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CORINNA TOWNSHIP 
AGENDA 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT / PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
November 19, 2015 

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 28' x 36' (1,027 sq ft) dwelling with an approximate 
37.5’ x 45’ (1,689 actual sq ft) dwelling approximately 60 feet from Clearwater Lake 
(min. 75 ft required), 13.55 ft from a side lot line (min. 15 ft required) and without 15 
feet of fill meeting floodplain elevation requirements around all sides. Conditional 
use permit to elevate dwelling to meet floodplain requirements by alternative 
method than fill. 

i. Applicant: Thomas A. and Lisa A. Dohmen 
ii. Property address: 11953 KRAMER AVE NW, Annandale 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 5-121-27 
iv. Parcel number(s): 206000052202 

b. Variance to convert an existing 10' x 13' open deck to a 3-season porch approx.85 feet 
from Mink Lake (min. 100 ft required), 4 feet from a side lot line (min. 15 ft required) 
and 10 ft from the top of a bluff (min. 30 ft required). Construct a 5'5" x 8' walkway to 
connect the existing house and garage approx. 57 ft from the centerline of a 
Township road (min. 65 ft required). Building coverage to increase from approx. 
17.06% to 17.65% (max. 15% allowed). Expansion of livable space in a dwelling 
currently served by a holding tank (septic drainfield required). 

i. Applicant: Brian and Carol Carlson 
ii. Property address: 8207 GRIFFITH AVE NW, Maple Lake 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 24-121-27 
iv. Parcel number(s): 206017001160 

c. After-the-fact variance to allow a new dwelling 9 feet from a side property line (min. 
15 feet required). Variance was previously granted for lake and road setbacks. 

i. Applicant: Greg and Joni Selle 
ii. Property address: 10829 HOLLISTER AVE NW, Maple Lake 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 11-121-27 
iv. Parcel number(s): 206000111102 

 
5. Approve Previous Meeting Minutes 

a. October 13, 2015 
 

6. Zoning Administrator’s Report 
a. Permits 



b. Correspondence 
c. Enforcement Actions 
d. Findings of Fact – Previous PC/BOA Decisions 

 
7. Other Business 

a. Stormwater management plan requirements 
b. Wright County proposed ordinance amendments 
c. Review of previously granted variance requests (if time allows) 
d. Discussion – RDNT LLC v. City of Bloomington (MN) and impact on conditional use 

permits (if time allows) 
 

8. Adjournment 

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

Application: Variance to replace an existing 28' x 36' (1,027 sq ft) dwelling with an 
approximate 37.5’ x 45’ (1,689 actual sq ft) dwelling approximately 60 feet from 
Clearwater Lake (min. 75 ft required), 13.55 ft from a side lot line (min. 15 ft required) 
and without 15 feet of fill meeting floodplain elevation requirements around all sides. 
Conditional use permit to elevate dwelling to meet floodplain requirements by 
alternative method than fill. 

Applicant: Thomas A. and Lisa A. Dohmen 

Agenda Item: 4(a) 
 
Background Information:  

 Proposal: This application was tabled at the October 13, 2015 meeting to allow for the 
following: 

1. Provide sufficient information to indicate that a sewer system can be installed in the 
proposed location or another suitable location and the type of system to be installed. 

2. Provide a stormwater management plan to ensure there is not a significant negative 
impact on neighboring properties. Consider working with other neighbors and the 
Town Board to identify a neighborhood plan for addressing times of high water. 

3. Consider reduction in the height of the proposed home, which may be considered out 
of character with the neighborhood. 

4. Consider increasing the side yard setback to meet the required 15 ft setback at all 
points. 

The applicants have provided a stormwater management plan that partially addresses the 
stormwater concerns raised at the October 13 meeting (installation of two rain barrels). They 
also attended a Town Board meeting after the October 13 hearing to discuss options for 
possibly directing some water across the road into a large wetland complex during heavy rain 
events or temporary periods of high water. The Town Board noted they were open to it, but 
doubted that a simple culvert under the road would drain water across the road from the lake 
lots and may actually allow water to come the opposite direction. The discussion then turned 
to the possibility of pumping surface water across the road into the wetland during temporary 
high water events. Both the Town Board and SWCD noted that could be a possibility, but 
that specific plans would be necessary. No plans have yet been submitted by the applicant in 
this regard. 

No additional information has been submitted by the applicant as of the date of this report 
regarding the septic system. 

No other changes to the orginal submittal in terms of the height of the proposed home or its 
side yard setback have been submitted as of the date of this report. At this point, Staff’s 
understanding is that the applicant wishes to leave those items as originally submitted. 

The applicants are proposing to replace the existing one-story dwelling entirely with 
a new, larger two-story dwelling. The proposal would slightly decrease the lake 
setback (from 63 to 60 feet) due to the larger home and the curve of the lakeshore, 



 
Corinna Township 4(a) - 2 
November 19, 2015 

 

but increase the side yard setback on the south side by 5 feet. The existing garage 
would be removed leaving no other structures on the lot besides the proposed home. 

A new drainfield would be added to the lot to accommodate the proposed larger 
home. The preliminary location information for the new drainfield shows it located 
right at the road right-of-way and possibly within 10 feet of the north property line. 
These setbacks can be addressed via administrative variances, if necessary. 

The property sits in the floodplain and, as proposed, there would not be enough 
room to accommodate 15 feet of fill to the required elevation around the entire 
home. Further, such fill would raise the lot above neighboring lots and likely require 
the construction of about 12-18” retaining walls on both the north and south 
property lines. The applicant has stated a willingness to either raise the home on a 
crawlspace or similar to avoid the need for significant fill (which requires a 
conditional use permit) or to place less fill so as to avoid major topographic changes 
to the lot and possible impact on neighboring properties (which requires a variance). 

 Location: 
o Property address: 11953 KRAMER AVE NW 
o Sec/Twp/Range: 5-121-27 
o Parcel number(s): 206000052202 

 Zoning: R1 - Urban/Rural Transition/S2 - Residential-Recreational Shorelands, 
Clearwater Lake 86-252 (General Development lake) 

 Lot size: Approx. 11,694 sq ft (0.27 acres) according to provided survey on the lake 
side of the road. There is additional land across the road that is part of the parcel, but 
this is not included when calculating lot coverage. 

Existing Impervious Coverage:  

 Buildings: About 1,476 sq ft (12.4%) 

 Total: About 2,202 sq ft (18.8%) 

Proposed Impervious Coverage:  

 Buildings: About 1,689 sq ft (14.4%) 

 Total: About 2,337 sq ft (20.0%) – assumes a 22’ x 24’ parking area and 120 
sq ft of sidewalk. 

 Septic System Status: The property is served by an existing holding tank that was 
installed in 2003. The applicant would be installing a drainfield to accommodate the 
new, larger home.  

 Natural Features: 

o Floodplain: The subject parcel does currently sit within the floodplain of 
Clearwater Lake, although the lowest floor of the existing home does 
meet the required floodplain elevation requirement (997.7 elevation). The 
ordinance requires fill around any structures to a 996.7 elevation at least 
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15 ft on all sides. This would require approximately 12-18” of fill, on 
average, around the proposed house. 

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

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

 Permit History: 

o 1955 – apparent date the existing home was constructed on the lot (from 
Assessor’s records) 

o 1967 – 8’ x 24’ dwelling addition. 

o 1968 – 20’ x 22’ garage 

o 2003 - holding tank 

 
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, 
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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; 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. 
 

404. LOTS OF RECORD 

Lots of record in the office of the County Recorder prior to the effective date of 
this Ordinance may be allowed as residential building sites provided:   

      (2) They have at least 20,000 square feet of area. 

Lots smaller than 20,000 square feet may be used as dwelling sites if the 
owner can prove that adequate sanitary facilities can be provided.  Said 
sanitary facilities must be located on the same lot of record as the 
dwelling, or on adjacent land which is legally available to the owner.  
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Extraordinary alteration of the lot through land filling or excavation shall 
not constitute proof of an adequate site for sanitary facilities. 

The Board of Adjustment shall decide if lots smaller than 20,000 square 
feet may be used for dwelling sites in accord with Section 502.2.  The 
expansion of the floor area of nonconforming residential uses on lots 
smaller than 20,000 square feet shall also be reviewed by the Board of 
Adjustment.  Such expansion may be denied or limited by the Board 
when there is limited space for sewage treatment and/or no alternative 
sewage treatment site on the lot.  The Board of Adjustment may note in 
its review that a nonconforming residential use should be used for 
seasonal use only, if adequate sanitary facilities for year-round occupancy 
cannot be provided.  Holding tanks need not be considered as adequate 
sanitary facilities for year-round use.  In no case shall the expansion of a 
nonconforming residential use exceed 50% of the assessed value of the 
original structure if a holding tank is the only available method for 
sewage treatment. 

In determining if adequate sanitary facilities can be provided, the Board 
of Adjustment shall require that all standards in Section 716. Sewage 
Treatment and Disposal Standards be shown to be met.  Due to the small 
lot size, and in areas where community water and sewer systems are not 
planned to be installed, the Board of Adjustment may require that 
proposals include a second location for a sewage treatment system.  
Proposals which can provide for only one site, and require a mound 
system or other alternative sewage treatment system shall not be 
considered as adequate sanitary facilities on lots which are 
predominantly low (less than 6 feet) in elevation above the Ordinary 
High Water Mark or water table. The total square footage of any 
proposed residence shall be limited by the Board on any lot where there 
is no alternative sewage treatment site available. 

 

605. URBAN/RURAL TRANSITIONAL R-1 

605.5 Performance Standards 

(3) Side Yard Regulations: 

There shall be a minimum side yard of fifteen (15) feet for principal uses 
(including attached decks or garages) and ten (10) feet for accessory uses 
unless the building is housing livestock, then the setback is 100 feet for 
livestock buildings. 

 

612. SHORELAND ZONING REGULATIONS 

612.5 Shoreland Performance Standards 

(1) General Performance Standard for Lakes 

 (a) General Development Minimum Standards: 
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Structure setback from OWHL           75 ft. 
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. 

