
 
 
 
 
 

CORINNA TOWNSHIP 
 
 
 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
 
 
 

MEETING PACKET FOR THE 
March 14, 2012 

REGULARLY SCHEDULED MEETING 
 
 
 



Our promise to you is that we will: 
1. Without prejudice, reflect the vision of the community as 

represented in the community’s planning documents. 
2. Respect the will of the community as enacted in land use policies 

and regulations. 
3. Serve the elected and appointed officials of the community, 

understanding they are the decision-makers elected by the people 
they represent. 

4. Always seek the truth through an exchange of ideas that is open, 
honest and without bias. 

5. Continually improve community access to planning information 
and processes. 

6. Provide service that is friendly, responsive and professional. 

 



CORINNA TOWNSHIP 
AGENDA 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT / PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
March 14, 2012 

7:00 PM 

1. Call to Order 
 
2. Roll Call 

 
3. Additions or Deletions to the Agenda 
 
4. Public Hearings 

a. Variance to replace an existing 2 bedroom home with a new 4 bedroom home 
approximately 64 ft from Pleasant Lake (min. 75 ft required) and 13.9 and 14.8 ft 
from the side (west) lot line (min. 15 ft required). Variance to construct a new deck 
approximately 57.3 ft from Pleasant Lake (min. 75 ft. required) and 10 ft from the 
side (east) lot line (min. 15 ft required).  

i. Applicant(s): Michael and Christi Pellegrene 
ii. Property Address: 11557 – 89th St NW, Annandale 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 19-121-27 
iv. Parcel Number(s): 206062000150 

 
5. Approve Previous Meeting Minutes 

a. February 14, 2012 
 

6. Zoning Administrator’s Report 

a. Permits  
b. Correspondence  
c. Enforcement Actions  
 

7. Old Business 

a. Training – “Developing Effective Motions and Findings of Fact” 

b. Discuss interpretation of “expansion” when applying MN Statutes 394.36, Subd. 4 
and 462.357, Subd. 1e (Nonconformity statutes) 

c. Discuss end-of-year ordinance updates/clarifications. 

d. Discussion – Potential update of 2007 Comprehensive Plan 

e. Update on status of Corinna Township request for recognition as shoreland and 
floodplain zoning authority. 

 
8. New Business 

 
9. Adjournment 
 
This agenda is not exclusive. Other business may be discussed as deemed necessary. 



The parcels identified on this map are subject to public hearing. 
The public hearing will be held at Corinna Town Hall  

at 7:00 pm. 

Public Hearing – Location Map 

Corinna Township 
Location Map for March 14, 2012 Public Hearings 

Pellegrene 
variance 

Corinna Town 
Hall (9801 
Ireland Ave) 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

Application: Variance to replace an existing 2 bedroom home with a new 4 bedroom 
home approximately 64 ft from Pleasant Lake (min. 75 ft required) and 13.9 and 14.8 ft 
from the side (west) lot line (min. 15 ft required). Variance to construct a new deck 
approximately 57.3 ft from Pleasant Lake (min. 75 ft. required) and 10 ft from the side 
(east) lot line (min. 15 ft required).  

Applicant: Michael and Christi Pellegrene 

Agenda Item: 4(a) 
 
Background Information:  

 Location: 
o Property Address: 11557 – 89th St NW, Annandale 
o Sec/Twp/Range: 19-121-27 
o Parcel Number(s): 206062000150 

 Zoning: Urban/Rural Transition (R1) /Residential Recreation Shorelands (S-2) 
Overlay District, Pleasant Lake (General Development lake) 

 Lot size: Approximately 20,999 sq ft (0.48 acres) 

Existing Impervious Coverage: 

o Buildings: Approx. 1,670sq ft (7.95%) 

o Total: Approx. 2,032 sq ft (9.68%) 

Proposed Impervious Coverage: 

o Buildings: Approx. 2,955 sq ft (14.1%) 

o Total: Approx. 4,293 sq ft (20.4%) 

 Septic System Status: The existing sewer system was constructed in 1994. It is 
designed for 2 bedrooms. The system passed a compliance inspection in November 
2011. The existing drainfield is sized for 4 bedrooms by minimum state rules but not 
for 4 bedrooms under Wright County regulations. To address this, the applicants 
sewer designer has proposed to have a 1,250 gallon tank with timed dose pumping 
added to the existing 1,500 gallon tank so as to regulate how much effluent is 
pumped to the drainfield at any one time.  The applicant’s sewer designer has stated 
there is sufficient room for a new drainfield should the existing drainfield need to be 
replaced in the future.  

