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CORINNA TOWNSHIP 
AGENDA 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT / PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
May 12, 2020 

7:00 PM 

1. Call to Order 
 
2. Roll Call 

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

a. Requests related to the replacement of an existing water-oriented accessory 
structure. Approvals required include a variance to construct a water-oriented 
accessory structure with a height of approx. 16 ft (max. 10 ft allowed) and with a 
footprint of 270 sq ft (max. 250 sq ft allowed). 

i. Applicant: Thomas Johnson 
ii. Property address: 10021 105th St NW, Annandale 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 8-121-27 
iv. Parcel number(s): 206000084103 

b. Requests related to the construction of a covered entry. Approvals required include a 
variance to construct a 6' x 18' covered entry addition to a dwelling located approx. 
49 feet from Sugar Lake (min. 75 ft required) and approx. 14 feet from a side lot line 
(min. 15 ft required). The addition itself will be approx. 75 ft from Sugar Lake. 

i. Applicant: Jeffrey and Jaclyn Steinhoff 
ii. Property address: 10724 Imhoff Ave, Annandale 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 10-121-27 
iv. Parcel number(s): 206083000110 

c. Requests related to the construction of a storage shed. Approvals required include a 
variance to construct a 10' x 20' shed approx. 4 feet from a side lot line (min. 10 ft 
required). 

i. Applicant: Preston and Hannah Fischer 
ii. Property address: 10376 Ireland Ave NW, Annandale 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 10-121-27 
iv. Parcel number(s): 206000104203 

d. Requests related to the construction of a storage shed. Approvals required include a 
variance to construct a structure approx. 45 feet from the centerline of a township 
road (min. 65 ft required). 

i. Applicant: Mitchell Flemming 
ii. Property address: 9013 Iresfeld Ave NW, Annandale 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 15-121-27 
iv. Parcel number(s): 206000153401 

e. Requests related to the adjustment of lot lines involving the addition of an 
approximate 203 sq ft area to PID 206017003100 from 206017003080. Approvals 



required include a lot line adjustment in a shoreland area between nonconforming 
lots. 

i. Applicant: Jane Hurley/Ann Porter 
ii. Property address: 6373 80th St NW, Maple Lake 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 25-121-27 
iv. Parcel number(s): 206017003100 and 206017003080 

 
5. Approve Previous Meeting Minutes 

a. April 14, 2019 
 

6. Zoning Administrator's Report 
a. Permits 
b. Correspondence 
c. Enforcement Actions 
d. Findings of Fact – Previous PC/BOA Decisions 

 

7. Other Business 
a. Maria Maki request to be on agenda 

8. Adjournment 

This agenda is not exclusive. Other business may be discussed as deemed necessary. 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

Application: Requests related to the replacement of an existing water-oriented 
accessory structure. Approvals required include a variance to construct 
a water-oriented accessory structure with a height of approx. 18 ft (max. 
10 ft allowed) and with a footprint of 270 sq ft (max. 250 sq ft allowed). 

Applicant and Property 
Owner: 

 Thomas Johnson 

Agenda Item: 4(a) 

 

Background Information:  

 Proposal: The applicant has begun construction of a second story over a previously existing 
boathouse (with the boathouse footprint also being slightly increased in size) that does not meet the 
limitations in the Township ordinance for height or size of a “water-oriented accessory structure”. 
He is asking for an after-the-fact variance to retain what he has started building. The exterior 
structure of the building is essentially completed. 

 Location: 
o Property address: 10021 105th St NW, Annandale 
o Sec/Twp/Range: 8-121-27 
o Parcel number(s): 206000084103  

 Zoning: R1 - Urban/Rural Transition / S2 - Residential-Recreational Shorelands, Clearwater Lake 
(General Development lake) 

 Lot size: Approx. 3 acres according to Beacon GIS estimate. 

 Septic System Status:  The existing septic system (tank + drainfield) was installed in 1980 and 
found compliant in 2015. 

 Natural Features: 

o Floodplain: The existing and proposed structures are not within an identified floodplain. 
There is floodplain nearby, but it appears to be lower than the existing structure. 

o Bluff/Steep Slopes: The lot does contain a bluff, but the area of the proposed structure is 
in what would be considered steep slopes. 

o Wetlands: There does not appear to be any wetlands that would impact this proposal. 

o Current Shoreline Conditions:  Mostly naturally wooded, with the area of the proposed 
structure already cleared due to the existing boathouse. 

 Permit History: 

o 1920 – apparent date the existing home was constructed on the lot (from Assessor's 
records) 

 

Applicable Statutes/Ordinances:  
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Minnesota Supreme Court 

In a 2008 ruling of a case known as “Stadsvold v. Otter Tail County”, the court addressed an after-the-
fact variance request where a house and garage were built closer to a side lot line than had been 
approved. In that case, the County had inspected the construction several times as it was being done 
and ultimately approved the permit. No survey had been provided or required as part of the 
permitting process. It was later questioned whether the side yard setback was being met and a survey 
of the lot indicated that it was not. The Stadsvold’s applied for a  variance to leave the house where it 
was and were denied. 

The Court, as part of their ruling to send the case back to the Otter Tail County Board of Adjustment 
for consideration of factors not originally considered, noted that after-the-fact variances should 
consider factors the Supreme Court had previously laid out in a 1985 case known as “Kenney v. Stearns 
County Board of Adjustment” for after-the-fact variances. These considerations were: 

1. Appellant acted in good faith; 

2. Appellant attempted to comply with the law by obtaining a building permit; 

3. The Township’s building permit violated Minn. Stat. 394.33 (1978); 

4. Appellant has made a substantial investment in the property; 

5. The repairs were completed before appellant was informed of their impropriety; 

6. The nature of the property is residential/recreational and not commercial; 

7. There are similar structures on the lake; 

8. The minimum benefits to the County appear to be far outweighed by the detriment appellant 
would suffer if forced to remove his boathouse. 

