rules require a notice of final decision to be sent to the DNR after the ordinance is

adopted. Email the completed Ordinance Processing Checklist (attached) and the documents
identified on the checklist within 10 days of city council adoption to:

a. Dan Scollan, daniel.scollan@state.mn.us
b. Ordinance.review.dnr@state.mn.us

3. We will review the ordinance adopted by the city council for consistency with the above
conditions.

4. If the adopted ordinance is consistent with the conditions, I will send you a “certification of
approval” letter. State rules require DNR certification of approval of Lower Saint Croix Riverway
ordinances and amendments for those ordinances to be effective.

mailto:daniel.scollan@state.mn.us
mailto:Ordinance.review.dnr@state.mn.us


 

A Lower St. Croix Riverway ordinance is an important land use regulation that helps to protect surface 
water quality, near-shore habitat, and shoreland aesthetics of the St. Croix River. We appreciate your 
efforts to protect these resources for all present and future Minnesotans. Dan Scollan is available to 
assist with ordinance technical guidance and to consult with you on land and other water-related 
projects.  

Sincerely, 

Megan Moore 
District Manager 

Attachments: 

Proposed Ordinance  
Ordinance Processing Checklist 

c: Dan Scollan, DNR Area Hydrologist 
Ordinance.review.dnr@state.mn.us 

mailto:Ordinance.review.dnr@state.mn.us


Revised: 8/02/24 

 
 

 
ORDINANCE PROCESSING CHECKLIST 
 
After ordinance or amendment adoption, please complete, sign, and return this checklist 
with the listed documents by email to the DNR at Ordinance.review.dnr@state.mn.us 
 
 
 
1. Date(s) of public hearing(s).  Attach the notice(s) with this checklist in PDF format. 

 
____________   
 
   

 
 ____________ 
 
 
2. Date of ordinance adoption.  Attach the adopted ordinance or amendment signed by the 

chief elected official in PDF format. 
 
____________    

 
 
 

 
Do not include newspaper documentation of summary publications for the 

ordinance/amendment or of public hearings. 
 
 
_______________________________________________ 
Signature of Clerk/Zoning Administrator 
 
 
_______________________________________________ 
Name of Community 
 

mailto:Ordinance.review.dnr@state.mn.us


Public Hearing Comments Received by April 24, 2025 

 

1) Joshua Rutherfod 

Dear Marine on Saint Croix Planning Commission and City Council, 

Greenhouses offer significant environmental and economic benefits. They enhance food 
production efficiency, reduce water usage, and minimize the need for pesticides. Economically, 
they support year-round crop production, boosting local economies and food security. Given 
these advantages, restricting greenhouse use contradicts the county’s comprehensive plan and 
sustainability goals. Instead of imposing regulations, the city should encourage and support 
greenhouse initiatives. The USDA and NRCS grants highlight their recognized benefits, 
showcasing their role in sustainable development. By encouraging greenhouse use, we can align 
local policies with broader environmental and economic goals. 

In addition to the environmental and economic benefits, it’s important to address the noise 
restrictions. Recently, road noise was recorded 200’ back from the front property line off a Saint 
Croix trail property, which exceeded 80 decibels when trucks passed and around 70 decibels 
with cars. This makes the requirement for greenhouses to be held at 50 decibels or less seem 
unfair. Common equipment like lawnmowers and snow blowers also exceed this limit. Therefore, 
it’s reasonable to reconsider these noise restrictions for greenhouses. 

Furthermore, we believe it’s essential to retain the part about permitting horticulture and 
gardening. This practice is a vital part of our community and should remain a permitted use. 
Encouraging horticulture and gardening supports local food production, community well-being, 
and environmental stewardship, aligning with our broader sustainability goals. 

Please keep Marines goals focused on sustainability and self reliance.   

Sincerely 

Joshua Rutherford  

17977 Saint Croix trail n 

Marine on Saint Croix, mn 

 
2) Mary Burke 

Dear Chair Hagstrom and Planning Commission Member’s, 

I have some questions/comments below for the upcoming April 29th public hearings on 
variances and agricultural amendments. I submit my comments now because I am unable to 
attend the hearing. 

1. What are the specific setbacks and restrictions for drainage easements in all City of Marine 
zoning districts?  i.e. side and rear.  



2. Does the Watershed, DNR and or City of Marine engineer need to be involved in decisions 
when building on or changing any type of slope near an existing drainage easement? I don’t see 
this information in section 608 under grading and drainage. 

3. What are specific setbacks and restrictions for blufflines in all City of Marine zoning 
districts?  i.e. side and rear. 

Thank you for all you do for the City of Marine!  

Sincerely, 

Mary Burke 

18090 St Croix Trl N 

Marine MN 55047 
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