 Natural Features: 

Floodplain: The property is not within an identified floodplain. 

Bluff/Steep Slopes: There is a steep slope along the shoreline, approximately 25 
feet from the front of the proposed house. The property does not contain any 
bluff features. 

Wetlands: There do not appear to be any wetlands on the property that would 
impact the proposal. 

 Proposal: The applicant is proposing to replace an existing 2 bedroom home with a 
new 4 bedroom home approximately 64 ft from Pleasant Lake – the same distance 
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from the lake as the existing house, although the new house would be significantly 
wider. The new house would also be and 13.9 and 14.8 ft from the side (west) lot line. 
An open deck is also proposed on the lakeside of the home – 57.3 ft from Pleasant 
Lake and 10 ft from the side (east) lot line.  

The new house will be a one story with a lookout basement (lakeside) and an 8/12 
roof pitch. The current house does not have a lookout basement. 

 Requested Variance(s): 

 Lake setback (house): Replace an existing 2 bedroom home with a new 4 
bedroom home approximately 64 ft from Pleasant Lake (min. 75 ft required) 

 Lake setback (deck): Construct a new deck approximately 57.3 ft from Pleasant 
Lake (min. 75 ft. required) 

 Side yard setback (house): New house to be 13.9 and 14.8 ft from the side (west) 
lot line (min. 15 ft required) 

 Side yard setback (deck): New deck approximately 10 ft from the side (east) lot 
line (min. 15 ft required) 

 
Applicable Statutes/Ordinances:  
 
Minnesota Statutes 

 
462.357 (2011) OFFICIAL CONTROLS: ZONING ORDINANCE. 

Subd. 6.Appeals and adjustments. 
Appeals to the board of appeals and adjustments may be taken by any affected 

person upon compliance with any reasonable conditions imposed by the zoning 
ordinance. The board of appeals and adjustments has the following powers with 
respect to the zoning ordinance: 

(1) To hear and decide appeals where it is alleged that there is an error in any 
order, requirement, decision, or determination made by an administrative officer 
in the enforcement of the zoning ordinance. 

(2) To hear requests for variances from the requirements of the zoning 
ordinance including restrictions placed on nonconformities. Variances shall only 
be permitted when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the 
ordinance and when the variances are consistent with the comprehensive plan. 
Variances may be granted when the applicant for the variance establishes that 
there are practical difficulties in complying with the zoning ordinance. "Practical 
difficulties," as used in connection with the granting of a variance, means that the 
property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted 
by the zoning ordinance; the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances 
unique to the property not created by the landowner; and the variance, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the locality. Economic considerations alone 
do not constitute practical difficulties. Practical difficulties include, but are not 
limited to, inadequate access to direct sunlight for solar energy systems. Variances 
shall be granted for earth sheltered construction as defined in section 216C.06, 
subdivision 14, when in harmony with the ordinance. The board of appeals and 
adjustments or the governing body as the case may be, may not permit as a 
variance any use that is not allowed under the zoning ordinance for property in the 
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zone where the affected person's land is located. The board or governing body as 
the case may be, may permit as a variance the temporary use of a one family 
dwelling as a two family dwelling. The board or governing body as the case may be 
may impose conditions in the granting of variances. A condition must be directly 
related to and must bear a rough proportionality to the impact created by the 
variance.  

  
 
Corinna Township/Wright County Regulations 
 
502.  APPEALS AND BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
 
502.4 Findings 
 

(1) The Board of Adjustment must review variance petitions and consider the 
following factors prior to finding that a practical difficulty has been 
presented. The applicant must provide a statement of evidence addressing 
the following elements to the extent they are relevant to the applicant’s 
situation. 
 
(a) The granting of the variance will be in harmony with the County 

Land Use Plan. 
(b) The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable 

manner not permitted by an official control. 
(c) The plight of the owner is due to circumstances unique to the 

property not created by the owner. 
(d) The proposal does not alter the essential character of the locality. 
(e) The practical difficulty cannot be alleviated by a method other 

than a variance; and. 
(f) The granting of the variance will not adversely affect the 

environmental quality of the area. 
 