 
 

611. FLOOD PLAIN OVERLAY DISTRICT - FP 

611.4 Flood Fringe District 

(2) Standards for Flood Fringe Permitted Uses 

(a) All structures, including accessory structures, must be elevated on 
fill so that the lowest floor including basement floor is at or above 
the Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation.  The finished fill 
elevation for structures shall be no lower than one (1) foot below 
the Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation and the fill shall extend 
at such elevation at least fifteen (15) feet beyond the outside limits 
of the structure erected thereon. 

 (4) Conditional Uses    

Conditional Uses shall be those uses or structures listed as Conditional 
Uses in the underlying zoning district and the following uses and 
activities, if allowed in the underlying zoning district(s) or any applicable 
overlay district. An application for a Conditional Use shall be subject to 
all standards and criteria listed in Section 611.4(4) and 611.4(5) and 
elsewhere in this Ordinance. 

(a) Any structure that is not elevated on fill or floodproofed in 
accordance with Section 611.2 of this Ordinance. 

(b) Storage of any material or equipment below the regulatory flood 
protection elevation. 

(5) Standards for Flood Fringe Conditional Uses    

(a) All standards identified in Section 611.4(5) of this Ordinance. 

(b) Alternative elevation methods other than the use of fill may be 
utilized to elevate a structure's lowest floor above the Regulatory 
Flood Protection Elevation.  These alternative methods may 
include the use  of stilts, pilings, parallel walls, etc., or 
above-grade, enclosed areas such as crawl spaces or tuck under 
garages.  The base or floor of an enclosed area shall be considered 
above-grade and not a structure's basement or lowest floor if: 1) 
the enclosed area is above-grade on at least one side of the 
structure; 2) is designated to internally flood and is constructed 
with flood resistant materials; and 3) is used solely for parking of 
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vehicles, building access or storage.  The above-noted alternative 
elevation methods are subject to the following additional 
standards:  

(1) Design and Certification- The structure's design and 
as-built condition must be certified by a registered 
professional engineer as being in compliance with the 
general design standards of the State Building Code 
and, specifically, that all electrical, heating, ventilation, 
plumbing and air conditioning equipment and other 
service facilities must be at or above the Regulatory 
Flood Protection Elevation or be designed to prevent 
flood water from entering or accumulating within these 
components during times of flooding. 

(2) Specific standards for above-grade, enclosed areas 
above-grade, fully enclosed areas such as crawl spaces 
or tuck under garages must be designed to internally 
flood and the design plans must stipulate: 

A minimum area of openings in the walls where internal 
flooding is to be used as a floodproofing technique. 
There shall be a minimum of two openings on at least 
two sides of the structure and the bottom of all openings 
shall be a maximum of one foot above grade.  The 
automatic openings shall have a net area of at least one 
square inch for every square foot of enclosed area 
subject to flooding, unless a registered professional 
engineer certifies that a smaller net area would suffice.  
The automatic openings may be equipped with screens, 
louvers, valves, or other coverings or devices, provided 
that they permit the automatic entry and exit of 
floodwaters without any form of human intervention; 
and 

That the enclosed area will be designed of flood resistant 
materials in accordance with the FP-3 or FP-4 
classifications in the State Building Code and shall be 
used solely for building access, parking of vehicles or 
storage. 

 (e) When at any one time more than 1,000 cubic yards of fill or other 
similar material is located on a parcel for such activities as on-site 
storage, landscaping, sand and gravel operations, landfills, roads, 
dredge spoil disposal or construction of flood control works, an 
erosion/sedimentation control plan must be submitted.   

(1) The plan must clearly specify methods to be used to 
stabilize the fill on site for a flood event at a minimum of the 
regional (1% chance)  flood event.  
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(2)  The plan must be prepared and certified by a registered 
professional engineer or other qualified individual acceptable 
to the Township. 

(3) The plan may incorporate alternative procedures for 
removal of the material from the flood plain if adequate flood 
warning time exists. 

 (6) Standards for All Flood Fringe Uses: 

 (b) All new principal structures must have vehicular access at or 
above an elevation not more than two (2) feet below the 
Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation.  If a variance to this 
requirement is granted, the Board of Adjustment must specify 
limitations on the period of use or occupancy of the structure for 
times of flooding and only after determining that adequate flood 
warning time and local flood emergency response procedures 
exist. 

  (e) Fill shall be properly compacted and the slopes shall be properly 
protected by the use of riprap, vegetative cover or other 
acceptable method.   

(f) Flood fringe developments shall not adversely affect the 
hydraulic capacity of the channel and adjoining flood plain of any 
tributary watercourse or drainage system where a floodway or 
other encroachment limit has not been specified on the Official 
Zoning Map. 

 (h) Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems: Whenever possible, 
location in a floodplain should be avoided. If no option exists to 
locate a SSTS outside of a floodplain, location within the flood 
fringe is allowed if the requirements in Chapter 7080.2270 and all 
relevant local floodplain requirements are met. 

 
 
Findings of Fact: 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? 

Needs discussion (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 
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to the water body from shoreland area surface water runoff are 
examples of non-point source pollution.” 

The proposed setback for the house would be reasonably consistent with the 
setbacks of other homes in the area, but would be closer than what currently 
exists by about 3 feet. Further, the height increase would increase the visual 
impact of the home as viewed from the lake. It appears possible to move the 
home further back slightly, although this is likely to make it closer to the septic 
system than what is normally required. 

Needs discussion (fill less than 15 ft around dwelling and/or elevation via 
alternative method): The spirit and intent of the ordinance requirement for fill 
around a building is presumably to ensure adequate access to the home by 
emergency vehicles during a flood event and to help protect the foundation of 
the home. DNR staff has indicated that variances to this requirement are 
acceptable when necessary. Elevating the house on a crawlspace or similar is 
acceptable to meet floodplain requirements as well. 

Needs discussion (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. 

The proposed setback of 13.55 feet would be 5 ft further away than the existing 
home and nearly meet the requirement of 15 feet. Still, a slightly smaller house 
would allow for this setback to be met. 

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

Needs discussion: 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: Given the proximity of the proposed house to the lake 
and the larger footprint, a stormwater plan to ensure protection 
of the lake and to manage stormwater in general is essential. 

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 an 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 
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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: The amount of fill required for this project will depend 
on whether the applicant elevates the house to meet floodplain 
requirements with fill or by an alternative method. Significant 
amounts of fill may have a negative impact on neighboring 
properties if stormwater runoff is not adequately managed. 

3. Is the proposed use of the property reasonable? 

Needs discussion. The desire to have a larger house and the removal of the 
existing garage to ensure compliance with building coverage limits shows an 
attempt to be reasonable in the use of the lot. However, the change from a single-
story to a two-story home represents a significant change to the lot given the 
close proximity to the lake and the nature of other homes in the area. The 
proposed side yard setback variance appears reasonable given that it would 
increase the existing setback by 5 feet. The elevation of the lot and home is 
reasonable in that it is intended to meet federal and state floodplain regulations. 

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

Yes. The need for the variances are due largely to the small size of the lot and its 
presence in the floodplain of Clearwater Lake.  

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

Needs discussion. The primary issue with regards to the character of the 
neighborhood is the addition of a second level to the home and its proximity to 
the lake. Generally, however, the use would remain residential in nature – which 
is the predominant use in the area. 

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

No. The need for the variance is due to other factors mentioned in #4 above. 

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

Needs discussion: It appears the applicant could shift the home further back in 
the lot slightly to increase the lake setback and to reduce the size of the home to 
come into compliance with the side yard setback requirement. Floodplain 
requirements will need to be met either with fill or alternative methods or both. 

8. Will the granting of the variance adversely affect the environmental quality of the 
area? 
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Needs discussion. The proposal would place more building coverage in close 
proximity to the lake and options for treating stormwater before entering the 
lake appear limited due to a high water table. Still, there are some options for 
water treatment (e.g. rain barrels and grading of the land) to allow for as much 
infiltration as possible before entering 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. 
 

Staff Recommendation: If the applicant has not provided the previously requested information 
by the hearing date, or if the Board of Adjustment/Planning Commission is not satisfied with the 
level of detail, Staff recommends the item be tabled again until that information can be provided. 
Otherwise, the previous recommendation, as noted below, would still stand (with the 
modifications to the recommended conditions as noted). 

Based on the findings of fact noted above, Staff recommends that the side yard setback 
request be denied as it appears reasonable and slight modifications would allow for this 
setback to be met. Given that the lots in the area are all low, Staff would generally 
recommend that the floodplain elevations be met with as little fill as possible so as to 
avoid negative impacts on neighboring properties and maintain as much area for 
storage of floodwaters (while still protecting the home) as possible. 

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 side yard setback of 15 feet be met on both sides (denial 
of the requested side yard setback variance) 

2. (For discussion) That the lake setback be increased to at least 65 feet. 

3. (For discussion) That the lake setback be allowed at the requested 60 feet, but 
that the height of the dwelling be limited to 25 feet as measured from lowest 
adjacent grade to the peak of the roof. 

4. That fill around the proposed home be limited to that necessary to elevate the 
lowest floor to the required flood elevation of 997.7 and to achieve drainage 
away from the home, but not otherwise change drainage patterns in the area 
AND/OR that the lowest floor be elevated to the required level with a 
crawlspace or other similar method provided it meets the requirements of the 
ordinance relating to elevation via alternative methods. 

5. 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 
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purposes, these shall be covered with mulch, erosion control blankets, hydroseed 
or other forms of temporary cover until vegetation is re-established. 

6. 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 or to other properties. These may include directing rain 
gutters to appropriate areas, rain barrels, 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. 

7. The plan shall also ensure that water from a one-inch rain event falling off any 
building square footage that exceeds what previously existed on the applicants 
property be treated on the applicants property or otherwised managed on their 
property so as not to negatively impact neighboring residential properties. The 
plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Township Zoning Administrator, in 
consultation with the Wright County SWCD, the Town Board and any other 
applicable agencies.  

8. Any fill or grading on the site that would change drainage patterns or storage 
volumes for water – except for those areas under or within 5 feet of the proposed 
home – shall require a separate conditional use permit. The applicant shall 
consult with the Township Zoning Administrator to determine whether this 
condition applies before engaging in any such work. 

