STAFF REPORT
Application: Request to amend Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation
from Rural Preservation to Shoreline Residential and to rezone lakeshore portion of
property from AG to R-1.
Applicant:

John Bishop

Agenda Item: 4(d)
Background: The future land use map amendment and rezoning application involves
an approximately 70 acre parcel of which about 10 acres would be rezoned and amended
on the future land use map.
The property has road frontage on Hart Avenue along the west side and 11oth Street NW
on the south side.
The majority of the 70 acre parcel is currently being farmed. The area proposed for
rezoning and map amendment is heavily wooded with large, mature trees and has steep
slopes throughout (as well as what appears to be a bluff on part of Lot 3). Lot 3 has the
greatest change in elevation – dropping from a high elevation of 1036 feet to the
ordinary high water level of 988.1 feet (about a 48 foot drop). Lot 2 has about a 42 foot
drop. Lot 1 has about a 32 foot drop. There appears to be one small wetland on Lot 1 as
well as a natural drainage way that has relatively large flat area at the bottom of the slope
before it enters the lake.
The parcels to either side of the area proposed for rezoning are zoned Urban/Rural
Transition (R-1) – the same that is proposed for the applicants land. Some land to the
NE of the 70 acre parcel is zoned Agricultural/Residential (A/R). All other surrounding
properties are zoned General Agriculture (AG).
The property is currently identified as follows:


Corinna Township/Wright County Zoning Map: General Agriculture (AG)



Corinna Township Future Land Use Map: Rural Preservation



Wright County Land Use Map: Residential Large Lot

The requested changes would result in the following:


Corinna Township/Wright County Zoning Map: Urban/Rural Transition (R-1)



Corinna Township Future Land Use Map: Shoreline Residential



Wright County Land Use Map: Residential Large Lot (no change)

If the rezoning is approved, the applicant intends to follow with an application for
subdivision of the parcel into three (3) separate parcels sized about 2.7 acres, 2.7 acres
and 4.4 acres as shown in the enclosed sketch from Otto Associates dated 7/11/2011.
Hart Avenue would need to be extended to serve the three lots that are anticipated for a
future subdivision request.
Applicable Statutes/ Ordinances: This application is subject to the following
regulations:
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Corinna Township Zoning Ordinance
The subject property is current zoned “General Agriculture” (AG), which is given the
following purpose in the Zoning Ordinance:
604. GENERAL AGRICULTURE AG
604.1 Purpose
General Agricultural areas are established for the purpose of preserving,
promoting, maintaining and enhancing the use of land for commercial
agricultural purposes, to prevent scattered and leap-frog non-farm growth, to
protect and preserve natural resource areas and to stabilize increases in public
expenditures for such public services as roads and road maintenance, police and
fire protection, and schools.
The requested zoning classification is “Urban/Rural Transition,” whose purpose is
described as:
603. AGRICULTURAL/RESIDENTIAL
A/R 603.1 Purpose
This district is created to serve as a buffer between commercial agricultural areas
and more intensely developed residential areas, to provide for very low density
residential development in areas especially unsuited to long term agricultural
uses, and to allow limited residential development which will not be provided
with an urban level of services.
Requests for Zoning Amendments, including amendments to the zoning map, are subject
to Section IX of the Corinna Township Zoning Ordinance:
SECTION IX – ZONING AMENDMENTS1
The language in Section 504 is deleted.
9.1. County Control. All requests for rezoning within Corinna Township shall be made
to Wright County and follow the procedures adopted by Wright County. The final
decision to establish a zoning classification within Corinna Township shall belong to the
Wright County Board of Commissioners.
9.2. Township Evaluation. If Wright County requests input from Corinna Township as
part of a process to establish or modify zoning classifications within Corinna Township,
the Township shall make a recommendation to the County only after consideration of the
following criteria:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
1

Preservation of natural sensitive areas.
Present ownership and development.
Soil types and their engineering capabilities.
Topographic characteristics.
Vegetative cover.
Quality of the land for agricultural purposes.
In-water physical characteristics.

Amended 10/21/08
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H.
I.
J.
K.
L.
M.
N.
O.
P.
Q.

Recreational use of surface water.
Road and service center accessibility.
Socio economic development needs of the public.
Availability of public sewer and water utilities.
The necessity to reserve and restore certain areas having significant
historical or ecological value.
Conflicts between land uses and impacts of commercial uses or higher
densities on adjacent properties.
Alternatives available for desired land use.
Prevention of spot zoning.
Conformance to the Corinna Township Comprehensive Plan.
Conformance to the Corinna Township Future Land Use Map and any
other official maps of the Township.