The Minnesota Counties Insurance Trust (MCIT), which represents and provides advice to counties in 
legal matters, summarized the criteria set out by the Supreme Court as follows: 

1. The applicant acted in good faith; 

2. The applicant attempted to comply with the law by obtaining a building permit; 

3. The applicant obtained a permit from another entity that violated the law; 

4. The applicant made a substantial investment in the property; 

5. The applicant completed the repairs/construction before the applicant was informed of the 
impropriety; 

6. The nature of property is residential/recreational and not commercial; 

7. There are other similar structures on the lake; 

8. The minimum benefits to the county appear to be far outweighed by the detriment appellant 
would suffer forced to remove the structure. 

 

Minnesota Statutes  

462.357 (2016) OFFICIAL CONTROLS: ZONING ORDINANCE. 

Subd. 6. Appeals and adjustments. 
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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 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. 

394.36 (2016) NONCONFORMITIES 

Subd. 5.Existing nonconforming lots in shoreland areas. (a) This subdivision applies to 
shoreland lots of record in the office of the county recorder on the date of adoption of local 
shoreland controls that do not meet the requirements for lot size or lot width. A county shall 
regulate the use of nonconforming lots of record and the repair, replacement, maintenance, 
improvement, or expansion of nonconforming uses and structures in shoreland areas according 
to this subdivision. 

(b) A nonconforming single lot of record located within a shoreland area may be allowed as 
a building site without variances from lot size requirements, provided that: 

(1) all structure and septic system setback distance requirements can be met; 

(2) a Type 1 sewage treatment system consistent with Minnesota Rules, chapter 7080, can be 
installed or the lot is connected to a public sewer; and 

(3) the impervious surface coverage does not exceed 25 percent of the lot. 

(c) In a group of two or more contiguous lots of record under a common ownership, an 
individual lot must be considered as a separate parcel of land for the purpose of sale or 
development, if it meets the following requirements: 
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(1) the lot must be at least 66 percent of the dimensional standard for lot width and lot size 
for the shoreland classification consistent with Minnesota Rules, chapter 6120; 

(2) the lot must be connected to a public sewer, if available, or must be suitable for the 
installation of a Type 1 sewage treatment system consistent with Minnesota Rules, chapter 7080, 
and local government controls; 

(3) impervious surface coverage must not exceed 25 percent of each lot; and 

(4) development of the lot must be consistent with an adopted comprehensive plan. 

(d) A lot subject to paragraph (c) not meeting the requirements of paragraph (c) must be 
combined with the one or more contiguous lots so they equal one or more conforming lots as 
much as possible. 

(e) Notwithstanding paragraph (c), contiguous nonconforming lots of record in shoreland 
areas under a common ownership must be able to be sold or purchased individually if each lot 
contained a habitable residential dwelling at the time the lots came under common ownership 
and the lots are suitable for, or served by, a sewage treatment system consistent with the 
requirements of section 115.55 and Minnesota Rules, chapter 7080, or connected to a public 
sewer. 

(f) In evaluating all variances, zoning and building permit applications, or conditional use 
requests, the zoning authority shall require the property owner to address, when appropriate, 
storm water runoff management, reducing impervious surfaces, increasing setback, restoration 
of wetlands, vegetative buffers, sewage treatment and water supply capabilities, and other 
conservation-designed actions. 

(g) A portion of a conforming lot may be separated from an existing parcel as long as the 
remainder of the existing parcel meets the lot size and sewage system requirements of the 
zoning district for a new lot and the newly created parcel is combined with an adjacent parcel. 

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. 
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(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. 

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. 

(c) General Development Minimum Standards: 

Structure setback from OWHL 75 ft. 

Structure setback from Bluff  30 ft. 

Structure setback from unplatted cemetery 50 ft. 

Lot Size  As per underlying zoning 
district 

Lot Width As per underlying zoning 
district 

Height     2 1/2 stories (35 ft.) 
Elevation of lowest floor above highest 
known water level (livable structures only) 

4 ft. 

Water Oriented Accessory Structure 
setback from OWHL 

10 ft. 

The lot width may be reduced to 100 feet if public sewage treatment 
facilities are provided. 

612. Shoreland Zoning Regulations 

612.5 Shoreland Performance Standards 

(3) Design Criteria for Certain Structures 

 (d) Water-oriented Accessory Structures and facilities.  All accessory structures and 
facilities, except those that are water-oriented, must meet or exceed structure setback 
standards.  If allowed by water classification, each residential lot may have one water-
oriented accessory structure or facility located closer to public waters than the structure 
setback if all of the following standards are met: 

(1) the structure or facility must not exceed ten feet in height, exclusive of safety 
rails, and cannot occupy an area greater than 250 square feet.  Detached decks 
must not exceed eight feet above grade at any point; 

(2) the setback of the structure or facility from the ordinary high water level must 
be at least ten feet; 
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(3) the structure or facility must be treated to reduce visibility as viewed from 
public waters and adjacent shorelands by vegetation, topography, increased 
setbacks or color, or other means assuming summer, leaf-on conditions; 

(4) the roof may be used as a deck with safety rails, but must not be enclosed or 
used as a storage area; 

(5) the structure or facility must not be designed or used for human habitation and 
must not contain water supply or sewage treatment facilities; and 

(6) for general development water bodies, water-oriented accessory structures used 
solely for watercraft storage, and including storage of related boating and 
water-oriented sporting equipment, may occupy an area up to 400 square feet 
provided the maximum width of the structure is 20 feet as measured parallel to 
the configuration of the shoreline. 

 

Findings of Fact: The following findings of fact that would support either approval or denial 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? 

Maximum WOAS building height and size: The spirit and intent of the ordinance (building 
height), according to the DNRs SONAR statement in 1989, is: 

"The primary intent. of these provisions is to control the visibility and associated vegetation and 
-topographic alterations of these structures, while still providing each property owner with the 
opportunity to construct a reasonable structure or facility to enhance the use and enjoyment of 
the property. On Many shoreland properties, having a secure, weather-tight structure for 
storage of a boat and boating equipment located near the share is a reasonable health and safety 
consideration when the only other alternative is to carry these items up and down a steep slope 
or long stairway before and after each use. The 10 foot height limit basically provides for a one-
story building and the 250 square foot size is sufficiently large to accommodate most boats and 
some other equipment." 