 

 



 
Application # ______________ 

Date  
Application Rec’d ___/___/___ 

 
Fee Collected $ ______________ 

 (for office use only) 

REVISED: DECEMBER 2013 

CORINNA TOWNSHIP                            
VARIANCE APPLICATION 

 

Name of Applicant: ______________________________________________________ 

Property Address: ______________________________________________________ 

Mailing Address (if different): ______________________________________________________ 

City: _______________ State: _______ Zip: _________ 

Phone (home/work): _____________ Phone (cell/other): ___________________________ 

E-mail (optional): ____________________________________________________________ 
      
Applicant is: Title Holder of Property (if other than applicant) 

Legal Owner □ Name: _________________________________________ 

Contract Buyer □ Address:  _________________________________________ 

Option Holder □ City, State, Zip:  _________________________________________ 

Agent □   

Other □ Please specify:  _________________________________________ 

Property ID #: 
(12 digit # on tax statement) 206-_______________

Lake Name 
(if applicable) __________________________ 

Legal Description: 
(attach if necessary) 

____________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Signature of Legal Owner, authorizing application (required):  _____________________________ 
(By signing the owner is certifying that they have read and understood the instructions accompanying this application.) 
 
Signature of Applicant (if different than owner): ________________________________________ 
(By signing the applicant is certifying that they have read and understood the instructions accompanying this application.) 
 
What type of variance are you requesting (check as many as apply)? 

 1 per 40 Division  Road Setback  Building/Impervious Coverage 

 Lot Line Adjustment  Lake or River Setback  Height of Structure 

 Undersized Lot  Side or Rear Line Setback  Septic System Setback 

 Appeal of Staff Interpretation  Bluff Setback  Other ________________ 
 



 

REVISED: DECEMBER 2013 

 
Please read the variance application in its entirety before submitting the application.  See the attached 
schedule of public hearings for relevant application deadlines. The full land use ordinance is available at 
the Town Hall and online at www.hometownplanning.com/corinna-township.html.  

NOTE: Incomplete applications, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, will not be 
accepted or scheduled for a hearing. It is recommended that you work with the Zoning 
Administrator well before the application deadline to ensure that you have all required 
information so as to avoid delays in the hearing of your application: 
 

Please complete all of the following questions: 
 
1. What are you proposing for the property? State nature of request in detail:  

             
             
                                               
                            
             
             
                                               
                            
             
             
                                               
                            

 
2. Describe why you believe the granting of the variance request would be in harmony with the general 

purposes and intent of the Corinna Township Land Use and/or Subdivision Ordinance (available at 
www.hometownplanning.com/corinna-township.html).   
             
             
                                               
                            

 
3. Describe why you believe the granting of the variance would be consistent with the Corinna 

Township Comprehensive Plan (Plan available at www.hometownplanning.com/corinna-
township.html).   
             
             
                                               
                            
 

4. Describe why you feel that your proposal is a reasonable use of the property. 
             
             
                                               
                            

 



 

REVISED: DECEMBER 2013 

5. Describe what factors contributing to the need for a variance were not in your control. Address 
factors such as the lot size or shape, topography, location of existing buildings, sewer systems 
and wells, and any other factors you feel are relevant. 
             
             
                                               
                            

 

6. Describe the character of the area and why your project will not substantially change the character of 
the neighborhood or be a detriment to nearby properties. 
             
             
                                               
                            

 

7. Describe why it is not feasible for your project to meet the minimum requirements of the 
ordinance. What options did you explore that would minimize the variance necessary and why 
did you determine these were not feasible alternatives? 
             
             
                                               
                            
 

8. Discuss what impacts, if any, the requested variance may have on the environmental quality of 
the area. For any potential impacts, how do you intend to eliminate or minimize their effect? 

             
             
                                               
                            
 

9. Flood Insurance Notice: If your variance request involves a request to construct a structure 
below the base flood level, you are hereby notified that this will result in an increased premium 
rate for flood insurance up to amounts as high as $25 for $100 of insurance coverage. Such 
construction below the base or regional flood level increases risks to life and property. 
 

*If you are requesting to construct a structure below the 
base flood level, please initial here that you have read and 
understand the above notice:  ___________________

 
10.  Please include any other comments pertinent to this request. 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

Application: Variance to convert an existing 10' x 13' open deck to a 3-season porch 
approx.85 feet from Mink Lake (min. 100 ft required), 4 feet from a side lot line (min. 15 
ft required) and 10 ft from the top of a bluff (min. 30 ft required). Construct a 5'5" x 8' 
walkway to connect the existing house and garage approx. 57 ft from the centerline of a 
Township road (min. 65 ft required). Building coverage to increase from approx. 17.06% 
to 17.65% (max. 15% allowed). Expansion of livable space in a dwelling currently served 
by a holding tank (septic drainfield required). 

Applicant: Brian and Carol Carlson 

Agenda Item: 4(b) 
 
Background Information:  

 Proposal: The applicants are proposing to convert an existing 10’ x 13’ open deck 
into a 3-season porch that is within the required lake, side yard and bluff setbacks. 
The porch would not be any closer to these features than the existing open deck. 

They are also proposing to connect their existing house and garage with a new 
covered walkway that would be within the required road setback (although the 
existing garage would be much closer to the road). 

As a result of the above additions, building coverage would increase slightly from 
about 17.06% to 17.65% (max. 15% allowed). The applicant indicates that, due to the 
removal of a 10’ x 12’ shed, there will be a net decrease of total impervious coverage 
by 76 sq ft (from about 23.47% to 22.64%). Note that the calculations of building and 
total impervious coverage are based on a lot size listed in a 1992 site plan related to a 
previous variance on this property – not a current professional survey. The 
percentages of coverage may therefore be inaccurate.  

These additions would be to a dwelling that is currently served by a holding tank. 
The ordinance does not allow for expansions to dwellings served by holding tanks 
without a variance or the installation of a drainfield. 

The applicants are also proposing to implement a native plant restoration plan for 
the bluff between their house and the lake.  

 Location: 
o Property address: 8207 GRIFFITH AVE NW 
o Sec/Twp/Range: 24-121-27 
o Parcel number(s): 206017001160 

 Zoning: R1 - Urban/Rural Transition/S2 - Residential-Recreational Shorelands, 
Mink Lake 86-229 (Recreational Development lake) 

 Lot size: Approx. 9,180 sq ft (0.21 acres) according to provided site plan (NOTE: A 
professional survey has not been completed to determine exact lot size. It appears 
that, based on the original plat, the actual lot size would be closer to 10,000-10,328 sq 
ft.) 
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Existing Impervious Coverage: (based on applicant’s calculations) 

 Buildings: About 1,566 sq ft (17.06% or 15.16% with 10,328 sq ft lot size) 

 A reduction of approximately 17-189 sq ft is necessary to meet the 
15% limit, depending on the actual size of the lot. 

 Total: About 2,154 sq ft (23.47% or 20.86%) 

Proposed Impervious Coverage: (based on applicant’s calculations) 

 Buildings: About 1,620 sq ft (17.65% or 15.69%) 

 Total: About 2,078 sq ft (22.64% or 20.12%) 

 Septic System Status: The property is served by an existing 1500 gallon holding tank 
that was installed in 1993.  

 Natural Features: 

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

o Bluff/Steep Slopes: The lot contains a bluff between the house and the 
lake. 

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

 Permit History: 

o 1965 – apparent date the existing home was constructed on the lot (from 
Assessor’s records) 

o 1992 – variance for detached garage (16’ x 18’) 

o 1992 – building permit for detached garage 

o 1993 – holding tank 

o 1995 – septic system inspection (found compliant) 

o 2012 – septic system inspection (found compliant) 

 
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: 
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(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; 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. 
 

605. URBAN/RURAL TRANSITIONAL R-1 

605.5 Performance Standards 

(3) Side Yard Regulations: 

There shall be a minimum side yard of fifteen (15) feet for principal uses 
(including attached decks or garages) and ten (10) feet for accessory uses 
unless the building is housing livestock, then the setback is 100 feet for 
livestock buildings. 

 

612. Shoreland Zoning Regulations  

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. 

(b) Recreational Development Standards: 
 
Structure setback from OHWL      100 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 OHWL    10 ft. 
 
 
716. SEWAGE AND WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL STANDARDS 

716.2 General Provisions 

 (12) Holding Tanks 
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(a) Holding tanks shall not be used as a sanitary system for a new 
residential dwelling.  For conforming lots and structures, a 
holding tank may be used for expansions, alterations, additions, 
and improvements to existing dwellings so long as it does not 
exceed fifty (50) percent of the value of the existing structure as 
indicated in the records of the County Assessor, or fifty (50) 
percent of the footprint, whichever is more restrictive.  Holding 
tanks may also be used for the exact replacement of an existing 
dwelling where no expansion in livable space occurs. 

(b) Holding tanks shall only be used as a corrective action for sewage 
disposal for pre-existing uses where a full treatment system 
cannot be installed. 

(c) Undeveloped lots of record on which a holding tank is the only 
practical means of sewage disposal are unsuitable for residential 
use. 

(d) Holding tanks shall not be installed on undeveloped lots of 
record for recreational uses unless the lot has been found to be 
suitable for a dwelling and can support a full septic system. 

(e) Holding tanks must have an alarm device for the prevention of 
overflow. 

  (f) An owner must have a current pumping contract signed by the 
owner and a licensed maintenance business.  Records shall be 
kept to validate required pumping. 

  (g) A septic tank that is converted to a holding tank must be pumped 
and certified. 

 
716.3 Site Evaluation and Design Requirements   
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Findings of Fact: 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? 

Yes (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 
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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 proposed setback for the house would be reasonably consistent with the 
intent of the ordinance in that there is already an existing nonconforming home 
no closer to the lake than the proposed three-season porch and the 3-season 
porch would replace an existing open deck. As such, it would not represent 
significant additional pollution potential than what already exists and is allowed 
to remain indefinitely. Further, the size of the lot does not allow for a reasonable 
sized house that would meet both lake and road setback requirements (there 
would only be about 15 feet of buildable area for a house).  

