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WRIGHT COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Meeting of: March 31, 2023
M I N U T E S – (Informational)

The Wright County Board of Adjustment met March 31, 2023, in the County Commissioner’s Board Room at the Wright County Government Center, Buffalo, Minnesota. Chairman, Paul Aarestad, called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m. with Board members present:  Aarestad, John Jones, Dan Mol, Dan Vick & Bob Neumann. Representing the Planning & Zoning Office was Aaron Ogle, Planner. Greg Kryzer, Assistant County Attorney, legal counsel.


ACTION ON MINUTES FOR THE MARCH 3, 2023 MEETING
On a motion by Neumann, seconded by Jones, all voted to approve the minutes for the March 3, 2023, meeting as printed.

1. MATTHEW STREHLER – continued from 3/3/23

LOCATION: 2273 Ibson Ave SE – N 1/2 of the NW 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of Section 16, Township 119, Range 24, Wright County, MN (Rockford Twp.) Tax # 215-000-162303. Property Owners: Matthew A Strehler & Dawn M Strehler

Requests a variance as regulated in section 155.026 and 155.003(B)(1) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to construct a storage building that would be over the maximum allowed sidewall height and over the maximum allowed detached building area allowed on the property.

Present: Matt Strehler

A. Ogle displayed the property with revised building plans. Item was continued from the March 3, 2023 meeting to allow time for the applicant to revise plans. The Board had indicated that the total amount of proposed detached building area and the proposed sidewall height of new building could not be reasonably justified. The Board recommended that the applicant come back with modified plans or find an alternative way to avoid a variance and withdraw their application. The applicant submitted updated plans for a 40 ft. x 40 ft. storage building with a 14 ft. sidewall. The updated proposal would put the total detached building area at 3,688 sq. ft. which is 488 sq. ft. above the maximum 3,200 sq. ft. allowed. The updated request would alleviate the need for a sidewall height variance, as 14 ft. is the maximum allowed. It should be noted that the parcel is 0.04 acres shy of 5.0 acres where a 5.0 acre to 9.99 acre parcel would be allowed up to 4,000 sq. ft. of detached building area. Township did approve of the request and a neighbor indicated they are in favor of the request. 

B. [bookmark: _Int_03UKoGp4]Strehler – a 40 ft. x 40 ft. would allow for him to park his camper and still move around the building. Going narrower and longer would be difficult to move around the camper or store anything else. A 40 ft. x 40 ft. building would allow him to efficiently use the space. 

C. No public comment. 

D. Mol – thanked the applicant for hearing the Boards concerns and making the changes. Staff was asked what the neighborhood looks like with accessory structures. Ogle displayed an aerial photo while reviewing the buildings on neighboring parcels. Mol – there are 3 out of 5 lots that have over 3,200 sq. ft. of building. At the time this neighborhood was developed it is probable that the surveyor made an error with lines and the intention was 5 acre lots, which could be viewed as a practical difficulty. A very small adjustment in the line would put the lot at 5 acres where a maximum of 4,000 sq. ft. accessory building would be allowed. Because of the neighbors having larger sheds and the small amount of land needed to get to that 5 acres, he can go along with the request. 

E. Vick feels the parcel being short .04 acres is probably an error from when originally surveyed and intention as 5 acres plus the neighboring parcels having larger buildings are reasons he can go along with the revised plans.

F. Jones – likes the 14 ft. sidewall but still has a problem with a nonconforming parcel and allowing the building size just because others in the neighborhood are nonconforming. 

G. Neumann – if the lot was just a little bigger there would be no problem with the size of building. He can agree with the revised proposal.

H. Aarestad stated he shares the same feelings as other members have mentioned. 

I. Mol moved to approve the construction of a 40 ft. x 40 ft. storage building with a 14 ft. sidewall according to plans on file with Planning & Zoning marked Exhibit “A”. Motion seconded by Vick. 