Corinna Township Comprehensive Plan
The Corinna Township Comprehensive Plan (adopted in 2007) classifies the property
and most of the surrounding properties as appropriate for a future land use of “Rural
Preservation”, which is described as:
Rural Preservation: A land use designation for properties that are best suited
for rural farmsteads and farming. This classification would be most consistent
with the Wright County Agricultural zoning classification. The Township believes
it prudent to respond to future growth pressure by considering low-density, rural
residential development in these areas, utilizing a cluster-style development
strategy to maintain the rural character of the community.
The properties adjacent to the subject property are identified for a future land use of
“Shoreline Residential”:
Shoreline Residential: A designation for shoreline properties already
developed, or to be developed, residentially.
Wright County Comprehensive Plan
The Wright County Comprehensive Plan, just adopted in 2009, classifies the property as
appropriate for “Residential Large Lot”, which is described as:
Residential Large Lot Primarily designates those areas that have already been
converted to a rural/suburban, residential environment with lot sizes ranging
from two to ten acres due to past decisions. Undeveloped lands that are
surrounded or nearly surrounded by such patterns may also be included in this
district. Existing land types may include large wooded areas, non-productive
farmland near existing developed areas, infill on lands near highly developed
lakeshore areas and other areas where large lot development may occur without
posing a threat to the environment, or long term agricultural uses. Appropriate
zoning may include Agricultural, Agricultural Residential, R-2(a) and, in special
cases, R-2. Rezoning from Agricultural to residential districts will generally be
considered appropriate for large lot (R-2a) proposals and for smaller sizes (R-2)
in cases where existing development trends or environmental factors are
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appropriate. Rezoning to R-1 will only be considered for riparian lots on
shorelands especially suited to that type of residential development, or for small
areas of "infill" which are predominately R-1 already.
Staff Findings: We propose the following findings for consideration by the Planning
Commission, based on the criteria for making zoning amendments in Section IX of the
Corinna Township Zoning Ordinance:
1. Preservation of natural sensitive areas.


The subject property does contain heavily wooded land, steep slopes, a
natural drainageway (that appears to have a large area that held water at
the bottom of the hill during the wet 2011 season), and at least two
wetlands. All of these are considered sensitive features that would require
special care during any construction on the lots and on an ongoing basis.
If the land is developed as shown in the concept plan, Staff would have
some concerns about maintaining adequate drainage of the surrounding
area via the natural drainageway in Lot 1 and how the construction of a
driveway, house/garage and grading for a yard would impact this
drainage pattern. Also, given the steep slopes it would be necessary to
consider carefully where homes and other improvements would be placed
on all of the lots.

2. Present ownership and development.


The property is currently actively farmed, although not in the area which
is proposed for rezoning. Adjacent properties are primarily a mix of
farmed land and shoreline residential.

3. Soil types and their engineering capabilities.


The subject property contains several soil types, but the bulk of the area
that is requested for rezoning is either 1023D (Lester-Malardi complex, 12
to 18 percent slopes, eroded) or 231C (Lester fine sandy loam, 6 to 12
percent slopes). These soils are listed as either “somewhat limited” (231C)
or “very limited” (1023D) for building site development – due primarily to
the steep slopes and the potential for shrink-swell action in the soil. There
are no soils in the area to be rezoned that are considered “prime
farmland.”

4. Topographic characteristics.


The topography of the site is dominated by steep slopes and some bluff.
There is a relatively flat area near the lake on Lot 1 that appears to hold
water in wet years such as was experienced in 2011.

5. Vegetative cover.


The site is heavily wooded with large, mature trees.

6. Quality of the land for agricultural purposes.


The land has very limited value for agricultural purposes. The steep slopes
and heavily wooded nature make it impractical for row crops.

7. In-water physical characteristics.
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The lake bottom appears to be sandy near the area. An area in front of Lot
3 has a significant stand of bulrushes.

8. Recreational use of surface water.


The rezoning of this area, and eventual subdivision into residential lots,
would likely increase recreational use of the surface water.

9. Road and service center accessibility.


The property would be served by an extension of Hart Avenue. Hart
Avenue, north of 111th Street NW, is a narrow gravel road. The extension
of Hart Avenue nec essary to serve the anticipated three lots would need
to be built to Township standards. The applicant has stated he would
dedicate enough land to allow for a 66 foot right-of-way on all of Hart
Avenue north of 110th Street NW.