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

“The setbacks from bluff tops for structures in all shoreland classes is 
needed and reasonable to protect bluff tops from adverse environmental 
impacts of development and construction activities. These impacts can be 
measured in both physical and aesthetic terms. Physically, development 
encroachment on bluff tops can lead to accelerated soil erosion and in 
some cases, slope failure. Aesthetically, development encroachment on 
bluff tops can compromise or eliminate the natural appearance of this 
topographical feature in shoreland areas. The 30 foot structure setback 
from the bluff top provides a minimum distance between the bluff top 
and the planned or proposed foundations, walls or eaves of a structure 
for the maneuvering of building materials during construction. 
Consequently, the preservation of soils can reduce or avoid erosion 
problems, and preservation and maintenance of vegetation can protect 
soils, screen development and maintain the natural appearance of bluff 
areas…It is noted for clarity that the bluff impact zone is established for 
preservation and management of shoreland vegetation and soils, and all 
structural development is excluded from this zone, except for stairways, 
lifts and landings.” 

The proposed addition will not encroach any closer to the bluff than the existing 
open deck. However, it will add some amount of weight to the bluff impact zone 
and will create more “bulk” as viewed from the lake within the bluff impact 
zone. 

Needs discussion (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. 

The proposed addition would arguably meet the intent of the ordinance in that it 
will not extend the dwelling any closer to the side lot line than what already 
exists with the open deck and with other portions of the dwelling. However, it 
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will represent an expansion of the enclosed dwelling space into the side yard 
where the existing encroachment is only an open deck. 

Yes (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 safety. 

In this case, the proposed walkway addition will be within the road setback, but 
will be entirely behind an existing garage that was already allowed by variance 
in 1992. As such, it will have no additional impact on road maintenance or public 
safety from what already exists. 

Needs discussion (building coverage limit). The spirit and intent of the 
ordinance (building coverage limit) is to create uniformity in the percentage of a 
lot that is covered by buildings/roofed structures on a lot and to help ensure 
that, when added to necessary other impervious surfaces that typically come 
with development, the overall 25% maximum impervious coverage is not 
exceeded. 

The proposed additions would increase building coverage and would appear to 
result in building coverage greater than 15%. However, there are conflicting 
numbers in relation to lot size and unknowns in terms of whether all buildings 
are located entirely on the lot. Without a survey, it is unclear whether the 
proposal would be over 15% building coverage or not. 

No (expansion of dwelling on a holding tank): The spirit and intent of the 
ordinance (holding tank only for exact replacement of dwelling) is to help ensure 
that adequate sewage treatment is taking place on a lot and that the treatment is 
limited when a holding tank is the only method. 

In the past, Wright County and Corinna Township have granted variances for 
very small additions to a dwelling when it is served by a holding tank, but only 
in limited circumstances such as to allow for a very small bathroom to be made a 
more reasonable size. In other cases, no additions have been allowed. The 
primary question here would be whether adding an approximate 44 sq ft 
walkway and a 120 sq ft 3-season porch would be considered significant enough 
to limit any expansion of the house. 

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

Needs discussion: 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. 
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 Comment: If the additions are allowed, particularly the screen 
porch on the north side of the proposed dwelling, a stormwater 
plan to ensure protection of the lake and to manage stormwater 
in general is essential. The applicants have submitted an 
extensive revegetation and stabilization plan for the bluff 
between the house and the lake. They have also proposed adding 
rain barrels to downspouts. 

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 to construct the proposed additions. The revegetation 
plan should involve only minimal grading. 

3. Is the proposed use of the property reasonable? 

Needs discussion (all requested variances). The desire to have an enclosed 
connection between a garage and a dwelling is reasonable given the weather 
conditions experienced in Minnesota, as is an enclosed porch. However, these 
additions become less reasonable if it causes building coverage to exceed the 15% 
maximum allowed and also because it results in more building and weight (from 
the proposed 3-seasson porch) within a bluff impact zone. The house being 
served by only a holding tank may also factor into the reasonableness of the 
proposal. 

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

Yes. The need for the variances is due largely to the location of the existing house 
(built in 1965), the small size of the lot and the natural topographic features on 
the lot (i.e. the bluff). The lack of space for a septic drainfield may also be a 
consideration.  

5. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality? 
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No. The general character of the locality is residential in nature, with mostly 
small homes/cabins. There appears to be a mix of seasonal and year-round use. 
The proposed additions would not be significant changes to the character of the 
applicant’s lot or the neighborhood as a whole as it will not significantly increase 
the size or height of the building or its use. 

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

No. The need for the variance is due to other factors mentioned in #4 above. 

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

Needs discussion: Given the small size of the lot, it does not appear possible to 
make additions to the house without some kind of variances. A complete survey 
of the lot and analysis of building/impervious coverage would show whether all 
of the requested variances are actually necessary. The applicant has not 
submitted information as to whether a drainfield can or cannot be installed on 
the lot. 

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

Needs discussion. The proposal would place more building coverage in close 
proximity to the lake and options for treating stormwater before entering the 
lake appear limited due to the short distance to the bluff. The applicants have 
submitted a plan, however, to implement an extensitve revegetation plan on the 
bluff that should improve the environmental quality of the area by reducing 
erosion and allowing for greater opportunities for pollutants to be filtered out 
before entering 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. 
 
Staff Comments: 

1. The garage that was permitted by variance in 1992 by Wright County was to 
have been 16’ x 18’ (288 sq ft). The actual garage as it exists today is 
approximately 16’ x 22’ (352 sq ft or 64 sq ft more than approved). When the 
variance was approved, the County had noted that it was approving partly 
because it would remain under 15% building coverage. 

2. The 1992 variance was for the detached garage to be 40 feet from the center of the 
road. It appears that it is approximately 35 feet from the center of the road. This 
may be a function of both the 4 ft of additional length to the garage than had 
been permitted by the variance and possibly a shifting of the road over time.  
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3. It appears that the current garage is actually partially in the right of way. If this is 
true, it would actually reduce the building coverage on the lot as the portion in 
the right of way would not actually be counted against the lot coverage. 

4. The 1992 variance showed a “portable shed” on the site plan, but did not 
included it in calculations of building coverage. Presumably, this shed was 
proposed to be removed as part of the variance, although it is not clear from the 
documentation. The applicants indicate there is a 10’ x 12’ shed on the property 
now (existed when they purchased the property) that they would remove to help 
mitigate the building coverage that would be added by their proposed 3-season 
porch and walkway. 

5. If the detached garage had been built to the size approved in the 1992 variance 
and the portable shed removed at that time, impervious coverage would appear 
to be between 13.4% and 15.05% depending on the actual lot size. This also 
assumes that the detached garage is entirely on the property, which in actuality it 
appears that approximately 100 sq ft is within the right of way. Subtracting that 
100 sq ft would appear to bring building coverage well below 15%. 

6. All of the above calculations are not based on an actual survey of the property. A 
survey would be necessary to show exact lot size, building dimensions, etc… 

 

Staff Recommendation: Based on the findings of fact noted above, Staff recommends 
approval of variances related to the lake and bluff setbacks, the side yard setback and 
the road setback. However, more information would be necessary before a 
recommendation on the building coverage variance and the variance for expanding a 
house served only by a holding tank. 

The Board may also wish to discuss whether the existing garage being larger than what 
was permitted should be treated as a violation of the ordinance that requires its own 
variance or removal of the additional garage space beyond what had been approved. 

If the application or some version of the application is, 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 application be tabled to allow for submittal of a survey and 
building/impervious coverage analysis so that it is clear whether such a variance 
is necessary or not and to what degree a variance is necessary. Alternatively, if 
the Board essentially chose to deny the variance for increasing building coverage, 
the applicant could be required to submit a survey prior to a building permit 
being issued that would verify building coverage being under 15%. 

2. That any buildings besides the house, garage and two proposed additions be 
removed from the property, including the 120 sq ft shed that currently exists on 
the property. 

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 
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the lake as well as to any neighboring properties which are downslope of the 
disturbed areas. Erosion control logs, or equally effective methods as 
recommended by the SWCD, shall also be installed in the bluff area. Once 
disturbed areas are no longer being used for construction or replanting 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 implement the proposed stormwater management plan as 
presented, including the revegetation plan as well as the installation of a 
minimum 50-gallon rainwater barrel to be located at each downspout on the 
house and garage, or at least two rain barrels – whichever results in more barrels. 
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STAFF REPORT

Application: After-the-fact variance to allow a new dwelling 9 feet from a side property
line (min. 15 feet required). Variance for 9 foot setback was denied in 2013. Related
variances for lake and road setabcks were granted in 2013.

Applicant: Greg and Joni Selle

Agenda Item: 4(c)

Background Information:

 Proposal: The applicants previously applied for variances related to the current
construction of their house in September 2013. The result of that hearing and
application was as follows:

Variances requested:
Variance to adjust lot lines between two legal, nonconforming lots. Variance to
replace the existing dwelling with a new 3 bedroom home with walkout basement
and attached garage approximately 60 ft from Sugar Lake (min. 75 ft required), 42 ft
from the centerline of a road (min. 65 ft required), and 9 ft from the south property
line (min. 15 ft required) Variance to install a new sewer system approximately 2 ft
from the north property line (min. 10 ft required), 2.5 ft from the edge of a road
easement (min. 10 ft required and 13.6 ft from a new septic drainfield (min. 20 ft
required).

Variances denied:

1. Variance to replace the existing dwelling with a new 3 bedroom home with
walkout basement and attached garage approximately 9 ft from the south
property line (min. 15 ft required)

Variances approved:

1. Variance to adjust lot lines between two legal, nonconforming lots.

2. Variance to replace the existing dwelling with a new 3 bedroom home with
walkout basement and attached garage no closer than:

a. 60 ft from Sugar Lake (min. 75 ft required),

b. 20 ft from the edge of the ingress/egress easement where the road is
located

3. Variance to install a new sewer system approximately:

a. 2 ft from the north property line (min. 10 ft required),

b. 2.5 ft from the edge of a road easement (min. 10 ft required and

c. 10 ft from a new septic drainfield (min. 20 ft required).
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Conditions of approval:

1. That the applicant submits a revised site plan prior to the issuance of a
permit which complies with all aspects of the decision rendered by the Board
of Adjustment.