VOTE:  CARRIED, Jones opposed


2. MATTHEW YOUNGREN – continued from 3/3/23

LOCATION: XXXX Hamilton Ave SE – Lot 6 & 7, Block 3, The Birches in Section 05, Township 115, Range 2, Wright County, Minnesota. (Martha - Rockford Twp.) Tax #215-011-003060 & -003070 Property Owner: Matthew Youngren & Blaine Anderson

Requests a variance as regulated in section 155.026, 155.049(F)(2), and 155.057(E)(1) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to construct a single-family dwelling that is located within the lake and road setbacks.


Present: Matt Youngren 

A. Ogle displayed the revised site plan. This request was continued from the March 3, 2023 meeting, where the Board indicated they wanted to see if the applicant could come back with a plan 65 ft. from the lake. Moving the home back from the lake would further encroach on the road so it was recommended the applicant speak with the Highway Department. The applicant was able to get approval from the Highway Department at 104.5 ft. from the centerline of a county road, which in turn allowed him to move the house back to 65 ft. from the lake. 

B. Youngren – addressing concern mentioned at the site regarding water runoff. Would like to note the property is not directly on the lake and more of a swamp or wetland area that will filter before reaching the lake. Plan does include gutters to direct water towards the west and driveway. Garage and storage was also mentioned as a concern. In speaking with his builder there would be a possibility of a building to the north side that would not infringe on the driveway, lake, or road. Ogle – almost any additional building would require a variance. Really any addition to the home as well will require a variance. 

C. No public comment. 

D. Vick – concern is a variance is needed for any addition to this property. Understands right now storage or garage isn’t needed but eventually might want a garage or new owner would. He would like to see on the plans a garage or storage. He would like address it at this time instead of passing the issue to another Board. For him, addressing storage is a large concern. Youngren – spoke with home designer and there is a possibility to add a tuck-under garage. There would be no additional variance as it would not change the footprint of the home or be in a sperate location. He would like to see approval before he spends money to fully redesign and then not be approved. 

E. Jones – feels there needs to be storage and it should be addressed at this time. 

F. [bookmark: _Int_g3LW1Crw]Neumann stated the site inspection was helpful. Before visiting the site, he wasn’t sure a home would fit. The house is not a large home and the footprint would fit the parcel. Feels he can go along with the proposal. 

G. [bookmark: _Int_1sJ4BYNO]Mol – property is tight. A past BOA deemed the property unbuildable and now the sewer and water hookup addresses the past septic location concern. Not a fan that anything done on the property will almost certainly require a variance. Yes, there are cattails but that is still the water line. The past BOA also deemed unbuildable because of the setbacks. There is little to no room for parking. This is a very difficult parcel and like so many other small lakeshore lots this Board sees request after request for a variance and the lot fills up. Feels approving would be an injustice to the decision the past Board made. 

H. Aarestad – with lake shores he looks at a list and how the request relates. Feels the cattails are a buffer. Presence on the lake is not an issue and this is a modest request. Agrees with the storage needing to be addressed and likes the idea of the tuck-under garage. The applicant is not asking for a large home. Feels the original BOA turned down the request because of the water and sewer issues, which is now addressed with the City of St.Michael. He is in favor of this request. 

I. Ogle – addressing conversation regarding the tuck-under garage. Would like to note the regulatory flood protection elevation for Lake Martha is 970.12 ft. The lowest floor elevation must meet the minimum required elevation. It would be his preference that revised plans are submitted for review prior to the Board approving. 

J. Aarestad – feels the Board is at a spilt decision and a tuck-under garage design needing to be reviewed. Vick stated he would like to see the tuck-under plans before making a motion. Jones – agrees, would like to see a site plan with the tuck-under garage instead of guessing. Ogle – plans would allow for a review of elevation and main level area requirements. 

K. Aarestad – options are to revise plans and return to the April meeting, withdraw, or allow the Board to vote. Youngren agreed to address the tuck-under concept and return in April. 

L. Vick moved to continue to the hearing to April 21, 2023, to allow time for the applicant to revise plans based on discussion. Mol seconded the motion.  

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY





3. TIM HANSON – continued from 3/3/23

LOCATION: 12409 County Road 7 NW – Lot 21, Sugar Lake Beach, of Section 36, Township 122, Range 27, Wright County, MN (Sugar - Clearwater Twp.) Tax # 204-128-000210. Property Owners: Adam T Hanson

[bookmark: _Hlk132101195]Requests a variance as regulated in section 155.026 & 155.049(F) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to allow the construction of an attached deck to an existing home that is nonconforming to the road and side yard setbacks.