Wright County has a more restrictive interpretation of the 10 foot height requirement than does the 
minimum DNR requirements, but in this case, that is mostly irrelevant since the proposed structure 
exceeds both height limitations. 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The applicant has stated a willingness and ability to find a way to screen the boathouse from 
view from the lake – both through existing vegetation and other means. If this can be done 
satisfactorily, the proposed boathouse would  meet the intent of limiting visibility in regards to 
its height. The proposed expansion of the footprint is to the rear of the existing structure and as 
such has no impact on its size as viewed from the lake. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The applicants proposal is significantly out of compliance with the existing rules, in that the 
existing boathouse was increased in size from below 250 sq ft to above (270 sq ft proposed) and 
in height to about 18 feet. This is clearly outside of the intent of the ordinance to limit such 
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structures to one story and to limit the size. 

2. Will the granting of the variance be consistent with the Corinna Township Comprehensive Plan? 

The Comprehensive Plan states a goal of ensuring "that any land use regulations adopted by Corinna 
Township meet the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and are understandable, fairly applied, and 
implemented in a clear, consistent manner." 

o Comment: The primarily issue related to fair and consistent application of the ordinance 
requirements with this application is whether there is a sufficient practical difficulty to justify 
granting a larger and taller water-oriented accessory structure than would be allowed on other 
lakeshore properties.  

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. 

 Comment: If the proposed project is allowed, a stormwater plan to ensure protection of 
the lake and to manage stormwater in general is advised. 

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. 

 Comment: The application would not appear to require the removal of any trees. 

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. 

 Comment: See comments above. 

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

 Comment: It does not appear that any significant grading will be necessary for the 
proposed project.  

Findings Supporting Approval 

The proposal makes very few changes to the property that would impact trees or stormwater 
management. The issue of consistency in enforcement is addressed because this particular site 
has sufficient natural vegetation and topography to effectively screen the proposed structure 
from view. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

Allowing for a structure that clearly and significantly violates the height allowance and 
increases the footprint beyond what is normally allowed would be nearly impossible to justify 
based on unique features of the property. While the site may have more natural screening than 
many lots, it is not entirely uncommon to have such natural screening and granting this variance 
would open the door to many other properties requesting structures of similar size and height in 
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close proximity to the lake. Granting of the variance would set a precedent that would be 
difficult to limit. 

3. Is the proposed use of the property reasonable? 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The desire to have additional space to enjoy views of the lake is reasonable in that the existing 
house is relatively screened from such views. The additional footprint of the boathouse is 
reasonable in that it has no impact on the view of the structure from the lake.  

Findings Supporting Denial 

While the desire for such a structure is understandable, the requested variance – for the 
additional height in particular – is nearly 2 times what would normally be allowed. As such, the 
requested variance is unreasonable. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

None 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The need for the variance appears to be entirely based on the applicant’s actions of starting to 
construct a structure that doesn’t meet size or height requirements of the Township ordinance. 
There is nothing in particular about the topography or land itself that would justify allowing for 
a taller and larger building than would otherwise be allowed on other properties. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

If the building can be adequately screened from view so that it has no more visual impact than a 
structure that did meet the size and height limits, it should have very little impact on the 
character of the locality. There are other such structures in the area that have two stories as well 
and as such this would not be entirely unusual for the area. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The increased height of the building, in particular, would be significantly out of character with 
the majority of water-oriented accessory structures in the area, which are one story buildings. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The need for the variance is due to the applicant’s desire to make more use of the near-lakeshore 
area. Meeting the strict requirements of the ordinance would have been less costly than doing it 
the way it has been constructed. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

Cost is not a driving factor in the request for this variance.  
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7. Could the practical difficulty be alleviated by a feasible method other than a variance (taking 
into account economic considerations)? 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The applicant could not create a covered structure such as is built without a variance. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

N/A - There is no real stated practical difficulty involved with this application. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The proposal does not significantly alter or create a new environmental concern, as the footprint 
of the building is largely similar to what already existed. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The building is about 30 sq ft larger than what previously existed and as such increases the 
amount of impervious coverage beyond what already existed. 

 

Additional Considerations for ‘After-the-Fact’ Variance Requests: 

1. The applicant acted in good faith; 

Arguments for: The applicants indicated that they did not know that permits were required or 
that there were restrictions that would have disallowed what they were building. When notified 
to stop building, they did stop construction and applied for the required variance. 

Arguments against: The applicants have previously worked with the Township on permitting 
and zoning issues and should have known to at least check with the Township about any 
permitting requirements or regulations that applied before beginning construction. 

2. The applicant attempted to comply with the law by obtaining a building permit; 

The applicants clearly did not apply for a land use/building permit prior to beginning 
construction. 

3. The applicant obtained a permit from another entity that violated the law; 

The applicants did not appear to have obtained permits from any entity. Corinna Township is 
the only entity that would have any authority to issue such a permit. It would he possible that a 
landowner would go to Wright County for a permit if they did not know that the Township 
issues such permits, but no attempt appears to have been made to contact Wright County before 
beginning construction either. 

4. The applicant made a substantial investment in the property; 

The applicants have clearly made a substantial investment in their property at this point, 
conducting the necessary construction that has taken place. The scale of the investment, when 
compared to the overall value of the property however, could be considered less substantial as a 
percentage of value. 
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5. The applicant completed the repairs/construction before the applicant was informed of the 
impropriety; 

Arguments for: The exterior portion of the structure was largely completed prior to being 
notified of the violation. 

Arguments against: While the exterior structure has been largely completed, no windows, 
siding or interior finish to the building has been completed. 

6. The nature of property is residential/recreational and not commercial; 

The use of the property is residential. 

7. There are other similar structures on the lake; 

Arguments for: There are numerous other structures on Clearwater Lake that are two-story 
water-oriented accessory structures. While an exact number is unclear, it is not entirely unusual 
to have existing water-oriented accessory structure built before thet limitations on the size and 
height of such buildings. 

Arguments against: While other properties on the lake have two-story or larger than 250 sq ft 
water oriented accessory structures, this is primarily because they pre-existed zoning 
regulations. Since such regulations have been in place, it is likely that a very small percentage, if 
any, of such buildings were legally constructed by variance or otherwise. 

8. The minimum benefits to the Township appear to be far outweighed by the detriment appellant 
would suffer forced to remove the structure. 