2. The amount of excavation on the lakeside of the house to create the walkout
be limited to no greater than 50 cubic yards.

3. The septic drainfields be marked in some permanent manner so that they are
not impacted by pump trucks or other vehicles used in maintaining the septic
tanks/components.

4. 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 around the perimeter of the construction
area as shown in the submitted plan and an additional silt fence within 5 feet
of the lakeshore. 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.

5. The applicant shall implement the permanent stormwater management plan
as submitted with their application (or an alternative plan of equal or greater
benefit – as determined by the Zoning Administrator in consultation with
SWCD staff) so as to minimize the potential for ongoing erosion or
sedimentation and to prevent water runoff along the south end of the new
home from being directed onto the adjacent property to the south. These shall
include, at a minimum, maintenance of the existing “rainwater gardens” at
the bottom of the slope and the installation of a third such garden to the
north of the boathouse. This third garden shall be installed no later than July
31, 2014.

A letter dated September 30, 2013 was sent to the applicants summarizing the action of
the Board of Adjustment at the September 10, 2013 variance hearing and included the
language “Variances denied: Variance to replace the existing dwelling with a new 3
bedroom home with walkout basement and attached garage approximately 9 ft from the
south property line (min. 15 ft required).”

In July 2015, the applicants submitted a permit application to build their house. The site
plan submitted was not a revised plan as required in the conditions of variance
approval, but the site plan submitted with their variance application. As such, the
setback indicated on the site plan to the side (south) lot line was 9 feet instead of the
required 15 feet. The failure to submit a revised plan consistent with the variance
approved was overlooked by the Zoning Administrator at that time.

However, in issuing an approval of the permit application, the Zoning Administrator’s
approval letter stated the applicants were permitted to: 1) “Construct a 1754 sq ft house
with 12/12 roof pitch as per approved 2013 variance” and 2)”Install sewer system as per
approved design.”
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The approval letter further stated “All work shall be in accordance with the plans and
sketch submitted with your application and otherwise compliant with the Corinna
Township Zoning Ordinance and your 2013 variance approval. If your plans change,
please notify us immediately to determine if there are any additional requirements.”

The applicants began construction of their building. The foundation and poured walls of
the basement were installed at 9 feet from the south property line. The landowner, the
various contractors involved and the Township’s building inspector did not recognize
that the house was being built closer than allowed until after it was installed. Staff’s
understanding is that the general contractor then questioned whether it was being built
too close (a subcontractor apparently was involved in installing the foundation and
foundation walls) and the Township was then contacted.

The applicants have indicated that it would be very expensive to remove the foundation
(approximately $50,000) as only a small numbers of contractors have the equipment to
be able to do so. They have applied for an after-the-fact variance so as to allow for the
house to remain at 9 feet from the south lot line instead of the min. 15 feet that was
required after the 2013 variance hearing.

Findings of fact from the 2013 variance hearing relating to the side yard setback
included the following:

1. Is the proposed variance consistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning
ordinance? The proposed building was proposed to be located 9 feet from the
south property line (min. 15 ft required). This would be inconsistent with the
side yard setbacks of other dwellings in the immediate area, which mostly meet
the minimum 15 ft setback requirement. It would also decrease the setback
from the existing 17-18 ft setback of the dwelling. The setback to the north line
would be improved as a result of the lot line adjustment – increasing from 3.5 ft
to 28.5 ft. Moving the proposed home further to the north is possible to
improve the setback to the south, while still allowing for at least a 10 ft setback
to the septic system drainfield.

2. Was the practical difficulty self-created? The landowner has reasonable options to
eliminate the need for the side yard setback variance. Their current home is
meeting those setbacks and it is possible to move the proposed home further to
the north to avoid the need for a side yard setback – especially considering the
allowance for building closer to the septic drainfield.

3. Can the practical difficulty be alleviated by a non-variance method? The applicants’
current home is meeting the required side yard setbacks and it is possible to
move the proposed home further to the north to avoid the need for a side yard
setback – especially considering the allowance for building closer to the septic
drainfield.

A copy of the minutes from the original 2013 hearing are attached.

Also relevant to this application, the MN Supreme Court has had several cases where
they addressed after-the-fact ordinances. In a 1985 case, they urged the County involved
to consider a number of factors specific to after-the-fact requests when it was sent back
to the County for a rehearing. A 2008 case re-affirmed these criteria as being applicable
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to after-the-fact variance requests. Staff has consulted with several attorneys regarding
the applicability of these criteria to this application and no clear answer has been given.
Staff is recommending that the factors be considered because the Supreme Court has
affirmed them as being applicable to after-the-fact variances at least twice and it would
seem likely that a Township decision that did not take them into account could be
questioned. The criteria are listed in the Findings of Fact section of this report along with
comments as to how they might apply to this particular application.

 Location:
o Property address: 10829 HOLLISTER AVE NW
o Sec/Twp/Range: 11-121-27
o Parcel number(s): 206000111102

 Zoning: R1 - Urban/Rural Transition/S2 - Residential-Recreational Shorelands,
Sugar Lake 86-233 (General Development lake)

 Lot size: Approx. 17,850 sq ft (0.41 acres) according to provided survey after the 2013
approved lot line adjustment (Lot size was 12,515 before the approved lot line
adjustment)

Existing Impervious Coverage (at the time of the 2013 variance application):

 Total Lot Size: 12,515 sq ft

 Buildings: About 1,992 sq ft (15.9%)

 Total: About 3,789 sq ft (30.3% - including the “road” surface)

 Would be 21.2% of the adjusted larger lot size of 17,850

Proposed Impervious Coverage:

 Total Lot Size: 17,850 sq ft

 Buildings: About 2,656.5 sq ft (14.9%)

 Total: About 5,277 sq ft (29.6% - including the “road” surface but not
retaining walls and possible other improvements)

 NEEDS TO BE VERIFIED BASED ON CURRENT
CONSTRUCTION PLANS

 Septic System Status: A new system (Type IV) is proposed to be installed for this
property. It would involve a drainfield (pressure bed) with a pre-treatment tank, a
settling tank and a lift (dosing) tank.

 Natural Features:

 Floodplain: The property is not located within a floodplain.

 Bluff/Steep Slopes: The site is fairly flat until the lakeside of the proposed
home, where it begins to drop off steeply (about a 28-29% slope). The
slopes do not constitute a bluff.

 Wetlands: There do not appear to be any wetlands impacting the
proposal.
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 Permit History:

 1972 – Dwelling permit

 1978 – Administrative setback variance (side yard and road)

 1996 – Septic certification

 2013 – Variance partially granted and partially denied (denial was for a
side yard setback of 9 feet instead of 15 feet).

 2015 – Building permit to construct a house as per the 2013 variance.

Applicable Statutes/Ordinances:

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;



Corinna Township 4(c) - 6
November 19, 2015

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 (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 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
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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.

605. URBAN/RURAL TRANSITIONAL R-1

605.5 Performance Standards
(3) Side Yard Regulations:

There shall be a minimum side yard of fifteen (15) feet for principal uses
(including attached decks or garages) and ten (10) feet for accessory uses
unless the building is housing livestock, then the setback is 100 feet for
livestock buildings.

716. SEWAGE AND WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL STANDARDS

716.3 Site Evaluation and Design Requirements
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Findings of Fact: 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?

Needs discussion (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.
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The proposed building will be located 9 feet from the south property line (min.
15 ft required). This would be inconsistent with the side yard setbacks of other
dwellings in the immediate area, which mostly meet the minimum 15 ft setback
requirement. It would also decrease the setback from the existing 17-18 ft
setback of the dwelling. The setback to the north line would be improved as a
result of the lot line adjustment – increasing from 3.5 ft to 28.5 ft. Moving the
proposed home further to the north would improve the setback to the south,
but decrease the setback to the septic system drainfield.

During the 2013 variance hearing, it was determined that the applicant could meet the
15 ft setback requirement to the south property line and that a setback of 10 feet between
the house/garage and the septic drainfield (min. 20 ft required) was acceptable.

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

Needs discussion: 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: The applicant has submitted an erosion control and
stormwater management plan that would involve maintaining
two existing “rainwater gardens” near the bottom of the slope to
the lake and a third such garden that would be constructed on the
north side of the boathouse. The plan also indicates that silt fence
will be installed around nearly the entire perimeter of the
proposed dwelling. Revegetation of disturbed areas after
construction is to be accomplished via sod or seeding.

The 2013 variance approval required the submittal of a plan that would
ensure water was directed away from the neighboring property to the
south.

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: It does not appear that any trees would need to be
removed to accommodate the new home and garage and septic
system.

Based on a viewing of the current site, it appears that at least 1-2 trees
were removed and 1-2 others are likely to be lost due to digging out root
areas.

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
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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: The site is relatively flat in the construction area, but
very steep between the house and the lake. Very little change in
the grade of the lot is anticipated by the applicant. There would be
a significant amount of excavation for the walkout basement.

A viewing of the current site makes it appear that a significant amount of
grading/excavation done between the house and the lake. The exact
amount is unknown and Staff is looking into this. Any excavation or
movement of dirt in excess of 50 cu yds would have required a separate
conditional use permit.

3. Is the proposed use of the property reasonable?

Needs discussion. The proposed dwelling will be 684 sq ft larger than what
existed on the property prior to the 2013 variance, which is essentially equivalent
to the size of the attached garage that is proposed (the current property has no
attached garage). The proposed home itself is only about 20-25 sq ft larger than
the previously existing home, so the question of reasonableness is largely based
on whether an attached garage is considered reasonable on this property given
the excess building coverage under most ways of calculating the lot size and the
various setback variances needed.

The denial of the side yard setback variance in 2013 suggested that the use of the property
for a home 9 feet from the south property line was not reasonable.