10. Socio economic development needs of the public.


The area is currently heavily wooded and contributes to wildlife habitat in
the area. The requested rezoning would allow for up to three homes on
the area to be rezoned. The land proposed for rezoning provides very
little value for farming purposes.

11. Availability of public sewer and water utilities.


The lot would be served by private sewer and water.

12. The necessity to reserve and restore certain areas having significant
historical or ecological value.


The property is heavily wooded with mature trees and may have some
biological value. Staff is investigating further whether the MN County
Biological Survey has any information on the site.

13. Conflicts between land uses and impacts of commercial uses or higher
densities on adjacent properties.


The proposed rezoning would create more of a mix between agricultural
and residential uses. Staff would not expect significant conflict regarding
direct farming activities, but given the large drainageway that leads from
the farm field down to the lake, there is some possibility for conflict
regarding water draining by a home that might be built in that area.

14. Alternatives available for desired land use.


The alternative land use for this property is essentially just to remain
being used as it currently is – as wooded open space. Alternatively, the
land could be used residentially, but at a lesser density than what is
sought (i.e. 1-2 homes rather than three.

15. Prevention of spot zoning.


The request is to rezone the property from AG to R-1.



Adjacent shoreline properties on either side are currently zoned R-1.



Staff does not feel that rezoning to R-1, or any other residential category,
would be considered spot zoning given that adjacent properties are zoned
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R-1 and a residential zoning classification is anticipated in the Corinna
and Wright County Comprehensive Plans.
16. Conformance to the Corinna Township Comprehensive Plan.


The Comprehensive Plan of Corinna Township identifies this property as
Rural Preservation, which could be consistent with a rezoning to R-1 or
another residential category so long as unique and sensitive features (as
well as farmland) is protected. The primary goal for development within
the Rural Preservation classification is to prevent the loss of agriculturally
productive land and rural character. A significant concern desire of the
Township was to encourage “cluster” type developments that allowed for
housing, but preserved and protected sensitive environmental or
agricultural features.
As noted before, there are a number of significant and sensitive
environmental features on the land proposed for rezoning that would
need to be protected during development in order to conform with the
Comprehensive Plan.

17. Conformance to the Corinna Township Future Land Use Map and any
other official maps of the Township.


See answer to #16 above.

Planning Commission Direction: The Planning Commission can approve the
request, deny the request, or table the request if additional information is needed. If the
decision is for approval or denial, findings of fact should be cited.

Staff Comments: Staff’s opinion is that the property has enough sensitive
environmental features that the land should be developed in a way that allows for the
protection or preservation of as much of these features as possible. It would appear
difficult to place a home/garage, driveway and yard on Lot 1 in particular, without
significantly affecting the functioning of the natural drainageway. It may be that with
culverts and appropriate grading these concerns can be addressed, but it would likely
involve significant changes to the natural features as they exist today. Lots 2 and 3
generate fewer concerns for Staff, although the steep slopes and wooded lands should be
protected as much as possible to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
The Wright County Land Use Plan notes that a rezoning to R-1 should only be done when
the land is “especially suited” to residential development. A rezoning to R-2a (min. 5
acres and 300 ft width) or R-2 (min. 2.5 acres and 200 ft width) may be more
appropriate.
Alternatively, a PUD overlay may be appropriate for this property as a way to allow the
three homes desired, but ensure that the homes are placed in areas especially suited to
them and that will minimize the impact on the drainageway, steep slopes and wooded
nature of the property.
Staff sees at least three options for the Planning Commission to consider:
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1. Recommend rezoning the property to R-1 as requested. A subsequent subdivision
application would be subject to the minimum requirements of that district (i.e.
min. 1 acre lots with 150 ft width), but could have stricter requirements imposed
in order to help protect the sensitive environmental features. The concept plan
already proposes larger than required lots and widths and thus other
requirements would need to be made to help protect the steep slopes, the
drainageway and the wooded areas. This would likely mean requiring that home
avoid certain areas. This option would be a somewhat cumbersome way of
directing where homes and other improvements could be built (more so than a
PUD).


Minutes from a previous subdivision proposal on this property in
2005/2006 (heard by Wright County) suggests that the County was not
likely to approve a rezoning of the shoreland area to R-1 or even R-2a.
They did seem more open to R-2. The previous application involved “back
lots” as well, but the discussion of limiting the shoreland to fewer than
three lots was specific to that area.