The Board of Adjustment may grant a variance if it finds that all of the above factors have 
been established.  The Board of Adjustment must not approve a variance request unless 
the applicant proves all of the above factors and established that there are practical 
difficulties in complying with official controls.  The burden of proof of these matters rests 
completely on the applicant. 
 
403. LOT COVERAGE 
 

Not more than fifteen (15) percent of a lot may be covered by buildings and not 
more than twenty-five (25) percent of lot may be covered by impervious surfaces, 
including all structures, decks and pavement areas except as provided in Section 
608, 609, and 610. 
 

605. URBAN/RURAL TRANSITIONAL R-1 

 (3) Side Yard Regulations: 

There shall be a minimum side yard of fifteen (15) feet for principal uses 
and ten (10) feet for accessory uses unless the building is housing 
livestock, then the setback is 100 feet for livestock buildings. 
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612.5 Shoreland Performance Standards 

612.5 (1) General Performance Standard for Lakes 
Performance standards in shoreland areas are additional to standards of the primary 
zoning district. In case of a conflict, the stricter standard shall apply as well as any 
additional requirements if flood plain elevations have been established. 
 

(a) General Development Minimum Standards: 
Structure setback from NOHW       75 ft. 
Structure setback from Bluff        30 ft. 
Height         2 1/2 stories (35 ft.) 
Elevation of lowest floor above highest known water level    4 ft. 
Water Oriented Accessory Structure setback from NOHW    10 ft. 

 
Staff Findings: The following findings of fact are presented by Staff for consideration 
by the Board of Adjustment: 

1) Will the granting of the variance be in harmony with the general 
purposes and intent of the Corinna Township Land Use (Zoning) and/or 
Subdivision Ordinance? 

a) Needs discussion. The spirit and intent of the ordinance (lake setback), 
according to the DNRs SONAR statement in 1989, is: 

“In general, structure setbacks are needed to provide an adequate 
distance between the development of a shoreland area and the adjacent 
waterbody or near blufftops to control the resource damaging effects of 
non-point source pollution. Soil erosion and subsequent sedimentation 
in water bodies and the loading of nutrients, toxics and other pollutants 
to the water body from shoreland area surface water runoff are examples 
of. non-point source pollution.” 

The applicant is requesting to be about 64 feet from the lake with the new 
dwelling (min. required is 75 feet) and 57 feet with the new deck. The house 
would not be closer than the existing house, but the deck would. It does appear 
that there is room to move the house and deck further back in the lot so that it 
more closely or completely meets the required lake setback. 

The spirit and intent of the ordinance (side yard setback) is to require some space 
between buildings and other improvements and the adjacent lot and to maintain 
space between structures. Its’ intent is also to maintain consistency from one 
property to the next in this setback. 

The applicant is requesting to be about 13.9 feet (at the closest point) from the 
new dwelling to the west side lot line (min. 15 ft required). The new deck would 
be 10 feet from the side yard (east) (min. required is 15 feet). The current home 
and deck meet all required side lot line setbacks and it appears that a 
reconfigured deck could be constructed without need for the side yard setback 
variance. 

2) Will the granting of the variance be consistent with the Corinna 
Township Comprehensive Plan? 
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The Comprehensive Plan states the following as strategies to “protect, preserve, 
and enhance lake water quality”: 

o Require on-site storm water retention and erosion-control plans for all 
new lakeshore development and redevelopment of existing sites, to ensure 
that storm water runoff is properly managed and treated before entering 
surface waters. 

 Staff Comment: No specific storm water retention or erosion-
control plan has been submitted as part of the variance proposal, 
although Staff has been told that one is being prepared. The 
proposal would place a deck closer to the lake than anything that 
exists today and also would create a wider house within the lake 
setback than exists today. 

o Seek ways to ensure that new development, landscaping, or other 
alterations on lakeshore properties preserve and/or provide for the 
planting of native trees and shoreline vegetation. 