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

No. The need for the after-the-fact variance is due largely to the mistaken
location of the foundation as it was being built. The 2013 variance hearing
indicated that the BOA felt it was possible to meet the 15 ft side yard setback
while granting a greater setback variance between the house and the septic
drainfield.

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

Needs discussion. Leaving the house at the 9 foot setback would mean that a
house would be located 6 feet into the required side yard setback where
previously no house was located. Whether this impacts the character of the
locality depends on whether the BOA feels that encroachment into a side yard
setback changes the character of the neighborhood in some manner.

6. Are economic considerations the only reason the applicant cannot meet the strict
requirements of the ordinance?
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Yes. The need for the variance at this point is due primarily to the fact that a
significant investment has been made and to correct that would require
significant cost (which would be a purely economic consideration). The applicant
has not, at this point, provided any other factors that are non-economic in nature.

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

Yes: The 2013 variance action to deny the requested 9 ft side yard setback on the
south side indicated that the BOA felt it was feasible to meet the 15 ft side yard
setback requirement. Nothing about the lot itself appears to have changed to
suggest that meeting the setback is not feasible (see below for additional
considerations relating to the after-the-fact nature of the application).

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

Needs discussion. The proposal would place more building coverage in close
proximity to the side lot line than had been approved under the 2013 variance.
Impact on the environment would likely be very similar to what it would be if it
were 15 feet from the side lot line, provided that stormwater on the south side of
the home is managed so as to not send more water into areas where it would not
be properly treated. A stormwater management plan to keep that water on the
applicant’s lot and to allow for treatment before entering the lake should address
any concerns.

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

1. The applicant acted in good faith;

Arguments for: The applicants applied for the permits required to build the
home and relied on various contractors to correctly locate the house based on the
variances granted and denied as well as sufficient review by zoning and building
code inspectors. While the permit approvals were granted stating that the
applicants must meet the setbacks as approved/denied at the 2013 variance
hearing, no one specifically told them that their submitted site plan was
inconsistent with the 2013 variance and they were not required to submit a
revised site plan (as was a condition of the 2013 variance action) consistent with
the approved/denied variances. The applicants stopped construction as soon as
they discovered that they were not meeting the setback required – an indication
that they were not intentionally violating the ordinance or 2013 variance action.

Arguments against: The applicants were notified several times of the setback
that needed to be met in relation to the side yard – at the original September 2013
variance hearing for which they were in attendance, a follow up letter from the
Township Zoning Administrator in late September 2013, and at least one e-mail
in 2015 from the Township Zoning Administrator that again laid out the results
of the 2013 hearing and the need to meet the normal 15 foot setback requirement
to the south lot line. The applicants had the responsibility to notify their
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contractors of these requirements and properly locate the house as it was being
built. Further, they had been required in the conditions of the variance approval
in 2013 (for the other setback variances) to submit a revised site plan consistent
with the approved and denied variances, which they never did. The lack of
sufficient oversight indicates a failure to make a good faith effort to comply with
the ordinance.

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

The applicants clearly applied 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 need any other permits than what they applied for in July
2015 – a Township Land Use/Building permit.

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 excavation, grading and pouring of a
foundation which includes poured concrete walls. No additional construction
has been completed since they discovered that they were not meeting the
required side yard setback.

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

Arguments for: The foundation and side walls of the basement foundation were
poured and completed before the error in the side yard setback was discovered
by the applicant and their contractor. While the full house has not been
completed, a significant amount of work has been completed to the point where
it is substantially complete for the purposes of this hearing.

Arguments against: While the foundation has been essentially completed, none
of the remainder of the house has been constructed at this point. They are thus
not completed with construction of the house and moving it now will be less
costly than if the entire house had been built.

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 Sugar Lake that do not
meet side yard setback requirements.

Arguments against: While other properties on the lake have structures not
meeting side yard setback requirements, this is usually due to very limited lot
sizes. This particular property has plenty of room to be able to meet the side yard
setback required. Further, the structures on neighboring properties on either side
of the subject property do meet side yard setback requirements and thus it is not
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typical in the immediate area for homes to not meet the required side yard
setback.

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: It is not uncommon for a side yard setback variance to be
granted when site conditions allow for it. While it is physically possible to meet
the side yard setback as required in the 2013 variance action, doing so does place
the proposed home closer to the septic system that is to be installed and that
septic system is also going to be within 2 feet of the opposite side property line.
As such, there will be only limited space for installation and eventual
replacement of the septic system on the property. While allowing the house to
remain at 9 feet from the south property line will create challenges in relation to
stormwater management and possibly change the character of the area by
allowing for a house to be located within a setback where previously no house
existed, forcing it to be moved will also create challenges related to septic system
maintenance, which is of importance to the Township and area residents as well.
The relatively high cost to the applicant (approximately $50,000 based on
contractor’s estimates) to move the structure now are not outweighed by the
potential impacts of the house being within 9 feet of the side yard setback as it is
possible to address stormwater concerns for the neighboring property and it is
not uncommon for buildings to be located 9 feet from a side property line. Any
concerns about precedence can be addressed by the Township and its building
inspectors being more vigilant about ensuring that buildings are properly located
before construction begins.

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 home 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 findings of fact noted above, Staff recommends
the following:



Corinna Township 4(c) - 14
November 19, 2015

The primary question for the Board of Adjustment is what criteria it will apply to the
application – the criteria that applies to all variances and/or the criteria laid out by the
MN Supreme Court that it “urged” counties to consider during after-the-fact variance
requests.

If the only criteria applied are the “normal” criteria laid out in the Township ordinance,
it would seem difficult to grant an after-the-fact variance for something that was already
denied based on sound findings of fact.

If the BOA applies the Supreme Court’s criteria for after-the-fact variances, it appears
that the main questions are whether 1) the applicants acted in “good faith”; and 2) the
benefits to the Township in requiring relocation of the foundation to the 15-foot mark
outweigh the detriment the applicant would incur in terms of cost and effort to move
the foundation.

If the after-the-fact variance is approved, staff would recommend at least the following
conditions:

1. That the applicant submits a revised site plan with accurate locations for the
house and septic system, if different from the site plan already submitted, prior
to any further significant work being done on the property.

2. The septic drainfields be marked in some permanent manner so that they are not
impacted by pump trucks or other vehicles used in maintaining the septic
tanks/components.

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 around the perimeter of the construction area as shown in
the submitted plan. 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 implement the permanent stormwater management plan as
submitted with their application (or an alternative plan of equal or greater
benefit – as determined by the Zoning Administrator in consultation with SWCD
staff) so as to minimize the potential for ongoing erosion or sedimentation and to
prevent water runoff along the south end of the new home from being directed
onto the adjacent property to the south. These shall include, at a minimum,
maintenance of the existing “rainwater gardens” at the bottom of the slope
including the additional garden installed as a condition of the previous 2013
variance approval.
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CORINNA TOWNSHIP 
AGENDA 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT / PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
September 10, 2013 

7:00 PM 

Charlotte Quiggle called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm on September 10, 2013. 
 
Roll Call:  Board of Adjustment/Planning commission Members Present:  Charlotte Quiggle 
(chair); Barry Schultz; Larry Smith; Larry Thompson; Trish Taylor; Ben Oleson (Zoning 
Administrator) 
  
Absent:  Lee Parks 
 
Other in Attendance: Arthur & Kate Quiggle; Fred Quiggle; Ken VandeSteeg; Marilyn 
Anderson; Rick & Carol Kanniainen; Jim Dearing; Bernie Miller; Kevin Kolstad; Greg & Joni 
Selle; Tom Neu; Leslie Kreutter; Mark Trostad; Stuart & Frances Ulferr 

 
Additions or Deletions to the Agenda:  Add: Charlotte Quiggle summary of Pervious Materials 
Workshop added to other business. A motion was made by Schultz to approve the Agenda with 
the one addition, seconded by Taylor. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Charlotte Quiggle recused herself from the 1st Public hearing and turned it over to Larry Smith, 
vice-chair. 
 
Public Hearings 

a. Variance to adjust lot lines between two legal, nonconforming lots. Variance to 
replace the existing dwelling with a new 3 bedroom home with walkout basement 
and attached garage approximately 60 ft from Sugar Lake (min. 75 ft required), 42 ft 
from the centerline of a road (min. 65 ft required), and 9 ft from the south property 
line (min. 15 ft required) Variance to install a new sewer system approximately 2 ft 
from the north property line (min. 10 ft required), 2.5 ft from the edge of a road 
easement (min. 10 ft required and 13.6 ft from a new septic drainfield (min. 20 ft 
required). 

i. Applicant(s): Gregory and Joni Selle 
ii. Property Address: 10829 Hollister Ave NW, Maple Lake 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 11-121-27 
iv. Parcel Number(s): 206000111102 