2. Recommend rezoning to R-2 or R-2a. This would essentially limit the density to
either 1 or 2 residential lots due to the increased minimum lot widths (R-2 = 200
ft width = 2 lots possible; R-2a = 300 feet width = 1 lot possible). The property
contains about 480 feet of shoreline. A subsequent subdivision request would
have to comply with these minimums. This would help to ensure that the
drainageway could be preserved in a more natural state and other features (such
as the bluff and wetland) could be avoided.
3. Recommend rezoning the property to R-2 with a PUD overlay now. Any
subsequent subdivision application would have to be conducted as a PUD.
Recommend that a concept of a PUD subdivision be submitted to Wright County
at the time they consider the rezoning. This would allow for three (possibly 4)
homes, but then require that a portion of the land be considered common open
space owned and maintained either by a public agency or a homeowner’s
association consistent with the requirements of the ordinance.
Staff Recommendation: Based on the findings of fact presented in this report, staff
recommends that the Planning Commission either table the request so that additional
information can be provided about how the drainageway, in particular, would have its
functionality preserved if the land were subdivided as shown in the concept plan. Given
the existing information, it appears that the drainageway could be significantly altered
and potentially create new problems for the lake and neighboring properties.
Alternatively, if the Commission simply feels that an R-1 zoning classification is
unwarranted due to the number of sensitive environmental features, it could deny the
request. Specific findings of fact would need to be developed (or referral to Staff’s
suggested findings with some rewording to specify the Commission’s exact reasoning).
If the applicant and the Commission are open to an R-2 zoning and/or a PUD overlay,
the applicant would have to apply for that classification and a new public notice would
need to be sent out; essentially it would be a new application.
In regards to amending the Township’s Future Land Use Map, staff would recommend
amending the map only if it determines that some form of shoreline residential
Corinna Township
September 13, 2011

4(b)-7

development is desired for this area (R-1, R-2 or R-2a). If not, then the map should not
be amended (this would leave open the possibility of developing the property using any
remaining entitlements under current AG zoning or under a potential A/R rezoning).
Amending of the map would not necessarily mean that the property should be rezoned,
but it would signal that rezoning to R-1, R-2 or R-2a would likely be approved.
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Wright County, MN
Date Created: 9/22/2011

Overview
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c
t
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206000013200
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Property Address
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Alternate ID n/a
Class
101 - AGRICULTURAL
Acreage
70.14

Owner
Address

JOHN M BISHOP REVOCABLE
TRUST
JOHN M BISHOP TRUSTEE
558 LAKESHORE CIR
PO BOX 389
ANNANDALE, MN 55302

n/a
Sect-01 Twp-121 Range-027 UNPLATTED LAND CORINNA TWP 70.14 AC GOV LTS5&6EX TR DES BEG AT PT ON S LN
OF SD LT6WH SEC LN INT/SEC INDIAN LK TH NLY FOL TH LK253FT TH DUE N TO RD32FT TH SWLY ALG RD540FT TO
SEC LN TH E ALG SEC LN424FT TO POB ALSO EX TR BEG COR STAKE OF NE COR OF MAPLE VILLA PLAT TH S193FT TH
E90D300FT TH N90D278FT TH NW120D110FT TO MEANDER LN OF SUGAR LK SHR TH ALG SHRLN TO POB ALSO EX TR
BEG AT PT209FT S&16FT E OF NE COR OF MAPLE VILLA PLAT TH S50FT AT90D TH E284FT AT90D TH N50FT AT90D TH
W284FT TO POB&EX TR DES IN BK221-593EX TR DES ON DOC540862EX TR DES ON DOC540863
(Note: Not to be used on legal documents)
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Section 4. Future Land Use
The Planning Task Force has prepared a land use map as part of implementing the land
use vision of the Township. The land use map is the geographic representation of the
growth strategy for the Township, reflecting the goals and strategies contained in this
plan. It is not a zoning map, but should be used to make decisions on how to respond to
zoning and annexation requests.
The map contains the following land use designations:
Open Space: A designation for the preservation of environmentally-sensitive areas,
unique resources, and other designated non-developable lands. Areas such as
wetlands, lakes, bluffs, threatened and endangered species habitat, historic sites,
land set aside as part of the development process, and other areas determined to be
of special importance or value should be zoned Open Space.
Public: A designation for the preservation of publicly-owned lands. All lands
designated as Green Space are publicly owned and are set aside from development.
What is
cluster development?
The basic premise of cluster
development is to group new
homes onto part of the
property to be developed
and preserve the rest of the
property as open space. The
clustering of the homes can
have dual benefits: building
more homes than would
otherwise be permitted and
protecting natural resources.
Typically, subdivision design
divides
up
all
the
development property so
that the entire property is
designated
as
private
residential parcels or as
roadway, regardless of the
natural
resources,
topography, or surrounding
development in the area. On
the other hand, cluster
development would place
the new homes on smaller
lots typically taking up no
more than half of the development property while
designating the remainder of
the property as public open
space through conservation
easements or land trusts.