 Staff Comment: No specific landscaping plans have been 
presented to plant native trees or preserve shoreline vegetation. 
The applicant has stated that one reason they cannot move the 
new house further back is because it would require the removal of 
an existing, mature tree. 

o Require the use of best management practices as outlined by the 
Minnesota DNR, University of Minnesota Extension, or other appropriate 
agencies during the development and re-development of all property in 
the Township to prevent erosion and sedimentation that eventually 
reaches area lakes and wetlands through ditches, direct runoff, or other 
means. 

 Staff Comment: No specific storm water retention or erosion-
control plan has been submitted as part of the variance proposal, 
although Staff has been told that one is being prepared. The 
proposal would place a deck closer to the lake than anything that 
exists today and also would create a wider house within the lake 
setback than exists today. 

o Limit the amount of grading and filling in the shoreland area so as to 
minimize the disturbance of soil and prevent erosion. 

 Staff Comment: The applicant will need to excavate out soil for the 
construction of the new dwelling. They have stated that one reason 
for seeking the variance is because it would minimize the amount 
of soil excavation and disturbance. 

3) Is the proposed use of the property reasonable? 

Yes. The applicant is requesting the construct a dwelling that is of reasonable 
size as compared to others in the neighborhood and it will stay under the 
maximum allowed building coverage for the lot. 

4) Is the plight of the landowner due to circumstances unique to the 
property not created by the landowner? 

Needs discussion. The need for the variance is created primarily by the desire 
to maintain an existing mature tree and to maintain the current house setback. It 



Corinna Township 4(a) - 6 
March 14, 2012 

 

does appear that there are not any topographic or other unique circumstances 
that would prevent the applicant from moving their proposed house further back 
to meet the required 75-foot setback. 

5) Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality? 

No. The site is already used for farming operations and has two other grain bins, 
along with other farm buildings. The character of the area will remain 
agricultural. 

6) Are economic considerations the only reason the applicant cannot meet 
the strict requirements of the ordinance? 

No. The neighborhood where the property is located is a mix of mostly small, 
seasonal, single-story cabins and larger 1.5-2 story dwellings. The proposed home 
has a larger footprint than most homes in the immediate area and will be taller 
given the addition of the lookout basement and the 8/12 roof pitch. The home 
immediately to the west is of a similar size. 

Overall, Staff would note that the character of the immediate neighborhood will 
change, although not so significantly as to create a significant concern. The 
broader neighborhood does have homes of a similar size. 

7) Could the practical difficulty be alleviated by a feasible method other 
than a variance (taking into account economic considerations)? 

Needs discussion. To avoid the need for the requested lake setback variance, 
the home would either 1) need to be reconstructed to exactly the same footprint 
and height, or 2) be moved to an alternate location that would meet, or at least 
more closely meet, the required 75 foot lake setback and 15 foot side-yard 
setbacks.  

The applicant has stated that the practical difficulty associated with meeting the 
lake setback is primarily that it would require the removal of a mature tree and 
the excavation of more soil. However, in Staff’s opinion, there are not any 
significant barriers to moving the house back. The lot is relatively flat both at the 
current location and a location meeting the 75-foot setback requirement. The side 
yard setbacks could also be met with only a slight narrowing of the house and a 
reconfiguration of the deck. 

8) Will the granting of the variance adversely affect the environmental 
quality of the area? 

Needs discussion. With proper stormwater and erosion control practices, it is 
unlikely that the proposed use would create a significant environmental impact. 
However, the proposal will result in significantly more house within the lake 
setback and a deck that is closer than anything that exists today. It appears that 
the potential negative environmental impact, while perhaps small, could be 
improved by moving the house further back in the lot. 

Impervious surfaces would be increased significantly, but still remain under the 
maximums allowed by ordinance for both building and total coverage. 

 
Board of Adjustment Direction: The Board of Adjustment may approve the variance 
request, deny the request, or table the request if the Board should need additional 
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information from the applicant.  If the Board should approve or deny the request, the 
Board should state the findings which support either of these actions. 
 
 

Staff Recommendation: Based on the findings of fact and discussion listed above, 
Staff cannot recommend approval of the requested lake and side yard setback variances. 

It appears that the applicant could relatively easily meet the required lake and side yard 
setbacks by simply moving the house back further in the lot and narrowing up the design 
of the home. Outside of a tree that would need to be cut down, there does not seem to be 
any significant barrier or practical difficulty preventing them from doing so. 