Present: Tim Hanson and Rory Norgren with Norgren Builders

A. Ogle – this request was continued from the March 3, 2023 meeting. The Board discussed concerns about existing home distance to side property line and scheduled a site inspection for March 21, 2023. The request is to construct a 10 ft. x 12.5 ft. deck to an existing nonconforming home that is 75 ft. from the centerline of the County Road and 5 ft. from the side yard. Attaching a deck to the existing home requires a variance as the existing home is 75 ft. from the centerline of the County Road where 130 ft. is required. The existing home is also 5 ft. from the side yard where 15 ft. is required. Site plan was displayed.
 
B. No comment from the applicant or public.

C. Jones – site visit showed the tightness of the neighborhood. Feels the deck is still tight to the side yard but based on the site visit and existing conditions can go along with request. 

D. Neumann – proposal doesn’t help or change the nonconformity. House is already there and the 5 ft. to the property line doesn’t pertain to the deck. Feels the request is reasonable. 

E. Mol – the deck would not be any closer to the lines than the current home. The sideline with a 5 ft. setback abuts a driveway that has been there for many years. The existing deck needs to be repaired. This request doesn’t impose more on the lake or the road. Feels the driveaway to the side is unique in that there isn’t a home or building there to impose on. Feels the deck will fit and is in favor of the request. 

F. Vick – deck needs to be replaced. Good with the request. 

G. Aarestad – shares the same thoughts of the other members.  

H. [bookmark: _Hlk132101175]Motion made by Neumann to approve the construction of a 10 ft. x 12.5 ft. deck onto the existing nonconforming home that is 75 ft. from the centerline of a County Road and 5 ft. from the side yard. Motion seconded by Mol. 

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY



4. TIM HANSON – continued from 3/3/23

LOCATION: 6563 123rd St NW – Lot 7 of Sugar Lake Beach In Government Lot 3, of Section 36, Township 122, Range 27, Wright County, MN (Sugar - Clearwater Twp.) Tax # 204-128-000070. Property Owners: Timothy M Hanson

Requests a variance as regulated in section 155.026, 155.006, 155.049(F), & 155.057(E)(1) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to replace the existing home which includes converting the 3-season area into a 4-season area and adding a new deck. The existing home is nonconforming to the road, side yard, and lake setbacks. The request would exceed the maximum allowed impervious surface and building coverage.

Present: Tim Hanson and Rory Norgren with Norgren Builders

A. Ogle – site plan and building plan displayed. This request was continued from the March 3, 2023 meeting. The Board discussed concerns about converting a 3-season area into a 4-season area and the proposed impervious surface coverage. The Board scheduled a site inspection for March 21, 2023. The request is to replace the existing home which includes converting a 9.5 ft. x 15.5 ft. (147 sq. ft.) 3-season area into a 4-season area and adding a 12.5 ft. x 18.5 ft. (166 sq. ft.) deck. The location would be 51.2 ft. from the centerline of 123rd ST NW, 7.3 ft. & 12.0 ft. from the side yard, and 45.3 ft. from the lake. The existing building coverage is 18.3%, with an allowed 15% maximum. Existing impervious surface coverage 24.4% and proposed impervious surface coverage 27.2%, with 25% maximum allowed. 

B. Hanson – the home has fire damage that requires a complete teardown. Willing to remove the sidewalk and what is needed to get down to the 25% impervious coverage. 

C. No public comment. 

D. Neumann – looks at a complete tear down as a chance to rebuild and meet all requirements. In this case if the home is backed up from the lake it would cause issues with the road setback. Usually, this Board likes to see a home at a minimum of 65 ft. from a lake and this proposal is much closer. Understands that the home is allowed to be rebuilt within the same footprint. Glad to hear the applicant is willing to do what is needed to be at the 25% impervious. The 18.3% building coverage he would like to see closer to the allowed limit, as it is sometimes a concern of the Board. Looking at the neighborhood others are closer than the 65 ft. to the lake, that is an item he looks at and how this home will fit within the area. Wants to see what the other members have to say. Understands can be built in same footprint but still has some concerns. 