Rural Preservation: A land use designation for properties that are best suited for rural
farmsteads and farming. This classification would be most consistent with the Wright
County Agricultural zoning classification. The Township believes it prudent to respond
to future growth pressure by considering low-density, rural residential development in
these areas, utilizing a cluster-style development strategy to maintain the rural
character of the community.
Neighborhood Residential: A designation for residential properties already
subdivided into lots too small to further subdivide. The properties may or may not
have structures on them, but are sized so that additional subdivision would not be
feasible.
Shoreline Residential: A designation for shoreline properties already developed, or to
be developed, residentially.
Urban-Rural Transition: A designation that provides market-based options for land
development in potential annexation areas. Although developments in this district
could be done at larger lot sizes, higher densities would be allowed as part of a rural
cluster. Rural clusters would need to be designed to preserve the outward
appearance of rural character through open-space preservation while still allowing
for flexibility of design. Commercial and light industrial uses would be allowed in this
zone, focused along the Highway 55 corridor.
Commercial: A land use designation to memorialize existing, low-intensity
commercial development and to identify potential future low-intensity commercial
growth areas along major growth corridors.

Comprehensive Plan

Proposed Future Land
Use Map Amendment
(Rural Preservation to
Shoreline Residential)
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4.4

Land Use Definitions

A major purpose of this Land Use Plan is to provide a guide for future decision-making
by County Officials. Most land use decisions deal with incremental changes in zoning
and land uses proposed by individual property owners. Often, such decisions seem not to
be crucial, nor overly important when viewed in isolation. However, the precedents set,
policies established and accumulated effect over time of many such decisions can lead to
unexpected and undesirable results. Most, if not all of the land use and environmental
problems in Wright County have resulted from decisions, or the absence of decisions
made during times past, when little or no effort was made to regulate land use and
development.
It is often too easy to become overly involved with the details and emotions of individual
land use cases, and to lose sight of the overall goals and purposes of regulating land use.
The Land Use Plan is meant to serve as the primary framework within which land use
decisions should be made. Zoning proposals will be evaluated primarily by their
conformance to the Land Use Plan. It is not meant to be totally inflexible, as rare and
unusual circumstances may justify occasional departures from the plan maps. However,
consistent or simply convenient departures from the Plan without adequate justification
will eventually defeat the purpose and goals of the Plan. Deviations from the Plan should
only be made in the public interest, and not to benefit an individual or small group.
The following definitions of the districts on the maps shall be used in making future
decisions to carry out the Land Use Plan, and to review specific proposals. (Incorporated
Cities, Public Lands and Lakes are self explanatory).
Agricultural Designates those areas appropriate to remain in agricultural use over the
long term. The purpose is to both preserve productive farmland for the future and to
protect agricultural activity from encroachment by other activities. Existing land types
may include productive farmland, pasture, farm woodlots, wetlands and other agricultural
or open lands. Appropriate zoning will generally include only the Agricultural District.
Rezoning to other districts will be considered only in rare and unique circumstances, or
for riparian lots on shorelands especially suited to residential development.
Rural Residential Designates those areas where a combination of agriculture, hobby
farms and very large lot residential areas is deemed appropriate. The purpose is to
provide a buffer between agricultural and other uses, and also to provide housing
opportunities in a rural environment where large lot sizes and the rural atmosphere will