 
Present: Greg & Joni Selle, Bernie Miller, Jim Dearing, Tom Neu:  
Joni Selle: We are going on a half century up here and we would like to continue to live at this 
location and be a contributing member to this community. 
Bernie Miller:  They approached us in the fall of 2011 trying to figure out what they could do, 
the current cabin needs to be torn down and rebuilt.  First thing we suggested was to get a 
survey, which they did.  We then looked where they could put a septic, did not take us long to 



find out we needed more land.  Part of this is the lot line adjustment and getting some property 
to the North. We laid out some different options we thought might work and went to the land 
owner to get an agreement to purchase some land. We then looked at designing a home that 
would fit with the septic and getting it down to 15% coverage.  We had discussions with Ben 
through the process since we were not sure how to treat the road since it is an easement, not 
sure how that would be calculated.  I am not sure if there has been a decision on how that is 
going to be treated for lot coverage and impervious.  On the site plan the current was 12,515 sq 
ft, we looked at increasing that to 17,850 sq ft, so by increasing it by 5,335 sq ft, they wanted to 
have a garage attached to the house, they wanted to stay further away from the lake and we 
tried to mirror what was there.  The square footage of the house is about the same as what is 
currently there - we are just adding the attached garage.  There are a lot of other positives that 
we can talk about with the design. Tom Neu and Jim Dearing helped with the house design. 
Tom Neu: When we looked at the design we had to cut it back like Bernie said.  We looked at 
one large tree that we wanted to save, it’s important that we save that tree. So we had to bring 
the garage over to this side.  So the sewer originally was up in this area and so since this is an 
unbuildable lot now we believe that sliding the sewer up to this area creates no problem since it 
is not going to be built on. What happens is that when this road puts us over on our lot 
coverage, when I have been involved with a couple of these with the county, they have allowed 
going over on impervious coverage to allow access to the neighboring lots via shared 
driveways.   We understand we are over on hard cover, but this hard cover could be attributed 
to the other lots because they need it for access not us and the hard cover is actually being 
decreased.                    
Oleson:  They summarized most of it pretty well.  We have two issues going on here one is the 
variance’s relating to the house and the other is the lot line adjustment.  The lot to the north 
which would have land taken from it would not be buildable on its own (just the lake side of 
that parcel).  So if the variance were approved the two parcels would have to be tied together 
with deed restriction.  We have all these different variances we need to discuss one thing that is 
not in there is building coverage & impervious coverage whether that needs a variance or not 
will be determined on how you calculate the lot size.  Normally how Wright County has done it 
is if you have a road or easement going through a property you calculate impervious and 
building coverage on each side separately.   In the staff report we laid out four different ways 
you could calculate the coverage.  There is a mistake on 4a-2 in the last table under proposed 
impervious coverage (after lot adjustment) third line Entire Lot (including road)  it should be 
29.6% for total rather than the 21.1% indicated.  As you look at those calculations you can see 
that there are a number of different ways you can calculate it.  There is not really a hard and fast 
on how to calculate it.  On all scenarios except 1 they are over 15% building coverage and they 
are over 25% total impervious coverage in two scenarios.  The way that I  recommend is 
scenario #4 which includes the entire lot minus the road surface but that is up for discussion.  
That is how I think we should calculate the lot size however; they are still over on the buildings 
by about 200 sq ft.  
Neu: County said you could add it in or you could take it out depending how you look at it.  So 
if we add it in we are at the 15% but we are over on our hard cover because there is so much 
road. 
Oleson: Other than that the house will be closer to the lake than it was, however, not closer than 
the existing deck, it will be further back from the road than the current house.  It will be closer 
to the south lot line. For discussion - would it be possible to move the house over to the north or 
do we run into issue maintaining the septic? 



Neu: Could shift it over a little to get to 12 feet so it is a little further away. 
Quiggle asked if there was any public comment. 
Arthur Quiggle:  I own the property right next to it for the past 30 years.  Went out on Sunday 
to see what was actually happening and met with the homeowner and others.  I had some 
concerns, you are moving a lot line and the person on the other side is not named on the 
application, and the person that is applying for the lot line adjustment is not indicating how 
they were buying the property and it asks for that on the application.  I believe that the 
application should be resubmitted with the correct information.  The other thing that I worry 
about is that this road, I used to live out here and we had it built to be 33ft road so that it can be 
plowed. We put in the waterways to get the water to move away and I want to make sure the 
road is not moved.  Reduction on the side view 9ft (40% reduction) why do they have 15ft set 
backs?  As I look at this, the closer you are to the side lot line, you would have to ask for 
permission to go on someone else’s land so that you can get through to the lake side of your 
home so I’m not so quick to give up that 15ft side line set back and what about the run off 
coming from their lot to mine.  I am lower than the Selle’s land and now you have less area for 
the water to flow and the snow is going to sit there. I am concerned that I will be compromised 
on my property when the snow melts and the run off from the fields come.  I feel that the house 
will crowd what we currently have.  I would ask do not grant that part of the variance and have 
it moved over to the north.  The one thing that really bothers me is that no one approached me 
so that I could voice my concerns.  I know what it means to live out here.  I also ask that the 
application get resubmitted so that everyone’s name is on the application. 
Smith: The way it looks like we have three sets of variances here. Is that correct?  
Oleson: You eventually you need to act on all them and you can say no on some and yes on 
others. 
Smith: Let’s first address the Variance on lot line adjustment. 
Taylor: Is there a purchase agreement? 
Joni Selle: We have a verbal, I have one written just not signed yet 
Taylor: I would have liked to see a signed purchase agreement that way there is no question 
regarding the purchase of that additional property. 
Tom: If they renege on it everything goes on the wayside 
Miller: They can’t buy it unless the variances get approved.  This is all conditional on the lot 
line adjustment.  
Taylor:  The 2ft for the easement on the septic, is that going to be affected by the easement 
getting to the lake.  If someone wants to drive through will the septic be affected? 
Miller: [Oleson pulled up the site plan on the projector and Miller showed the board that it 
would not affect the easement]. 
Oleson: The septic would all be Selle’s property and is not on the easement  
Schultz:  Is [the lot to the north] a buildable lot? 
Oleson: You could not split this off based on current rules. 
Miller: We looked at some options on what was a reasonable amount of square footage to get 
what they needed to get a house and septic on the property. 
Schultz: I have no questions right now. 
Thompson:  Question about the large oak tree – do you really think it can be saved? 
Tom: Yes, we think we can save it and have moved back from it to try and save it. 
Smith: Ben, do we need the applicants name on the application. Is that necessary? 



Oleson: To me the key thing is that if this is approved it is contingent on the purchase of the 
land and if that did not happen the variance would be null, something in writing that both 
parties are in agreement is not a bad thing to have. 
Smith: What is your timeline to build? 
Joni: In a perfect world, it would be this fall. 
Taylor: How much more would you have to purchase to get to the 15 ft side line set back. 
Miller: It kind of comes back to this – the line can pivot on a point, for better legal descriptions 
we kept it straight but it is possible we can move it.  
Taylor: Can you shift the house to get to the 15ft?  
Tom: If you took that 13.5ft from the garage and moved that over to 10 ft from the sewer we 
could get to 12 ft.  There are lots of variances under 15ft for side line setbacks.  We could slide 
that. We just may need variance to be closer to the sewer setback. 
Schultz: Can we shift the property line to gain?   
Smith: I’m sure you played with it enough is there any way to move it to give us a little more 
room? 
Miller: There are certain things we can do but, in my opinion is it worth it?  Is 2ft really making 
a difference?  We don’t gain a lot and to me it would be better to be 13ft from the garage. I could 
get maybe get a couple of feet.  
Oleson: If were to shift the house only 10ft from the drain field is that enough room to maintain 
the tanks, etc.? 
Miller: Yes 
Thompson: By doing that you would go from 9 – 12 on the side set back, what is the existing 
now on the south side? 
Miller: About 18 ft 
Thompson:  So if we look at shifting things and then possibly downsize the house we could 
look at getting away from the side lot line set back. 
Oleson:  If you are looking at meeting the impervious you would be looking at reducing the 
house size by approximately 205 sq ft – depending on how lot size is calculated. 
Smith: I think we should go on to the next variance, the 60ft from lake and 42 ft from center line 
from road and 9ft side yard. 
Thompson: From what I heard on the 60 ft from lake side you we would be going no closer 
than the existing deck. 
Tom: They would actually be a couple feet further away. 
Oleson: The stairs on the deck would be closer, but nothing else. 
Thompson: If we look at the whole thing we could look at the 205ft again. 
Neu: Unless you add the whole road in. 
Oleson: That 200 sq ft is completely dependent on if you agree with what I was thinking we 
should calculate the lot size. 
Thompson: When I’m looking at the whole issue it doesn’t matter if we add the road in. 
Neu: Well it does if we look at the whole road then our building is fine percentage wise. 
Thompson: We still have the lot line issue 
Tom: Right we can adjust some of that; we can keep our house size by moving it this way or 
that. 
Thompson: I’m thinking someway we have to come down a little bit and then that takes care 
some of the other issues. 
Tom: It depends on how you calculate the road. Maybe you need to start with the road. 
Miller: If you approve it with some parameters and we can work with that. 



Neu: So if you give us 13.6 on the side then we know where we have to be and will make it 
work. 
Oleson: Do you want to talk about how to calculate lot size?  
Smith: Yes 
Oleson: So you have the 4 scenarios I gave you.  What Tom is talking about, is if you include 
the road as being part of the lot, the lot size goes up and you can get under the 15%. They 
would then be at 14.9% 
Neu: We suggest the road be included because it is an easement not a road. 
Miller: Another thought is that you do not count the part that is not needed.  Take the 
impervious and divide between all of the land owners because it is not necessary for the Selle’s.  
Oleson: There is nothing in the ordinance that says how to calculate lot size when a road runs 
through. It is based on County policy. 
Schultz: Does the water flow down to Mr. Quiggle’s home now? 
Oleson: Yes - on the back side it runs south towards that home. 
Schultz:  My issues are the 15ft side lot variance; the impervious I’m not too worried about it. 
Schultz: I would like to get to as close to the 15ft as we can for the side yard set back 
Taylor: I agree I would like to stay closer to 15ft and at the at least 13.5 – 14ft. 
Neu: If we can get us a parameter of what you want we will get it there.  If we move a few 
things over we can get to the 13.6ft. 
Thompson: I think we need to get to the 15 ft and no variance on the south lot line. 
Taylor:  If we go less than the 15ft I would like to see a storm water management plan to divert 
water from going to the south. 
Neu:  All the water goes on his lot now, so he will not be getting more water than he is now and 
in fact should be less with gutters etc. 
Taylor: I can live with the 13.6 if there is a swale or some sort of storm water management so 
that the home to the south is not affected. 
Thompson: I am still at 15 ft but if you address that and get to that point and if you don’t have 
enough room you talk to the property owner on the left side to see about getting a little more 
property. 
Schultz: Bernie mentioned the elevations may become a factor? 
Miller: Would it be out of line to ask the property owner to the north about getting more land.  
Oleson: I hesitate to get into negotiations over purchasing property here.  I understand setting 
the parameters and if we set those then you can go to the property owner or change your plans 
to meet those parameters.  
Thompson: We give you the parameters and Ben will have to make sure the parameters are 
met. 
 