Arguments for: The cost and effort of moving the structure would be substantial. 

Arguments against: Allowing after-the-fact variances such as is being requested would set a 
bad precedent in the Township, where other landowners would have an incentive to begin 
construction in a location they know was not allowed and then “ask forgiveness” later. While 
acting in bad faith would be a reason to reject such requests, it would force the Township to 
justify why another land owners action was in bad faith while presumably having determined 
that the current applicants’ mistakes were done in good faith. Allowing this structure to remain 
would send a message that the Township’s previous variance decisions were not final and that 
simply building in an unapproved location would be “forgiven”. 

 

Board of Adjustment Direction: The Board of Adjustment may approve the variance request, deny the 
request(s), or table the request(s) if the Board should need additional 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 relevant findings of fact noted above, Staff cannot recommend 
approval of the requested variances as presented. Granting such a variance would create a situation 
where it would be difficult to not then have to grant similar variances to almost any property owner in 
the Township with lakeshore property. 
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If the application or some version of the application is approved, Staff would recommend consideration 
for the following conditions of approval (or tabling of the application to allow for review of revised 
plans consistent with the following): 

1. That the applicant takes measures to screen the view of all but 10 feet of the buildings height as 
viewed from the lake and permanently maintains such screening. 

2. That the additional structure be detached from the old boathouse and moved to a distance of at 
last ____ feet from the lake. 

3. Erosion and sedimentation control measures must be installed and maintained until the 
construction areas have been stabilized. These shall include at a minimum silt fences between 
any areas of disturbance (if there will be any) and the lake as well as to any neighboring 
properties which are downslope of the disturbed areas. Once disturbed areas are no longer 
being used for construction purposes, these shall be covered with mulch, erosion control 
blankets, hydroseed or other forms of temporary cover until vegetation is re-established. 

4. The applicant shall submit a permanent stormwater management plan designed to minimize 
the potential for ongoing erosion or sedimentation and to allow adequate time for infiltration or 
other treatment of rainwater from the lot prior to it flowing into the lake. These may include 
directing rain gutters to appropriate areas, rain barrels, establishing or maintaining a buffer of 
native vegetation along the shoreline, or other acceptable best management practices. Once 
approved, the plan should be implemented at the time of construction or within a reasonable 
time period after construction is completed and maintained indefinitely. 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

Application: Requests related to the construction of a covered entry. Approvals 
required include a variance to construct a 6' x 18' covered entry addition 
to a dwelling located approx. 49 feet from Sugar Lake (min. 75 ft 
required) and approx. 14 feet from a side lot line (min. 15 ft required). 
The addition itself will be approx. 75 ft from Sugar Lake. 
 

Applicant and Property 
Owner: 

 Jeffrey and Jaclyn Steinhoff 

Agenda Item: 4(b) 
 

Background Information:  

 Proposal: The applicants are proposing to construct a 6’ x 18’ covered entry addition on the road 
side of their existing dwelling. The addition would be part of a larger project involving the 
remodeling of their existing attached garage into living space. A variance is needed because the 6’ x 
18’ addition would be located about 14 feet from the side lot line (min. 15 ft required) and be added 
to a dwelling that is located about 49 feet from Sugar Lake (min. 75 ft required). The addition itself 
will be about 74-75 feet from the lake by itself. 

 Location: 
o Property address: 10724 Imhoff Ave NW, Annandale 
o Sec/Twp/Range: 10-121-27 
o Parcel number(s): 206083000110  

 Zoning: R1 - Urban/Rural Transition / S2 - Residential-Recreational Shorelands, Sugar Lake 
(General Development lake) 

 Lot size: Approx. 22,341 sq ft (0.51 acres) according to provided survey. 

Existing Impervious Coverage: 

 Buildings: About 2,530 sq ft (11.3%) 

 Total: About 5,410 sq ft (24.2%) 

Proposed Impervious Coverage: 

 Buildings: About 2,638 sq ft (11.8%) 

 Total: About 5,410 sq ft (24.2%) 

 Septic System Status:  The septic system was updated in 2017 (tank + drainfield) 

 Natural Features: 

o Floodplain: The existing and proposed structures are not within an identified floodplain.  

o Bluff/Steep Slopes: The lot does not contain a bluff or steep slopes. 

o Wetlands: There does not appear to be any wetlands that would impact this proposal. 
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o Current Shoreline Conditions: Mostly mowed lawn with a number of large mature trees. 

 Permit History: 

o 1971 – 26’ x 32’ dwelling 

o 1984 – Septic system 

o 1988 – Septic system 

o 2016 – Variance approved for house addition (never acted on – expired) 

o 2017 – Construct new 30’ x 40’ detached garage. 

o 2017 – Install new septic sytem 

 

Applicable Statutes/Ordinances:  

Minnesota Statutes  

462.357 (2016) 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 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. 

394.36 (2016) NONCONFORMITIES 
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Subd. 5.Existing nonconforming lots in shoreland areas. (a) This subdivision applies to 
shoreland lots of record in the office of the county recorder on the date of adoption of local 
shoreland controls that do not meet the requirements for lot size or lot width. A county shall 
regulate the use of nonconforming lots of record and the repair, replacement, maintenance, 
improvement, or expansion of nonconforming uses and structures in shoreland areas according 
to this subdivision. 

(b) A nonconforming single lot of record located within a shoreland area may be allowed as 
a building site without variances from lot size requirements, provided that: 

(1) all structure and septic system setback distance requirements can be met; 

(2) a Type 1 sewage treatment system consistent with Minnesota Rules, chapter 7080, can be 
installed or the lot is connected to a public sewer; and 

(3) the impervious surface coverage does not exceed 25 percent of the lot. 

(c) In a group of two or more contiguous lots of record under a common ownership, an 
individual lot must be considered as a separate parcel of land for the purpose of sale or 
development, if it meets the following requirements: 

(1) the lot must be at least 66 percent of the dimensional standard for lot width and lot size 
for the shoreland classification consistent with Minnesota Rules, chapter 6120; 

(2) the lot must be connected to a public sewer, if available, or must be suitable for the 
installation of a Type 1 sewage treatment system consistent with Minnesota Rules, chapter 7080, 
and local government controls; 

(3) impervious surface coverage must not exceed 25 percent of each lot; and 

(4) development of the lot must be consistent with an adopted comprehensive plan. 