be maintained. Existing land types may include large wooded areas, non prime farmland,
pasture and other lands in areas not well suited to long term agricultural uses.
Appropriate zoning may include Agricultural, Agricultural Residential, or, in unique
circumstances, R-2(a). Rezoning from Agricultural to Agricultural Residential will be
considered on a case by case basis, and not considered to be automatic, with the need for
residential land, effect on nearby agricultural operations, the timing of the proposal in
light of land uses in the area, and plan policies being prime considerations. Rezoning to
R-1 or R-2 will only be considered for riparian lots on shorelands especially suited to
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residential development. Rezoning to R-2a may be appropriate in unique circumstances
such as: infill for areas that are already developed in a similar manner; adjacent to
developed areas with smaller lot sizes to serve as a transition, and; other unique situations
which do not establish R-2a as a new zoning district in a previously "undeveloped" area.
Residential Large Lot Primarily designates those areas that have already been
converted to a rural/suburban, residential environment with lot sizes ranging from two to
ten acres due to past decisions. Undeveloped lands that are surrounded or nearly
surrounded by such patterns may also be included in this district. Existing land types
may include large wooded areas, non-productive farmland near existing developed areas,
infill on lands near highly developed lakeshore areas and other areas where large lot
development may occur without posing a threat to the environment, or long term
agricultural uses. Appropriate zoning may include Agricultural, Agricultural Residential,
R-2(a) and, in special cases, R-2. Rezoning from Agricultural to residential districts will
generally be considered appropriate for large lot (R-2a) proposals and for smaller sizes
(R-2) in cases where existing development trends or environmental factors are
appropriate. Rezoning to R-1 will only be considered for riparian lots on shorelands
especially suited to that type of residential development, or for small areas of "infill"
which are predominately R-1 already.
Residential Designates existing residential areas that are already characterized by
relatively small lots (for unsewered areas) and those limited undeveloped areas deemed
appropriate for conversion to similar use. Most areas currently exist as a result of
lakeshore development prior to any zoning or environmental regulation, and other
isolated areas exist that developed with small lots historically. In general, due to the
environmental and health impacts of developing areas with small lots and on-site sewage
treatment, such development will be discouraged. However, in certain limited cases, such
as riparian lots on general development and recreation development lakes, or “infill” in
areas that are surrounded by similar development, some expansion of residential areas
can be allowed. Rezoning from Agricultural to residential districts will generally be
considered appropriate in this district, depending on environmental factors. Rezoning to
R-1 will only be considered for riparian lakeshore lots, or as "infill" where most
surrounding land is already zoned R-1. Multi-family structures are not allowed in areas
without municipal sewer and water services.
Commercial Designates existing commercial areas and undeveloped land well suited to
commercial development that does not require a significant level of urban services. The
purpose is to provide for limited commercial development in areas that are especially
well suited to such use. Existing land types may include areas near major highway
interchanges, existing service centers (unincorporated communities) or adjacent to urban
commercial areas. Appropriate zoning may include the B-l or B-2 district.
Limited Industrial Designates existing industrial areas as well as undeveloped land
considered especially well suited to industrial uses that do not require urban services.
The purpose is to provide for certain industrial uses that may not be appropriate in urban
areas, or are near urban industrial areas, or on land especially well-suited to industrial
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STAFF REPORT
Application: Create an entitlement split of 12.61 acres (max. 10 acres allowed).
Applicant:

James Wurm

Agenda Item: 4(e)
Background: The applicant has one remaining dwelling entitlement on his farm. He
would like to split off approximately 12.6 acres as his allowable dwelling entitlement. The
12.6 acres currently does not have public road frontage, but the applicant has
approached the Town Board regarding granting of a 66-foot wide strip that would be an
easement for a public road in perpetuity. The Town Board has discussed and appears
open to the idea, with the understanding that the road would not be built up or
maintained by the Township at this time. The road could be taken over by the Township
in the future, but would require specific action by the Town Board at the time.
The Township ordinance would alternatively allow for a private access strip to lead back
into the 12.6 acre property, but this strip would have to be owned as part of the 12.6 acre
lot (making it larger). The applicant and the Town Board have both expressed
reservations about taking this approach.
The Township ordinance requires that an entitlement split be no larger than 10 acres –
primarily with the purpose of protecting productive farmland. This 12.6 acre parcel
however is hilly, partially wooded, and the applicant states that it is only good for
pasturing – not for row crops. He also indicates that reducing the lot size to 10 acres or
less would do little to preserve farmland, as the land he would keep as part of his farm
would not be good for farming anyways.
The property is currently zoned General Agriculture (AG).
Applicable Statutes/ Ordinances: This application is subject to the following
regulations:
Corinna Township Zoning Ordinance
The subject property is current zoned “General Agriculture” (AG), which is given the
following purpose in the Zoning Ordinance:
604. GENERAL AGRICULTURE AG
604.1 Purpose
General Agricultural areas are established for the purpose of preserving,
promoting, maintaining and enhancing the use of land for commercial
agricultural purposes, to prevent scattered and leap-frog non-farm growth, to
protect and preserve natural resource areas and to stabilize increases in public
expenditures for such public services as roads and road maintenance, police and
fire protection, and schools.
604.6 Requirements and Standards for Dwellings and Permitted Divisions
Corinna Township
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(4) Entitlement Divisions
If a landowner chooses to use an entitlement on an eligible lot of record or
quarter-quarter section as a division, the division and remainder of the eligible
parcel shall be subject to the following requirements.
(a) Deed Restriction - The owner(s) (including, in all cases, the fee owner)
of the eligible parcel must sign and record a deed restriction to apply to
the remainder of the parcel. The restriction shall limit any further
residences, divisions or nonagricultural development of the remainder in
accord with the terms of this section, unless it is rezoned. The restriction
shall be on a form provided by the zoning administrator.
(b) Landlocked parcels prohibited - The remainder must have frontage on
a public road, or must be held in common ownership with contiguous
lands which have road frontage. No lot nor parcel may be created which
does not have road frontage in accord with the requirements herein.
(c) Lot Standards
(1) The minimum lot size shall be one (1) acre. Minimum road
frontage, lot width, depth, setback and other standards shall be the
same as for the residential zoning district closest to the lot's size.
(2) A private access strip no less than thirty-three (33) nor more
than sixty-six (66) feet in width, which abuts a public road, may be
approved by the zoning administrator in lieu of the standard road
frontage requirement, if the intent is to provide access to a wooded
site, or to otherwise preserve active agricultural land or practices.
The strip shall not be an easement, but owned in fee with the
division. Maintenance shall be the complete responsibility of the
property owner. In no case may such a strip be used to serve more
than one residence, unless accepted as a public road by the
township. Refusal by the zoning administrator to approve such a
strip may be appealed to the Board of Adjustment.
(3) Maximum lot size shall be:
- Five (5) acres for divisions from eligible lots of record
- Two and one-half (2.5) acres for divisions from eligible quarterquarter sections if the building site is undeveloped cropland
classified as prime farmland or farmland of statewide importance
as defined in the Land Use Plan
- Ten (10) acres in all other instances
(d) Lot Status - The division shall remain zoned AG, General Agriculture,
but for the application of rules pertaining to livestock, outdoor storage
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and other general standards, a division ten (10) acres or less in size shall
be considered a residential lot.
(8) General
The intent of these standards shall be to preserve an average density of one
dwelling per forty (40) acres in the AG district, except where legal lots of record
are involved. This intent shall be considered when questions regarding
interpretation of these regulations may arise.
Corinna Township Comprehensive Plan
The Corinna Township Comprehensive Plan (adopted in 2007) classifies the property
and most of the surrounding properties as appropriate for a future land use of “Rural
Preservation”, which is described as:
Rural Preservation: A land use designation for properties that are best suited
for rural farmsteads and farming. This classification would be most consistent
with the Wright County Agricultural zoning classification. The Township believes
it prudent to respond to future growth pressure by considering low-density, rural
residential development in these areas, utilizing a cluster-style development
strategy to maintain the rural character of the community.
Staff Findings: We propose the following findings for consideration by the Planning
Commission, based on the criteria for making zoning amendments in Section IX of the
Corinna Township Zoning Ordinance:
1) Will the granting of the variance be in harmony with the general
purposes and intent of the Corinna Township Land Use (Zoning) and/or
Subdivision Ordinance?
a) Needs discussion. The spirit and intent of the ordinance (maximum lot size for
an entitlement division) is presumably to minimize the amount of land that is
taken out of agricultural production and converted to a residential lot. The land
proposed to be split has apparently not been farmed in the past – only pastured.
That is apparently due largely to the hilly nature of the property. However, the
soil survey does identify the great majority of the soils on the parcel as “prime
farmland” – so the soil apparently has the capacity to be productive
agriculturally.
2) Will the granting of the variance be consistent with the Corinna
Township Comprehensive Plan?
Needs discussion. The Comprehensive Plan does not directly address variance
requests such as this, except that it has a general goal to “Encourage preservation
of productive farm operations” and a specific strategy to:
o