While other homes in the area would be closer than the proposed home, it also appears 
likely that those homes in the immediate area, should they be torn down and rebuilt, 
could also be moved further back in the lot to meet the required lake setback. The lot is 
also 70-75 feet wide, which is enough to allow for a home up to 40-45 feet wide without 
need for a side yard setback variance. 







 

   

Wright County, MN
 

 
 

  Date Created: 3/14/2012

Parcel ID 206062000150 
Sec/Twp/Rng 19-121-27 
Property Address 11557 89TH ST NW 

ANNANDALE 

Alternate ID n/a 
Class 201 - RESIDENTIAL 
Acreage n/a 

Owner Address KENNETH W & AINA E SAARI  
21035 OAK LN  
GREENWOOD, MN 55331 

District n/a 
Brief Tax Description Sect-19 Twp-121 Range-027 PLEASANT LAKE BEACH Lot-015 

(Note: Not to be used on legal documents) 

Last Data Upload: 3/14/2012 8:49:07 AM
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Ben Oleson

From: bernie@millerssewage.com
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 2:55 PM
To: Ben Oleson
Cc: Bruce Prevost
Subject: Site plan for the Pellegrene Variance request
Attachments: pellegrene SITE PLAN.pdf

Ben 
Bruce Prevost will be submitting this for the Pellegrenes. The existing septic system is compliant and we certified it in 
November of 2011. The drainfield meets the state sizing requirements for a 4 bedroom but is smaller than the County 
minimum for a type I (800 SF).   
The existing are undersized for a 4 bedroom home and the plan is to add a 1250 gallon pump tank with time dosing. The 
property does have room for a future full size type I drainfield, this area is to be preserved for that use. Also I am working 
on a storm water and erosion control plan and will get that to you prior to the meeting or as soon as I get it done. Please 
feel free to call if you have questions. 
Thanks 
 
Bernie Miller 
Miller's Sewage Treatment Solutions 
320‐980‐1737 











March 6, 2012 
Text of e-mail comment: 
 
     In reference to the variance on 11557-89th St NW, we are property owners on 11529 89th St 
NW, which is two properties to the east.  We oppose having the property lines changed.  That 
would bring the property too close to the lake and too close to the property to the east.  Other 
property owners requested similar variances and were denied. 
We object to these changes. 
  
Duane UP Verch 
Norma A Verch 
  
11529 89th St NW       314 Shady Lane  Young America MN 
 952-467-3353              dnverch@gmail.com 
 
 
March 6, 2012 
Summary of phone comment from Corwin Johnson (neighbor to the east): 
 
Neighbor to the east is concerned that the proposed home and deck are too close to their property 
line and the lake and will affect their view. 
 



CORINNA TOWNSHIP 
MINUTES 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT / PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

February 14, 2012  

7:00 PM 

1. Call to Order:  Chair Charlotte Quiggle called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM. 
 
2.  Roll Call:  Board of Adjustment/Planning Commission Members Present: Charlotte Quiggle (Chair); 
Dan Shay (Vice‐Chair); Lee Parks; Larry Smith; Steve Huff; Barry Schultz 
 
Staff:  Ben Oleson, Zoning Administrator; Mary Barkley Brown, Township Clerk/Treasurer 
 
Others in Attendance:  Richard Naaktgeboren; Doug Smith; Brady Smith; Ethan Smith 
 
3.  Election of Officers – 2012 
 
A motion was made by Smith, seconded by Schultz, to nominated Charlotte Quiggle for Chair.   
There were no other nominations.  
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
A motion was made by Huff, seconded by Schultz, to nominated Dan Shay as Vice‐Chair.   
There were no other nominations.  
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
4.  Additions or Deletions to the Agenda: None. 
 
A motion was made by Shay, seconded by Smith, to accept the agenda.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
5. Public Hearings 
 

a.   Variance for a lot line adjustment between two undersized lots to increase one lot from 
65 to 75.5 feet of shoreline and decrease the other lot from about 85 feet to about 74.5 feet 
of shoreline. Lot width at the road would increase from 80 feet to 90.26 feet for one lot and 
decrease from 80.3 feet to about 70 feet for the other. The lot line adjustment would 
decrease the setback for the existing septic system on one lot from about 12 feet to about 2 
feet. 

i. Applicant(s): Philip Trout (Sue Burke Trust) and William and Delores Burke.  
ii. Property Address: 7364 and 7384 Isaak Ave  NW, Annandale.  
iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 27‐121‐27.  
iv. Parcel Number(s): 206068000030 and 206068000020. 
v.  