(d) A lot subject to paragraph (c) not meeting the requirements of paragraph (c) must be 
combined with the one or more contiguous lots so they equal one or more conforming lots as 
much as possible. 

(e) Notwithstanding paragraph (c), contiguous nonconforming lots of record in shoreland 
areas under a common ownership must be able to be sold or purchased individually if each lot 
contained a habitable residential dwelling at the time the lots came under common ownership 
and the lots are suitable for, or served by, a sewage treatment system consistent with the 
requirements of section 115.55 and Minnesota Rules, chapter 7080, or connected to a public 
sewer. 

(f) In evaluating all variances, zoning and building permit applications, or conditional use 
requests, the zoning authority shall require the property owner to address, when appropriate, 
storm water runoff management, reducing impervious surfaces, increasing setback, restoration 
of wetlands, vegetative buffers, sewage treatment and water supply capabilities, and other 
conservation-designed actions. 

(g) A portion of a conforming lot may be separated from an existing parcel as long as the 
remainder of the existing parcel meets the lot size and sewage system requirements of the 
zoning district for a new lot and the newly created parcel is combined with an adjacent parcel. 

Corinna Township/Wright County Regulations 
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 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 (including covered 
porches or other roofed structures) 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. 

 

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. 

(c) General Development Minimum Standards: 

Structure setback from OWHL 75 ft. 

Structure setback from Bluff  30 ft. 

Structure setback from unplatted cemetery 50 ft. 

Lot Size  As per underlying zoning 
district 

Lot Width As per underlying zoning 
district 
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Height     2 1/2 stories (35 ft.) 
Elevation of lowest floor above highest 
known water level (livable structures only) 

4 ft. 

Water Oriented Accessory Structure 
setback from OWHL 

10 ft. 

The lot width may be reduced to 100 feet if public sewage treatment 
facilities are provided. 

 

 
 
Findings of Fact: The following findings of fact that would support either approval or denial 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? 

Side yard 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. 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The proposed side yard setback is in line (no closer) to the side yard than the existing structure 
and will very nearly meet the required setback (about 14 feet rather than the required 15 feet). 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 

Lake setback: 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.” 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The proposed structure will be located on the opposite side of the existing dwelling from the 
lake and will have no additional visual impact as viewed from the lake. The addition itself will 
meet (or very nearly meet) the required 75 foot setback. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 

2. Will the granting of the variance be consistent with the Corinna Township Comprehensive Plan? 
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The Comprehensive Plan states a goal of ensuring "that any land use regulations adopted by Corinna 
Township meet the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and are understandable, fairly applied, and 
implemented in a clear, consistent manner." 

o Comment: The primarily issue related to fair and consistent application of the ordinance 
requirements with this application is whether a practical difficulty exists that justifies the 
requested variance.  

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. 

 Comment: If the proposed project is allowed, a stormwater plan to ensure protection of 
the lake and to manage stormwater in general is advised. 

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. 

 Comment: The application would not appear to require the removal of any trees. 

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. 

 Comment: See comments above. 

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

 Comment: It does not appear that any significant grading will be necessary for the 
proposed project.  

Findings Supporting Approval 

The proposed use would represent an anticipated use within the shoreland and floodplain 
zoning districts and is not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The addition will not 
create the need to remove any trees or impact stormwater management on the site since it is 
being built over top of an existing driveway surface. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 

3. Is the proposed use of the property reasonable? 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The desire for a relatively small covered entrance into a newly remodeled home is reasonable in 
that it is not unusual to have such an entrance to the house. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 
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4. Is the plight of the landowner due to circumstances unique to the property not created by the 
landowner? 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The need for the variances is due largely to the location of the existing house (originally built in 
1971). 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The residential character of the area will remain the same and the visual impact of the addition 
on the character of the area will be very minimal. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The need for the variance is due to non-economic factors mentioned above. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

There is no way to add on to the existing dwelling without need for a variance since it is within 
the lake setback requirement. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The proposal will not increase impervious coverage (and would reduce it if the portion of the 
driveway leading to the current garage is completely removed). No other environmental 
impacts would be expected. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 
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Board of Adjustment Direction: The Board of Adjustment may approve the variance request, deny the 
request(s), or table the request(s) if the Board should need additional 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 relevant findings of fact noted above, Staff recommends 
approval of the requested variances as presented. 

If the application or some version of the application is approved, Staff would recommend consideration 
for the following conditions of approval (or tabling of the application to allow for review of revised 
plans consistent with the following): 

1. Erosion and sedimentation control measures must be installed and maintained until the 
construction areas have been stabilized. These shall include at a minimum silt fences between 
any areas of disturbance (if there will be any) and the lake as well as to any neighboring 
properties which are downslope of the disturbed areas. Once disturbed areas are no longer 
being used for construction purposes, these shall be covered with mulch, erosion control 
blankets, hydroseed or other forms of temporary cover until vegetation is re-established. 









General Project Information:

Est. Project Cost:  Pre-1978:  Lead to be Removed By:  Lead License:  
Project Start Date:  Project Completion Date:  

Contractors:
Type Company Name/Main Contact Phone Email

Other Comments:
 

Grading/Lot Preparation

Will the project expose soil to potential erosion (circle one)?:  

Area to be exposed:  Detailed estimate of area to be exposed:  

Within 200 ft of water?:  Stabilized within 24 hours?:  

Width:  Length:  Depth:  

Will the project expose soil to potential erosion (circle one)?      

Purpose of alteration:  

Amount of material moved:  Detailed estimate of material moved:  

Above amount that is erodible:  Above amount that is non-erodible:  

If yes, describe temporary erosion control measures 
(e.g. silt fence, erosion control blanket, etc.):

 

If yes, describe how disturbed area will be 
stabilized permanently (e.g. sod, seed 
disturbed area, hydroseed, permanent 
fixture such as patio, steps, etc.):  

 

Will you be installing some kind of permanent stormwtaer management 
practice on your property with this project?  