Thompson made a motion to replace the existing dwelling with a new 3 bedroom home with 
walkout basement and attached garage no closer than 60 ft from the lake, 20 ft from the edge of 
the ingress/egress easement where the road is located, must stay under 15% impervious 
coverage by calculating the lot size including the entire lot (including the road as impervious), 
must be 15ft or more from the south lot line and total impervious coverage must be less than 
30.3%. 
Schultz seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously. 
 



Taylor made a motion to approve the lot line adjustment with the submission of a signed 
purchase agreement no less than the amount proposed. Thompson seconded the motion. 
Motion carried unanimously.   
 
Taylor made a motion to approve the following variances for the new sewer system; 10ft from 
the house to drainfield, 2ft from the north property line and 2.5 ft from the edge of the road 
easement.  Schultz seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Taylor made a motion to amend the first motion to include the staff the recommendations as 
follows: 

 That the application submits a revised site plan prior to the issuance of a permit which 
complies with all aspects of the decision rendered by the Board of Adjustments. 

 That the amount of excavation on the lakeside of the house to create the walkout be 
limited to no greater than 50 cubic yards 

 The septic drainfields be marked in some permanent manner so that they are no 
impacted by pump trucks or other vehicles used in maintaining the septic 
tanks/components.  

 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 
around the perimeter of the construction area as shown in the submitted plan and an 
additional silt fence within 5 feet of the lakeshore. 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 reestablished.  

 The applicant shall implement the permanent stormwater management plan as 
submitted with their application (or an alternative plan of equal or greater benefit -  as 
determined by the Zoning Administrator in consultation with SWCD staff) so as to 
minimize the potential for ongoing erosion or sedimentation and to prevent water 
runoff along the south end of the new home from being directed onto the adjacent 
property to the south. These shall include, at a minimum, maintenance of the existing 
“rainwater gardens” at the bottom of the slope and the installation of a third such 
garden to the north of the boathouse. This third garden shall be installed no later than 
July 31, 2014. 

 
Schultz seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Meeting was turned back over to Charlotte Quiggle:  
 

b. Conditional use/Land Alteration for the movement of approximately 150-200 cubic 
yards of earth and materials in a shoreland district to prepare a building pad and 
driveway for a new garage. Variance to construct a garage approximately 50 ft from 
the centerline of a Township road (min. 65 ft required) and 5 ft from a road right-of-
way (min. 20 ft required). 

i. Applicant(s): Leslie Kreutter 
ii. Property Address: Across from 6868 Inman Ave NW 

iii. Sec/Twp/Range: 34-121-27 















 

CORINNA TOWNSHIP 
County of Wright 

Mailing Address: 9801 Ireland Avenue NW 
ANNANDALE, MN  55302 

Phone:  (320) 274-8049 
   FAX:  (320) 274-3792 

 

September 30, 2013 
 
Greg and Joni Selle 
18910 – 26th Ave North 
Plymouth, MN 55447 
 
RE: Variance Application, Parcel 206-000-111102 (10829 Hollister Ave NW) 

 

Mr. and Mrs. Selle- 

We are writing to notify you that the Corinna Board of Adjustment, at their 
September 10, 2013 regular meeting, took action on your variance request as noted 
below. 

 
Board of Adjustment Action: The BOA has partially approved, partially denied 
the conditional use permit as requested, as follows (changes as approved by the 
BOA noted): 
 

Variances denied: 

1. Variance to replace the existing dwelling with a new 3 bedroom home 
with walkout basement and attached garage approximately 9 ft from 
the south property line (min. 15 ft required) 

 
Variances approved: 

1. Variance to adjust lot lines between two legal, nonconforming lots.  

2. Variance to replace the existing dwelling with a new 3 bedroom home 
with walkout basement and attached garage approximately no closer 
than:  

a. 60 ft from Sugar Lake (min. 75 ft required),  

b. 20 ft from the edge of the ingress/egress easement where the 
road is located42 ft from the centerline of a road (min. 65 ft 
required) 

3. Variance to install a new sewer system approximately:  

a. 2 ft from the north property line (min. 10 ft required),  

b. 2.5 ft from the edge of a road easement (min. 10 ft required 
and  

c. 13.610 ft from a new septic drainfield (min. 20 ft required). 
 
The following are conditions of your variance approval: 



1. That the applicant submits a revised site plan prior to the issuance of a 
permit which complies with all aspects of the decision rendered by the Board 
of Adjustment. 

2. The amount of excavation on the lakeside of the house to create the walkout 
be limited to no greater than 50 cubic yards. 

3. The septic drainfields be marked in some permanent manner so that they are 
not impacted by pump trucks or other vehicles used in maintaining the septic 
tanks/components. 

4. 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 around the perimeter of the construction 
area as shown in the submitted plan and an additional silt fence within 5 feet 
of the lakeshore. 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. 

5. The applicant shall implement the permanent stormwater management plan 
as submitted with their application (or an alternative plan of equal or greater 
benefit – as determined by the Zoning Administrator in consultation with 
SWCD staff) so as to minimize the potential for ongoing erosion or 
sedimentation and to prevent water runoff along the south end of the new 
home from being directed onto the adjacent property to the south. These shall 
include, at a minimum, maintenance of the existing “rainwater gardens” at 
the bottom of the slope and the installation of a third such garden to the 
north of the boathouse. This third garden shall be installed no later than July 
31, 2014. 

We will be recording this decision at the Wright County Recorder’s Office in the near 
future when we have assembled all of the legal descriptions, approved findings of 
fact and other documentation necessary.  

The approved variance, nor this letter, represents your permit to begin 
construction. In order to begin actual construction of the porch, we will need you to 
submit the following to Corinna Town Hall: 

1. A completed land use/building permit application 

2. Two (2) copies of your building plans 

3. Compliance with all conditions of the variance approval, as noted above. 

Once your complete application is received, it will be reviewed by the Zoning 
Administrator and Building Inspector for compliance with the applicable codes and 
regulations. Once approved, you (or your contractor) may pay the required fee at 
Corinna Town Hall and pick up your permit. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us at 888-439-9793 or the 
Township directly at 320-274-8049. 

Sincerely, 



 
Ben Oleson 
Hometown Planning 
Corinna Township Zoning Administrator 



CORINNA TOWNSHIP 
County of Wright 

Mailing Address: 9801 Ireland Avenue NW 
ANNANDALE, MN  55302 

Phone:  (320) 274-8049 
   FAX:  (320) 274-3792 

 

 
July 23, 2015 
 
Greg and Joni Selle 
18910 26th Ave N 
Plymouth, MN 55447 
 
RE: Parcel 206-000-111102 
 
Mr. & Mrs. Selle - 
 
We are writing to notify you that your permit application for the following project has been 
approved: 
 

Construct a 1754 sq ft house with 12/12 roof pitch as per approved 2013 variance. 
 
Install sewer system as per approved design. 

 
If your project will involve any significant changes to the existing topography or drainage 
patterns (i.e. if you are raising large portions of the yard beyond what is required for the 
permitted activity itself or if you will be re-grading to drain water in a way that might send 
more water to a neighboring property) you may be subject to other permit/review 
requirements. Contact us if this is the case. 
 
Note that for any future building projects, your total building coverage (i.e. any structure with a 
roof) is limited to 15% of your lot and total impervious coverage (i.e. roofs, pavement, gravel 
driveways, sidewalks any other hard surface) is limited to 25% of your total lot size. As noted in 
your variance application, you are already at these limits and no additional impervious would 
be allowed on the lot under current ordinance restrictions. 
 
Given the proximity of the hillside and the lake, temporary erosion control measures are 
required to be installed prior to any disturbance of soil and left in place until vegetation is 
re-established. These shall include the installation of a silt fence (with the bottom of the fence 
properly buried into the ground – see attached) or other suitable practices between the 
construction area and the lake, wetlands, neighboring property, public right-of-way or other 
feature to be protected from potential erosion. You, or your builder, will need to contact us 
when this is installed so that it may be inspected. See the attached information for further detail 
on the proper installation and maintenance of such practices. 
 
Once construction is complete, you will need to stabilize any disturbed areas with straw, 
erosion blankets, sod or other suitable protection until vegetation is re-established. 
 



All work shall be in accordance with the plans and sketch submitted with your application and 
otherwise compliant with the Corinna Township Zoning Ordinance and your 2013 variance 
approval. If your plans change, please notify us immediately to determine if there are any 
additional requirements. 
 
Building inspections are required for your project. Please contact the Township’s contracted 
building inspectors (Wright County Building Department) at 763-682-7338 for scheduling.  
 
Sewer inspections are required for your project. Please contact the Township’s contracted sewer 
inspectors (Wright County Planning & Zoning) at 763-682-7338 for scheduling. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us at 888-439-9793 or the Township 
directly at 320-274-8049. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ben Oleson 
Hometown Planning 
Corinna Township Zoning Administrator 
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	What are you proposing for the property State nature of request in detail 1: We plan to tear down the current structure and replace it with a new home.
	wwwhometownplanningcomcorinnatownshiphtml 1: Keeping the values of property increasing is important.  Our proposal will increase values, plus update the entire property with a new structure, updated water/sewer.  These and other improvements are harmonious to the goals of Corinna Township.
	townshiphtml 1: The comp. plans goals are about the future of the township.  Our proposal for improving our property is definitely done with future in mind.  This is a location we plan to use and love for years to come, therefore keeping the future plan for the area in mind is most beneficial to us as well as the Township.
	Describe why you feel that your proposal is a reasonable use of the property 1: This is currently our summer home and could very well be our perminant, allowing this to be done can have "only" a positive economic effect to the township.
	and wells and any other factors you feel are relevant 1: All mentioned above are relevant factors.  size of lot is probably the largest contributor.  As the codes and restrictions have increased over the years, the size of the lot has not.
	the neighborhood or be a detriment to nearby properties 1: The home we propose to build will be of a craftsman design and have timeless architecture.
	did you determine these were not feasible alternatives 1: Things began to get pretty tight on the lot and will also look "odd" setting further off the water than the neighboring homes.  From an aesthetic perspective, keeping the new home in line with the neighbors looks best.
	the area For any potential impacts how do you intend to eliminate or minimize their effect 1: none that we are aware of.
	10 Please include any other comments pertinent to this request 1: 