 
(Note: No one was present to represent the landowners.) 
 



Oleson:  On August 9, 2011 we had approved a lot line adjustment for the same properties involved in 
this request. That adjustment would have created a pie‐shaped adjustment between the two lots. When 
the documents formalizing that approval were sent to the County Recorder, they were returned – 
noting that because the two properties  were Torrens properties, the legal descriptions could not be 
changed without a registered survey. A registered survey is essentially the equivalent of what is required 
of plats/subdivision ‐ requiring more work and more expense. The applicants’ surveyor apparently 
talked to the title examiner and was told that if they adjusted the lot lines in more of a “straight line” 
fashion (i.e. the new lot line would be roughly parallel to the old lot line), then a registered survey would 
not be required. 
 
The applicants have chosen to take that route and are now asking for a different lot line adjustment that 
makes the new lot line parallel to the old lot line – about 10 feet further east/southeast. This will place 
the new lot line a bit closer to the septic system than it was to be under the previously approved lot line 
adjustment. As such, the septic setback to the side lot line will require a variance. The lot line 
adjustment is to be reviewed by the Board of Adjustment. 
 
Oleson noted that the intent of the side yard setback for septic systems was to provide some space 
between neighbors, but that the SONAR document prepared by the MPCA as part of creating the rule 
noted that with neighbor approval, there was not as much concern about the side yard setback. Since 
the side lot line involved with the septic setback is one of the applicants, we can presume that both 
landowners involved do not object to the proposed septic variance. 
 
Oleson also noted that the newly proposed adjustment will make the lot line slightly further away from 
the existing garage and two sheds that previously were very close or over the lot line. He stated that 
Mrs. Trout (owner of the J. Sue Burke property) had called him earlier in the day to make sure that 
everyone knew that they may not end up removing those three buildings if they decide not to build the 
attached garage that was approved by variance in August 2011. She did not want the lot line adjustment 
to be approved contingent on removal of those three buildings. 
 
Staff noted that we agreed the lot line adjustment should not be approved contingent on removal of the 
three buildings and suggested removing the last finding of fact under the lot line adjustment section in 
the staff report so that there would be no confusion on this matter. 
 
A motion was made by Smith, seconded by Shay, to approve the lot line adjustment as presented, citing 
the Findings of Fact in the Staff Report, except for #7 – regarding the sheds and garage. 
 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
A motion was made by Smith, seconded by Shay, to approve the variance for the septic system setback 
(side yard) as presented, citing the Findings of Fact in the Staff Report. 
 
 Motion carried unanimously. 
 

b. Construct new 36 ft grain bin approximately 114 ft from the centerline of a county road 
(min. 130 ft required). 

i. Applicant(s): Doug and Michelle Smith 
ii. Property Address: 7051 102nd St NW, Maple Lake 



iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 12‐121‐27 
iv. Parcel Number(s): 206000123300 

 
Doug, Brady and Ethan Smith addressed the Planning Commission. 
 
Oleson explained the application to construct a new grain bin and that the bin would be within the 
required road centerline setback.  He noted that the 114 foot figure given in the application was from 
the edge of the road – not the center. This would put the actual setback at about 124 feet or so. 
 
The Smiths noted that the location of the proposed bin was to make it reasonable to auger from the 
other bins and buildings into the new bin. Any further away and it would become impractical. 
 
Quiggle noted that the farm had been in place for a very long time – more than 100 years? She asked if 
the farm buildings pre‐dated the road being a County Road. Smith agreed that it was an old farm. There 
was discussion that Hart Avenue was not in place until the 1940s. Naaktgeboren also stated that the 
farm was very possibly there before the road. 
 
A discussion was held regarding future bins, room for expansion on the property.  The Smiths indicated 
that future expansion would be toward the east and would meet the required road centerline setback. 
 