E. Mol – a lot of the homes in this area have been around for a 100 years and generations continue to own. Has an issue with the impervious over 25% and the building coverage over what is allowed. Questioned if the garage by the road is included in the coverage. Ogle – with the site plan displayed Ogle reviewed the building area outside of the property line is not included in the impervious coverage. Mol – believes there is a compromise and way to get down to 25% impervious and 15% building.

F. Vick questioned the elevation and would it be higher than existing. Norgren – 8” with 6 courses of block. Vick – would like to see the entire building moved back or even take the 4 ft. off of the added deck that is closer to the lake. 

G. Jones – some same concerns were mentioned. Feels the home fits in the area. Doesn’t like the closeness to the lake but doesn’t see that an alternate plan will not have problems. Can go along with the request. 

H. Aarestad – looking at the entire picture feels the proposal fits, next-door is a taller home. Agrees, with the 25% impervious coverage. Even with an additional 4 ft. removed from the deck the home would encroach on the lake. Norgren – moving the cabin back would be a problem with the location of the septic system. Hanson – willing to remove the 4 ft. of the deck, that is a walkway, and can be replaced with pavers. Ogle – pavers or deck would be impervious and are not considered building coverage.  

I. Mol questioned what can be done to get the building coverage from 18.3% down to 15%. Hanson – can replace exactly what is existing, which is the 18.3%, that isn’t changing with the proposal. Ogle confirmed proposed building coverage isn’t changing from what is existing. To get down to 25% impervious coverage there would need to be 133 sq. ft. removed. 

J. Neumann questioned the building size. Ogle – 878 sq. ft. Norgren – home isn’t changing in size from what is existing. 

K. Vick – likes the idea of moving the home back 4 ft. Norgren – all the neighboring homes are closer to the lake than what is proposed. If they have to move the home it will require additional groundwork and excavation as well as the septic tanks will need to be moved. 

L. Aarestad – feels it would be a hardship to move the location. 

M. Vick – with the 4-season porch more livable area is being gained. Would like to see the deck as pavers. Vick – questioned the 50% credit related to pavers. Ogle explained that is related to permeable pavers. 

N. Mol moved to approve replacement of the existing home which included a new deck and conversion of a 3-season area to a 4 -season area. It would be 51.2 ft. from the centerline of the road, 49.3 ft. from the lake, 7.3 ft. from the east side yard, & 12.0 ft. from the west side yard. The existing building coverage would remain at 18.3%. With a condition that the impervious surface did not exceed 25%.  Motion seconded by Vick. 

[bookmark: _Int_Aq55Qpi4]DISCUSSION: Kryzer suggested an as-built survey be included as a condition. There is a lot of discussion about impervious and building coverage, an As-Built will provide a baseline.  

Mol amended his motion to include condition 2) As-Built survey of the impervious surface be       required after construction. Vick seconded the amendment. 

DISCUSSION: Neumann questioned if a stormwater management plan is needed. Mol – feels the home has been here for years and because there is no change in the roof area or lot coverage there is not a need. 

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY


5. ADAM SCHAUFLER – continued from 3/3/23

LOCATION: 1080 County Road NW – South 1/2  of the Southwest 1/4 , Section 29, Township 120, Range 26, Wright County, Minnesota. (Chatham Twp.) Tax #203-000-293301 & 203-000-293300 Property Owner: Robbie Kolasa, Steven Kolasa, Amy Theis, Jerome L Schaufler and Tamara M Schaufler, Adam Schaufler.

Requests a variance as regulated in section 155.026 & 155.048(G) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to expand an existing “1 per 40” division over 10.0 acres.

Present: Applicant not present. 

A. Ogle explained this request was continued from the March 3, 2023 meeting. The Board wanted to see the applicant reconfigure the proposal to keep the property square while also minimizing land needed. The Board also mentioned to the applicant that they could adjust existing property boundary to maintain 10.0 acres, lot with and depth standards, square the property boundary, and avoid a variance entirely. The applicant has requested to withdraw their application and be dismissed without prejudice. 