Require developments that may occur in or near productive farmland to
design subdivisions in a way that preserves the greatest amount of
productive farmland for continued agricultural use.
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Staff Comment: Whether the proposal meets the intent of the Comprehensive
Plan depends on how the Township views the potential agricultural
productivity of this land. The ordinance would require that a lot split be no
more than 2.5 acres if this were being split from an eligible quarter-quarter
section. In this case, the max. lot size is 10 acres. The proposal would be for
12.6 acres. If the applicant were to reduce the lot size to less than 10 acres, the
only feasible way to do so would essentially be to take either the western strip
or the eastern strip of the proposed parcel and attach it to adjacent land. The
amount of the strip would have to be about 90 feet wide to reduce the size
below 10 acres.
3) Is the proposed use of the property reasonable?
Yes. The applicant is requesting the ability to make use of his remaining dwelling
entitlement. The parcel proposed to be split for the entitlement has not been used
for row crop farming in the recent past and thus the proposed split would not
eliminate any productive farmland – a goal of the Township.
4) Is the plight of the landowner due to circumstances unique to the
property not created by the landowner?
Needs discussion. The proposed lot split is partially due to the historical use
and functionality of the land itself. The applicant is splitting off a parcel that does
not contain any lands that have been used for row crops in the recent past.
The “finger” of land that runs to the southeast for the proposed split however, is
primarily for the purpose of deeding land that includes an existing shed over to
the buyer of this lot. While removing this “finger” would not reduce the lot below
10 acres, it does increase the size and creates an odd-shaped parcel and
eliminating it would reduce the amount of variance requested.
5) Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality?
No. The neighborhood where the property is located is primarily used
agriculturally. The addition of one new home would not likely alter this essential
character.
6) Are economic considerations the only reason the applicant cannot meet
the strict requirements of the ordinance?
No. There are other considerations than simply economic. These include the
layout of the land now (including ownership boundaries) and the lack of
usefulness of an approximate 90 foot strip of land for agricultural purposes.
7) Could the practical difficulty be alleviated by a feasible method other
than a variance (taking into account economic considerations)?
Needs discussion. As discussed before, the need for the variance could be
reduced if the “finger” of land were eliminated from the entitlement division, but
there would still be need for a variance.
8) Will the granting of the variance adversely affect the environmental
quality of the area?
No. The impact of the split – whether 10 acres or 12.6 acres – would be expected
to have no significant impact on environmental quality.
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Planning Commission Direction: The Planning Commission can approve the
request, deny the request, or table the request if additional information is needed. If the
decision is for approval or denial, findings of fact should be cited.

Staff Recommendation: Based on the findings of fact presented in this report, staff
recommends that the Board of Adjustment approve the requested variance. The Board
may wish to discuss whether they feel the extra “finger” of land at the SE of the proposed
split is warranted as part of the variance or if they feel the variance should be minimized
by eliminating this section from the split.
Staff recommends the following conditions of approval:
1. That the Town Board accept an easement for a public road as depicted in the
Certificate of Description submitted with this application, or that would
otherwise provide the required 300 feet of road frontage to this lot.
2. That the existing shed located on the proposed split will be considered a legal,
non-conformity for the purposes of eventual maintenance and possible rebuilding/enlarging of the building. Based on current ordinances and state
statutes, expansion of the building would be prohibited without a variance.
Replacement would be allowed.
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Wright County, MN
Date Created: 9/22/2011

Overview

Legend
Roads
CSAHCL
CTYCL
MUNICL
PRIVATECL
TWPCL
City/Township Limits
c
t
Parcels

745 ft

Parcel ID
206000351200
Sec/Twp/Rng
35-121-27
Property Address
District
Brief Tax Description

Alternate ID n/a
Class
101 - AGRICULTURAL
Acreage
60.00

Owner Address JAMES M & MARLENE A WURM
6501 HIGHLAND AVE NW
MAPLE LAKE, MN 55358

n/a
Sect-35 Twp-121 Range-027 UNPLATTED LAND CORINNA TWP 60.00 AC NW1/4 OF NE1/4 &W1/2 OF NE1/4 OF NE1/4
EX TRI PIECE DESC BEG AT PT 33FT S OF NW COR OF NE1/4 TH N33FT TO SD NW COR TH E33FT TH SWLY TO POB
ALSO TR DES ON DOC1167580 EX TR DES ON DOC1167584(351101
(Note: Not to be used on legal documents)
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