A motion was made by Huff, seconded by Smith, to approve the variance as presented, citing the Staff 
Findings of Fact and noting that the setback will actually be about 124 feet – not 114 feet (it is a 6 foot 
variance rather than a 16 foot variance). 
 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
6. Approve Previous Meeting Minutes 

c. January 10, 2012 

A motion was made by Shay, seconded by Parks, to approve the January 10, 2012 Meeting Minutes.  
Motion carried unanimously. 

 
7. Zoning Administrator’s Report 

d. Permits‐ Reviewed. 

e. Correspondence – Reviewed. 

f. Enforcement Actions – Reviewed. 

 
8.  Old Business 

g. Discuss interpretation of “expansion” when applying MN Statutes 394.36, Subd. 4 and 
462.357, Subd. 1e (Nonconformity statutes) 

The  Commission  continued  its  discussion  about  how  the  Township  can  continue moving  toward  a 
clearer definition of  “expansion” when dealing with nonconforming  structures.  Staff presented  some 
draft  thoughts,  to which  the Commission added  its  comments. Generally,  the Commission wanted  to 
keep the situations where an alteration  is not considered an expansion  limited and simple to enforce. 



While there may be some circumstances where a review by the Board of Adjustment would indicate no 
problem with an “expansion” – it was better to be limited in what could be done without Board review. 

Staff was  directed  to  prepare  a  revised  version  for  consideration  by  the  Commission  at  the March 
meeting. Such changes would need  to be  reviewed by County staff  to see  if  there were any concerns 
about the Township being less restrictive than the County. 

h. Discuss end‐of‐year ordinance updates/clarifications.   

Staff was directed to bring this discussion back in March. 

i. Update on status of Corinna Township request for recognition as shoreland and floodplain 
zoning authority. 

The Board of Adjustment/Planning Commission heard an update from Staff on the status of the  issues 
surrounding the Township’s desire to administer shore land zoning authority. 

Oleson:  On February 7, 2012 this was on the Wright County Board’s Meeting Agenda.  They sent it back 
to the Committee of the Whole Meeting, which will be held on February 21, 2012.  The idea is to provide 
more information and give everyone the opportunity to review this once again.  I am going to provide 
info on why we are at least as restrictive as the county and meet DNR‐requirements for township 
zoning.  What comes out of that will go to the full county board meeting for the final decision.   

 
9.  New Business 

j. Discussion – Potential update of 2007 Comprehensive Plan.   

The Commission heard a report from Staff as to its general recommendation that Comprehensive Plans 
should be reviewed about every five years to ensure that they are still reflective of the mid‐ and  long‐
term planning goals of the Township. The current Township Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2007. 
The Commission agreed to take the issue under consideration and discuss further at the March meeting. 

k. Training – “Developing Effective Motions and Findings of Fact” 

A  training  session  for  the  Board  of  Adjustment/Planning  Commission  entitled  “Developing  Effective 
Motions  and  Findings  of  Fact” was  tabled  due  to  a  lack  of  time.  It will  be  scheduled  for  the March 
meeting. 

 
10.  Adjournment 
 
A motion was made by Schultz, seconded by Huff, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried unanimously.  
The meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m. 
 
Minutes respectfully submitted by Mary Barkley Brown 



Zoning Administrator's Report

Corinna Township

Application Status Report ‐ Finalized
February 1, 2012 ‐ March 7, 2012

Parcel ID Applicant Nature of Request Date of Final Action Zoning District

206047001030 Jerome Macmillan Construct 10' x 16' storage shed approximately 4 

feet from a side lot line, 55 feet from the 

centerline of a township road and 0 feet from a 

septic drainfield as per variance granted 

November 2011

2/8/2012 R1S

206036001080 Mary Stiles Construct a 14' x 22' sunroom addition to  2/23/2012 R1S

206000274100 Ronda Isakson Construct new 36' x 56' single‐story storage  3/2/2012 AGS

206000123300 Doug and Michelle Smith Construct a new 36 ft grain bin approximately  2/23/2012 AG

Application Status Report ‐ Pending
As of March 7, 2012

Parcel ID Applicant Nature of Request Date of Final Action Zoning District

206062000150 Mike and Christi Pellegrene Tear down existing cabin and replace with new 

home, attached garage and lakeside deck.