Describe permanent Stormwater 
Management Practice:
 

Will the exposed soil/excavation/grading be within a shore or bluff impact zone?:  

Will the project be likely to direct more water/runoff to a neighboring property, a public right of way or water body 
than occurred previously?:  

What will you be doing to prevent additional water from affecting the neighboring property, right of way or water 
body?:  
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STAFF REPORT 
 

Application: Requests related to the construction of a storage shed. Approvals 
required include a variance to construct a 10' x 20' shed approx. 4 feet 
from a side lot line (min. 10 ft required). 
 

Applicant and Property 
Owner: 

 Hannah and Preston Fischer 

Agenda Item: 4(c) 
 

Background Information:  

 Proposal: The applicants are proposing to move in a pre-built 10’x 20’ storage shed and place it 
alongside their driveway, approximately 4 feet from the side lot line. A variance is needed due to 
the normal required setback being 10 feet. 

 Location: 
o Property address: 10376 Ireland Ave NW, Annandale 
o Sec/Twp/Range: 10-121-27 
o Parcel number(s): 206000104203  

 Zoning: AR - Agriculture/Residential 

 Lot size: Approx. 10 acres according to Beacon GIS estimate. 

Existing and Proposed Impervious Coverage: Well under required limits. 

 Septic System Status:  The septic system (tank + drainfield) was installed in 2017 and is located to 
the rear of the home. 

 Natural Features: 

o Floodplain: The existing and proposed structures are not within an identified floodplain.  

o Bluff/Steep Slopes: The lot does contain steep slopes on portions of the lot, but much of 
it is relatively flat. 

o Wetlands: There are wetlands on the property, but none that would appear to impact 
this proposal. 

 Permit History: 

o 2005 – lot was created as part of a larger residential subdivision 

o 2017 – house was permitted and built 

o 2017 – septic was permitted and installed 

 

Applicable Statutes/Ordinances:  

Minnesota Statutes  

462.357 (2016) OFFICIAL CONTROLS: ZONING ORDINANCE. 
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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 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; 
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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. 

 

 
 
Findings of Fact: The following findings of fact that would support either approval or denial 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? 

Side yard 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. 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The applicant has explored other options for placement of the shed and each of the others that 
would meet the required setback are impractical due to distance from the home or topography. 
The proposed location, while very close to the lot line, would be well screened from the 
neighboring property by existing trees and would pose little issue with consistency with 
neighboring properties because the lots in the this area are very large and spacing of buildings is 
easily accomplished. The adjacent lot to the south is already partially developed and is not likely 
to seek placement of a structure in close proximity to the shared property line. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The proposed location being only 4 feet from the lot line would be inconsistent with the goal of 
maintaining space and consistency when compared with other similarly situated properties in 
the Township.  

2. Will the granting of the variance be consistent with the Corinna Township Comprehensive Plan? 

The Comprehensive Plan states a goal of ensuring "that any land use regulations adopted by Corinna 
Township meet the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and are understandable, fairly applied, and 
implemented in a clear, consistent manner." 

o Comment: The primarily issue related to fair and consistent application of the ordinance 
requirements with this application is whether a practical difficulty exists that justifies the need 
for a variance.  

Findings Supporting Approval 

The proposed use would represent an anticipated use within the Agircultural/Residential 
zoning district and is not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
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Findings Supporting Denial 

The Comprehensive Plan’s goal of consistent implementation of the Township’s zoning 
regulations would be violated by granting a variance for a side yard setback when there are 
ample options on a 10 acre lot for placement that would not require a variance. 

3. Is the proposed use of the property reasonable? 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The desire for a small storage shed on the property is reasonable and not uncommon for a 
residential property. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The proposed placement of the shed only ten feet from the lot line, when there are ample 
options available on the site that would not require a variance is not reasonable. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The need for the variance is due largely to the location of the existing driveway and the 
applicant’s desire for the shed to be located conveniently to the house, but out of the way 
visually. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The need for the variance has nothing to do with the characteristics of the property itself 
(topography, size of lot, etc.) and is entirely related to the applicant’s preferred location for the 
shed. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

Due to the large lot size and heavy tree cover in the area of the proposed shed, the location of 
the shed 4 feet from the lot line would have no impact on the overall rural residential character 
of the area. Such a shed is common on rural residential properties. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The shed itself is not uncommon or out of character, but the placement of a structure so close to 
the lot line would be uncommon and as such, out of character. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The need for the variance is due to non-economic factors mentioned above. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 
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7. Could the practical difficulty be alleviated by a feasible method other than a variance (taking 
into account economic considerations)? 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The alternative locations for the shed would place it far from the home and /or in a visually 
disruptive location. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The applicant has many options for placement of the shed without need for a variance. Simply 
moving the shed further toward the road and alongside the driveway would appear to meet the 
required setback and still be in essentially the same location as proposed. Likewise, a location 
behind the existing RV parking pad would appear to meet the criteria of being close to the home 
and visually out of the way. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The shed location would have very little impact on the environmental quality of the area as it 
would not significantly add to impervious coverage or introduce any particular pollutants. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 

 

Board of Adjustment Direction: The Board of Adjustment may approve the variance request, deny the 
request(s), or table the request(s) if the Board should need additional 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 relevant findings of fact noted above, Staff cannot recommend 
approval of the requested variances as presented as there does not appear to be any clear practical 
difficulty with locating a shed to meet the required 10 foot setback. 

If the application or some version of the application is approved, Staff would not recommend any 
particular conditions for approval – only that the Board of Adjustment clearly articulate its findings 
that make this site unique and which justify a practical difficulty for this lot and not others like it. 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

Application: Requests related to the construction of a storage shed. Approvals 
required include the construction of a structure approx. 45 feet from the 
centerline of a township road (min. 65 ft required). 

Applicant and Property 
Owner: 

 Mitchell Flemming 

Agenda Item: 4(d) 

 

Background Information:  

 Proposal: The applicant is proposing to construct a storage building that would be within 45 feet of 
the centerline of a township road (min. 65 ft required). 

 Location: 
o Property address: 9013 IRESFELD AVE NW , ANNANDALE 
o Sec/Twp/Range: 15-121-27 
o Parcel number(s): 206000153401  

 Zoning: R1 - Urban/Rural Transition / S2 - Residential-Recreational Shorelands, Cedar Lake 
(General Development lake) 

 Lot size: Approx. 37,300 sq ft (0.86 acres) according to Beacon GIS estimate. 