B. Jones moved to honor the request of the applicant to withdraw the request and dismiss without prejudice. Mol seconded the motion.  

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY


[bookmark: _Hlk128557456]

6. SUSAN OLMSCHEID – New

LOCATION: LOCATION: 745 14th Street NW – Lot 4 of Buffalo Highview in  Section 25, Township 120, Range 26, Wright County, MN (Buffalo - Chatham Twp.) Tax # 203-012-000040. Property Owners: Susan & David Olmscheid  

Requests a variance as regulated in section 155.026 & 155.049(F)(2) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to allow an unpermitted (after-the-fact) accessory structure that was constructed within the road setback and minimum distance from the road right-of-way.

Present: Susan Olmscheid

A. [bookmark: _Int_0GQuv29s]Ogle displayed aerial photo and building photos as he reviewed the property. The 0.46 acre property is located in Chatham Township on Buffalo Lake. The request is to allow an unpermitted 12 ft. x 18 ft. (216 sq. ft.) carport in its current location that is approximately 2 ft. from the right-of-way and approximately 25 ft. from the centerline of Armitage Ave NW. A variance is needed as the unpermitted carport is approximately 25 ft. from the centerline of Armitage Ave NW where 65 ft. is required. Impervious coverage is approximately 17% and building coverage approximately 12%. The Township does not see a problem with the structure location and there were no neighbor replies. The Board must also determine if the unpermitted structure was completed in “bad faith.” The applicant applied for a building permit in 2021 for the referenced structure. Planning & Zoning staff sent the applicant a denial letter for the referenced structure stating the location of the proposed structure was within setbacks. The letter also notified the applicant that they could apply for the Board of Adjustment. The applicant applied for the Board of Adjustment after the structure was completed and after Planning & Zoning staff sent a letter notifying the applicant they were in violation as they had constructed the structure without a permit.

B. No comment from applicant or public. 

C. Vick – if the Board was asked to address this prior to being built he feels they very well would have approved. Questioned if the structure is built to code. Olmscheid – believes so. Understanding was as long as not attached to the home it was not an issue and permit was not required. Ogle – currently not permitted, the decision of the Board will determine next step. It would come down or is required to be permitted and therefore inspected. If not built to code, it will be addressed with the building permit process. 

D. Jones stated a contractor should have known or figured out the proper process. He would like the Building Inspector to review the structure before requiring tear down. 

E. Neumann questioned when the home was built. Olmscheid – around 1972. Neumann – contractor built the carport and nothing else? Olmscheid – re-shingled small shed, reside and some other minor cosmetic repairs. Felt the carport added some aesthetic appeal to the home. Ogle – displayed and reviewed an aerial photo showing the home and location of carport, property lines as well as road right-of-way lines. Neumann – surprised a contractor did not know an issue existed. With the size of the lot and location of home they should have known to ask questions about property lines and road right-of-way. Ultimately it was the owner's decision to move forward. The carport looks nice but that isn’t the same a being legal. Confirmed carport is not attached to the home. Feels the structure can be left with proper permits required. 

F. [bookmark: _Int_sx1i8075]Mol stated he hears what others are saying but this was bad faith. The work was only done in 2021, not years ago. Feels it was done in bad faith, the county said no it could not be built without a variance but it was built anyway. It puts the Board and Planning & Zoning in a tough situation. A structure is denied but built anyway and now the BOA gives them approval. What precedence would be set if approved? They could have come in at that time and asked the options. 

G. Aarestad – agrees on the comment of bad faith. If approved, the punishment is higher fees and is a way to address the bad faith. Feels severity of additional fines is sufficient and would in turn look at the request as if they originally came before the Board. 

H. Vick – if approved as is, with penalties, the permit is required and building code must be met. Ogle confirmed would still need a building permit, which could be a double fee and must meet all building code requirements. Staff would appreciate a deadline for applying for the building permit be set as part of the motion, if approved. Vick continued discussion with Ogle on a permit application deadline. The applicant agreed with Vick that 10 days was reasonable.  