‐ R1S

    Application Status: Approved (4 records)

Grand Totals (4 records)

Type of Application: Land Use (4 records)

Type of Application: Variance (1 record)

    Application Status: Under Review (1 record)

Grand Totals (1 record)
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7(b)-1 

STAFF REPORT 
 

Old Business: Discuss interpretation of “expansion” when applying MN Statutes 
394.36, Subd. 4 and 462.357, Subd. 1e (Nonconformity statutes) 

Agenda Item: 7(b) 
 

Staff Comments: Over the past several months, the Planning Commission has begun 
discussing how/whether it should try and clarify how it interprets “expansion” in the 
following state statute: 

 
394.36 NONCONFORMITIES. 

Subd. 4.Nonconformities; certain classes of property. 
This subdivision applies to homestead and nonhomestead residential 

real estate and seasonal residential real estate occupied for recreational 
purposes. Except as otherwise provided by law, a nonconformity, 
including the lawful use or occupation of land or premises existing at the 
time of the adoption of an official control under this chapter, may be 
continued, including through repair, replacement, restoration, 
maintenance, or improvement, but not including expansion. If the 
nonconformity or occupancy is discontinued for a period of more than 
one year, or any nonconforming building or structure is destroyed by fire 
or other peril to the extent of greater than 50 percent of its estimated 
market value, as indicated in the records of the county assessor at the 
time of damage, and no building permit has been applied for within 180 
days of when the property is damaged, any subsequent use or occupancy 
of the land or premises must be a conforming use or occupancy. If a 
nonconforming building or structure is destroyed by fire or other peril to 
the extent of greater than 50 percent of its estimated market value, as 
indicated in the records of the county assessor at the time of damage, the 
board may impose reasonable conditions upon a zoning or building 
permit in order to mitigate any newly created impact on adjacent 
property or water body. When a nonconforming structure in the 
shoreland district with less than 50 percent of the required setback from 
the water is destroyed by fire or other peril to greater than 50 percent of 
its estimated market value, as indicated in the records of the county 
assessor at the time of damage, the structure setback may be increased if 
practicable and reasonable conditions are placed upon a zoning or 
building permit to mitigate created impacts on the adjacent property or 
water body. 

At the February 2012 meeting, the Commission commented on Staff’s draft outline for 
interpreting “expansion” and asked Staff to incorporate those comments and changes 
into a new draft for review at the March meeting.  The intent is that after a final review 
by the Commission, it should be reviewed by the Town Board and Wright County staff 
(who would be asked to confirm that they do not see it as a “less restrictive” 
policy/ordinance than what they have). 

The attached represents a draft policy/ordinance for when Corinna Township would 
consider a particular project to be an expansion or not. 
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Roof pitch expansion = 

1. Any change that creates a roof pitch of greater than 6/12 (unless an existing 
steeper pitch is being replaced with the same or the peak) 

Basement/Storm Shelter/“Safe Room” additions = 

1. Any change that creates additional living space (or potential living space) beyond 
what existed previously (“living space” = a space with a ceiling height of greater 
than 6 feet  that is at least 6 feet in width and has a total square footage of at least 
120 sq ft - e.g. 10’ x 12’). 

Porch/Deck conversions = 

1. Any change that increases the footprint of a pre-existing porch or deck. 

2. Any reconfiguration of an existing deck that, even if not an increase in total 
square footage, would increase the square footage of structure within the lake 
setback than what existed before or that would infringe further into the required 
setback. 

3. Screening in an existing open-sided porch or other open-sided roofed area shall 
not be considered an expansion. If the addition is such that windows can, or are 
required to, be installed, it is considered an expansion. 

4. The addition of a stairway no more than 4 ft in width to an existing deck or porch 
shall not be considered an expansion provided it is not closer to the lake than the 
existing footprint. 

5. Conversion from a three-season porch to a year-round home shall not be 
considered an expansion, provided that there is no increase in footprint and no 
further infringement on an existing setback. 

Footprint changes = 

1. Any change that increases the footprint of a pre-existing structure. 

2. Any reconfiguration of an existing structure that, even if not an increase in total 
square footage, would increase the square footage of structure within the lake 
setback than what existed before or that would infringe further into the required 
setback. 