Existing Impervious Coverage: 

 Buildings: About 2,899 sq ft (7.8%) 

 Total: About 6,282 sq ft (16.8%) 

Proposed Impervious Coverage: 

 Buildings: About 4,299 sq ft (11.5%) 

 Total: About 7,682 sq ft (20.6%) 

 Septic System Status:  The septic system (tank + drainfield) was designed and installed in 2013. 

 Natural Features: 

o Floodplain: The existing and proposed structures are not within an identified floodplain.  

o Bluff/Steep Slopes: The lot does contain steep slopes in the area of the proposed shed. 

o Wetlands: There does not appear to be any wetlands that would impact this proposal. 

 Permit History: 

o 2013 – house and sewer constructed 

o 2015 – deck 

 

Applicable Statutes/Ordinances:  
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Minnesota Statutes  

462.357 (2016) 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 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. 

394.36 (2016) NONCONFORMITIES 

Subd. 5.Existing nonconforming lots in shoreland areas. (a) This subdivision applies to 
shoreland lots of record in the office of the county recorder on the date of adoption of local 
shoreland controls that do not meet the requirements for lot size or lot width. A county shall 
regulate the use of nonconforming lots of record and the repair, replacement, maintenance, 
improvement, or expansion of nonconforming uses and structures in shoreland areas according 
to this subdivision. 

(b) A nonconforming single lot of record located within a shoreland area may be allowed as 
a building site without variances from lot size requirements, provided that: 

(1) all structure and septic system setback distance requirements can be met; 

(2) a Type 1 sewage treatment system consistent with Minnesota Rules, chapter 7080, can be 
installed or the lot is connected to a public sewer; and 
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(3) the impervious surface coverage does not exceed 25 percent of the lot. 

(c) In a group of two or more contiguous lots of record under a common ownership, an 
individual lot must be considered as a separate parcel of land for the purpose of sale or 
development, if it meets the following requirements: 

(1) the lot must be at least 66 percent of the dimensional standard for lot width and lot size 
for the shoreland classification consistent with Minnesota Rules, chapter 6120; 

(2) the lot must be connected to a public sewer, if available, or must be suitable for the 
installation of a Type 1 sewage treatment system consistent with Minnesota Rules, chapter 7080, 
and local government controls; 

(3) impervious surface coverage must not exceed 25 percent of each lot; and 

(4) development of the lot must be consistent with an adopted comprehensive plan. 

(d) A lot subject to paragraph (c) not meeting the requirements of paragraph (c) must be 
combined with the one or more contiguous lots so they equal one or more conforming lots as 
much as possible. 

(e) Notwithstanding paragraph (c), contiguous nonconforming lots of record in shoreland 
areas under a common ownership must be able to be sold or purchased individually if each lot 
contained a habitable residential dwelling at the time the lots came under common ownership 
and the lots are suitable for, or served by, a sewage treatment system consistent with the 
requirements of section 115.55 and Minnesota Rules, chapter 7080, or connected to a public 
sewer. 

(f) In evaluating all variances, zoning and building permit applications, or conditional use 
requests, the zoning authority shall require the property owner to address, when appropriate, 
storm water runoff management, reducing impervious surfaces, increasing setback, restoration 
of wetlands, vegetative buffers, sewage treatment and water supply capabilities, and other 
conservation-designed actions. 

(g) A portion of a conforming lot may be separated from an existing parcel as long as the 
remainder of the existing parcel meets the lot size and sewage system requirements of the 
zoning district for a new lot and the newly created parcel is combined with an adjacent parcel. 

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 
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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. 

605. URBAN/RURAL TRANSITIONAL R-1 

605.5 Performance Standards 

(2) Front Yard Regulations: 

(a) Required Setback Distance  

Required Setback 
Distance From Road 

Centerline 

Required Setback 
Distance From 

Road Centerline 
for Livestock 

Buildings 

Road Class 

65 100 Local Street (Twp. 
Rd.) 

(b) Where a lot is located at the intersection of two (2) or more roads or highways, 
there shall be a front yard setback on each road or highway side of each corner 
lot.  No accessory buildings shall project beyond the front yard of either road.  

(c) Within existing developed areas, the above front yard setback requirements may 
be adjusted to coincide with average setback occurring on either side of the 
proposed building within three hundred (300) feet except that no building shall 
be located less than twenty (20) feet from the right-of-way line. The calculation 
of the average setback shall not count lots without a permanent building on the 
lot. All measurements shall be to the building location even where such 
buildings exceed the required setback. 

 

Findings of Fact: The following findings of fact that would support either approval or denial 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? 

Road setback: The spirit and intent of the ordinance (road setback) for buildings is to help ensure 
adequate space for road maintenance activities (i.e. snowplowing, road grading, ditch spraying, 
etc…), to prevent damage to property and promote public safety should a vehicle drive off the road 
and to allow adequate space for parking of vehicles on driveways without endangering public 
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safety. 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The proposed location of the shed would put it higher up in elevation than the road and as such 
less likely to cause any issues with road maintenance or traffic safety. The road is also a low 
speed, low traffic road which also reduces the chance for safety issues. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The proposed shed location, while not posing a significant additional challenge for road 
maintenance or road safety, is significantly closer than what is normally allowed and would be 
inconsistent with the goals of keeping structure back away from roads. 

2. Will the granting of the variance be consistent with the Corinna Township Comprehensive Plan? 

The Comprehensive Plan states a goal of ensuring "that any land use regulations adopted by Corinna 
Township meet the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and are understandable, fairly applied, and 
implemented in a clear, consistent manner." 

o Comment: The primarily issue related to fair and consistent application of the ordinance 
requirements with this application is whether there is a practical difficulty that justifies the need 
for a variance.  

Findings Supporting Approval 

The proposed use would represent an anticipated use within the shoreland and R-1 zoning 
districts and is not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  

Findings Supporting Denial 

The proposed variance would not be consistent with the need to find a practical difficulty in 
order to allow for a structure to be closer to the road, for reasons stated in other findings of fact. 