I. Vick moved to approve the 12 ft. x 18 ft. unpermitted carport, in its existing location, which is approximately 25 ft. from the centerline of Armitage Ave NW. Conditioned that the applicant submits a building permit application within 10 days of 3/31/2023 for the unpermitted structure and that after-the-fact building permit fees be applied. Motion seconded by Neumann. 

VOTE:  CARRIED, Mol opposed


7. DON SCHMIDT – New

LOCATION: 1730 Bolton Drive NW – Part of the W 1/2 of the NE 1/4 , Section 26, Township 120, Range 26, Wright County, MN (Mill Creek - Chatham Twp.) Tax # 203-000-261202. Property Owners: Donald & Mary Schmidt

REQUEST: Variance as regulated in section 155.026 & 155.057(E)(2) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to construct an in-ground pool that is inside the structure setback from the bluff.

Present: Don Schmidt and Tony Schmidt

A. [bookmark: _Int_PLezt3iR]Ogle displayed the property and site plan. The property is a General Agriculture (AG) 20.81 acre parcel located within shoreland of Mill Creek and in Chatham Township. The request is to construct an 18 ft. x 44 ft. in-ground pool that is 10 ft. from the top of bluff. A variance is needed as the proposed in-ground pool would be 10 ft. from the top of a bluff, where 30 ft. is required. A neighbor said they have no objection to the placement and construction of the swimming pool and another said they are okay with the variance. The Township does not have a problem with the request.

B. [bookmark: _Int_h8AlQQ8A]T. Schmidt – wanting to build a pool for his parents as they enjoy retirement. Originally, planned for an infinity pool. He builds pools for a living and this is the first time he has heard of an issue with building a pool within a bluff so moved back 10 ft. Viewing the property, the proposed location is really the only area for the pool. 

C. No public comment. 

D. Vick – bluffs have been a concern with the Board in the past. Feels a site inspection is needed. 

E. [bookmark: _Int_oH1bvdgE]Jones – concerned with pool only being 10 ft. from the bluff. Questioned if this is an above ground or in-ground pool. T. Schmidt – in-ground. Jones – without looking at the site cannot agree with the request. 

F. [bookmark: _Int_JPoD3Zo2][bookmark: _Int_l01GlqN6]Neumann – feels the pool can meet the requirements. This parcel is 20 acres, not a small restricted site. Feels the pool can be located in another area of the property and there is no hardship. 

G. Mol – agrees, no hardship. Questioned a darker area on the displayed site plan. T. Schmidt explained the parking area and location of the tuck-under garage. This is a 20 acre lot but contains mostly valleys or an area way up by the road. Mol – likes the idea of a site inspection. 

H. Aarestad – bluffs are very hard to determine and vary greatly. Many times, the Board will visit a site and see the reasoning behind the request.  

I. Mol moved to continue the hearing to April 21, 2023, for a site inspection. Vick seconded the motion.  

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY



8. SHANE SUCHY – New

LOCATION: 2365 Kimball Ave NW – Lot 2, Block 2, Granite Lake Woodcrest Addition of  Section 20, Township 120, Range 27, Wright County, MN (Granite Lake – Albion Twp.) Tax # 201-015-002020. Property Owners: Shane and Jodi Suchy

Requests a variance as regulated in section 155.026 & 155.057(E)(1) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to construct a single-family dwelling with attached garage within the shoreland building setback.

Present: Shane Suchy & Bernie Miller with MSTS

A. Ogle displayed the property, site plan and building plan while he reviewed the request details. The 0.46 acre Urban/Rural Transition (R-1) parcel is located on Granite Lake in Albion Township. In 2008 the Board approved a home to be 75 ft. from the ordinary high-water line as the closest point and the dwelling to be served by a performance septic system. The variance was never acted upon and has since expired. The request is to construct a single-family dwelling with attached garage as presented that would be 75 ft. from the OHW of Granite Lake. A variance is needed as the single-family dwelling, with attached garage, would be 75 ft. from a recreational development lake where 100 ft. is required. A neighbor said regardless of where they build, they will be mindful of the lake. The Township approved of the request. 