3. Is the proposed use of the property reasonable? 

Findings Supporting Approval 

The desire for a storage shed is reasonable and not unusual for a residential shoreland lot of the 
size of the applicant’s lot. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The placement of a shed in the proposed location – too close to the road and possibly too close to 
the septic drainfield, represents an unreasonable proposal given the option for a smaller 
building which would eliminate or minimize the need for a variance. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The need for the variances is due largely to the location of the existing structures and septic 
system on the property and the topography of the lot. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The need for the variance is largely created by the desire for a building as large as the applicant 
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has requested. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

A storage shed would not be out of character with the area, as they are not uncommon for lots of 
this size. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The shed would represent one of the only buildings on that stretch of road and would be the 
only one closer to the road than what is normally allowed. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The need for the variance is due to non-economic factors mentioned above. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

None 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

The applicant is limited in where they could put a shed due to the topography of the site and the 
location of other buildings and the sewer system on the lot. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The applicant could construct a smaller storage building to minimize or eliminate the need for 
variances. They could also shift the building further back in the lot – which while more costly 
due to the topography, would be possible. 

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

Findings Supporting Approval 

Impervious coverage limits would still be met on the site and as such, the building would not 
create any unusual environmental impacts. 

Findings Supporting Denial 

The proposal would place more building coverage in close proximity to the road and potentially 
cause more stormwater runoff to reach the road, neighboring properties and eventually the lake. 

 

Board of Adjustment Direction: The Board of Adjustment may approve the variance request, deny the 
request(s), or table the request(s) if the Board should need additional 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. 
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Staff Recommendation: Based on the relevant findings of fact noted above, Staff recommends 
approval of the requested variances as presented only if the Board finds that it will not cause excessive 
drainage concerns for neighboring properties. 

If the application or some version of the application is approved, Staff would recommend consideration 
for the following conditions of approval (or tabling of the application to allow for review of revised 
plans consistent with the following): 

1. (For discussion) That the building be reduced in size so as to maintain at least a ___ foot setback 
to the road centerline. 

2. Erosion and sedimentation control measures must be installed and maintained until the 
construction areas have been stabilized. These shall include at a minimum silt fences between 
any areas of disturbance (if there will be any) and the lake as well as to any neighboring 
properties which are downslope of the disturbed areas. Once disturbed areas are no longer 
being used for construction purposes, these shall be covered with mulch, erosion control 
blankets, hydroseed or other forms of temporary cover until vegetation is re-established. 

3. The applicant shall submit a permanent stormwater management plan designed to minimize 
the potential for ongoing erosion or sedimentation and to allow adequate time for infiltration or 
other treatment of rainwater from the lot prior to it flowing into the lake. These may include 
directing rain gutters to appropriate areas, rain barrels, establishing or maintaining a buffer of 
native vegetation along the shoreline, or other acceptable best management practices. Once 
approved, the plan should be implemented at the time of construction or within a reasonable 
time period after construction is completed and maintained indefinitely. 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

Application: Requests related to the adjustment of lot lines involving the addition of 
an approximate 203 sq ft area to PID 206017003100 from 206017003080. 
Approvals required include a lot line adjustment in a shoreland area 
between nonconforming lots. 

Applicant and Property 
Owners: 

 Jane Hurley / Ann Porter 

Agenda Item: 4(e) 

 

Background Information:  

 Proposal: The applicants are proposing to adjust their common lot line so that the Hurley lot gains 
land on which its driveway currently sits. The intent is to ensure that the Hurley driveway is 
located entirely on its own property. 

 Location: 
o Property address: 6373 80TH ST NW , MAPLE LAKE 
o Sec/Twp/Range: 25-121-27 
o Parcel number(s): 206017003100 and 206017003080 

 Zoning: R1 - Urban/Rural Transition / S2 - Residential-Recreational Shorelands, Somers Lake 
(General Development lake) 

 Lot size:  

o Hurley Lot: Approx. 25,335 sq ft according to provided survey. 

o Porter Lot: Approx. 27,515 sq ft according to Beacon GIS estimate. 

Existing and Proposed Impervious Coverage: Both lots involved currently meet building and 
impervious coverage limits and this would not change with the proposed lot line adjustment. 

 Septic System Status:  Both septic systems have recently been found compliant and the proposed 
lot line adjustment would not impact either sewer system. All sewer system compoennts on both 
lots would continue to meet required setbacks. 

 Natural Features: 

o Floodplain: The existing and proposed structures are not within an identified floodplain.  

o Bluff/Steep Slopes: The lots do contain steep slopes. 

o Wetlands: There does not appear to be any wetlands that would impact this proposal. 

 

Applicable Statutes/Ordinances:  

Corinna Township/Wright County Regulations 

 

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

502.5 Other Duties of the Board of Adjustment 

(2) Lot Line Adjustments 

The Board of Adjustment may review lots of record in the office of the County Recorder 
which do not meet standards established by this Ordinance for size, width, elevation, 
depth, or other provisions.  The Board may require that such parcels be joined, 
combined, modified in size, shape, or other ways to more nearly achieve the standards 
of this Ordinance if the owner wishes to use such parcels as building sites.  The Board 
may initiate such proceedings or may act upon request of the property owner.  If the 
Board determines that the lot is not acceptable as a building site, the Zoning 
Administrator shall provide a copy of the Board's findings to the Wright County 
Assessor. 

 

Findings of Fact (lot line adjustment): The following findings of fact are presented by Staff for 
consideration by the Board of Adjustment: 

1. The lot adjustments would not result in any buildings becoming nonconforming with regard to 
setbacks (all side yard setbacks to the "new" common lot line will be conforming)  

2. Both lots would meet impervious and building coverage limits after the proposed lot line 
adjustment. 

3. Both lots contain existing septic systems that would continue to meet all required setbacks. 

4. The proposed lot line adjustment would correct an existing encroachment of a driveway onto the 
neighboring property. 

 

Planning Commission Direction: The Planning Commission may approve the request, deny the 
request(s), or table the request(s) if the Commission should need additional information from the 
applicant.  If the Commission should approve or deny the request, the Commission should state the 
findings which support either of these actions. 
 

Staff Recommendation: Based on the relevant findings of fact noted above, Staff recommends 
approval of the requested lot line adjustment. 