B. Suchy – hope is to build their forever home. 

C. Miller – initially involved in the 2008 variance. Updated the survey and design for this project. Home will fit the applicants needs and meet majority of setbacks. This property doesn’t have easy ability for a mound system so a Type IV is proposed. The Type IV will take up less area and be a better overall system for the site. There is an area of the property that is gravel and already disturbed and will therefore not allow for a mound system. Goal was to be mindful of the 15% building coverage and keep the small shed. The existing shed is on the plan and will be moved to meet all required setbacks. Impervious is right around 23%, which is less than maximum allowed of 25%. With the property size and design of the septic there was really no way to get at the 100 ft. from the lake. For a home there would need to be some variance so planned and designed in a way to only need a lake setback variance, which is 75 ft. as previously approved. Elevations allow for the house, with walkout, to sit nicely in the presented location. The house on one side is 30 ft. from the lake and the other is roughly sitting back 60 ft. 

D. No public comment.

E. Neumann – no concern with the lake setback, 75 ft. is adequate. Feels with the slopes, neighbors, and road there needs to be a water management plan. The proposed home is modest and meets all other required setbacks, so would approve of the plan. 

F. Mol – 75 ft. from lake and all other setbacks are met. Feels good with placement of septic system and shed moved to meet the setbacks. Okay with the presented plan. Past BOA approved of the 75 ft. and vetted the property. Both homes on either side are already closer to lake. If moved a septic system would not fit. Feels this is a good plan. 

G. Vick – sees a landing and stairs lake side that could be relocated, so not closer to lake. Ogle – landing and stairs are permitted encroachments if meeting ordinance standards. 

H. Aarestad – shares same feelings others have mentioned. 

I. Mol – asked if a water management plan was considered or planned. Miller – looked at as part of the house design. Site plan was displayed with the water flow direction reviewed, as presented with arrows on the plan. There is a large amount of green space near the shoreline as well as riprap. Could consider a no mow area. It is difficult to put a rain garden on a side hill. Mol – possible to gutter water to backyard? Miller – looked at different options and how the water currently flows. Was concerned directing water towards to road would cause issues for those farther down the road. In this case only 1/2 of the water will flow towards the lake. Idea is to spread out the flow and not funnel and cause erosion issues. Vick – questioned if a swale could be added on the neighbor line. Miller  – confirmed that would be a possibility. 

J. Motion made by Vick to approve the request to construct a single-family dwelling with attached garage that would be 75 ft. from the Ordinary-High-Water of Granite Lake. The site plan and building plans are marked Exhibit “A” & septic plan marked Exhibit “B”, on file with Planning & Zoning. Conditioned that a stormwater management plan is submitted at the time of building permit application showing water runoff would not cause issues for neighboring properties. Motion seconded by Jones. 

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY


9. WHOLEMYSTIC ENTERPRISES LLC – continued from 3/3/23

LOCATION: 815 Greer Avenue NW – Part of Gov’t Lot 1, NE ¼, Section 36, Township 120, Range 27, Wright County, Minnesota.  (Rock Lake - Albion Twp.)  Tax #201-000-361200 Property Owner: Wholemystic Enterprises LLC

Requests an appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s interpretation of a feedlot and the denial of a single-family dwelling and septic permit, as regulated in section 155.026 of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances.

Present: Melissa Shelton

A. Ogle explained the request was continued from the March 3, 2023 Board to allow time for the applicant to review options and meet with Planning & Zoning Staff. 

B. Shelton asked to be continued to allow time to address items discussed and reviewed with staff. Hope is there won’t be a need for a variance. 

C. Kryzer – reminded the Board that Ms. Shelton is represented by legal counsel, who is not present. A continuation was requested to allow time to work on items discussed. Feels it is not unreasonable to continue until the May 19th meeting with hopes a variance will not be needed. Shelton – questioned if request is continued to May 19th and they complete what is required with no variance needed would they simply withdraw the request. Kryzer – confirmed. 

M. Mol moved to continue the hearing to May 19, 2023, at the request of the applicant. Jones seconded the motion.  

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY


SITE INSPECTION
Board scheduled Tuesday, April 11th at 8:30 a.m. for site inspection.


Meeting adjourned at 10:02 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,


Aaron Ogle
Planner

AO:sld
Cc:  Board of Adjustment
        Applicants/Owners
        Twp. Clerks

