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WRIGHT COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Meeting of:  April 21, 2023  
MINUTES

The Wright County Board of Adjustment met April 21, 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 31, 2023 MEETING
On a motion by Mol, seconded by Jones, all voted to approve the minutes for the March 31, 2023, meeting as printed.


1. MATTHEW YOUNGREN – continued from 3/3/23 & 3/31/23

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

REQUEST: 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 – with the revised site plan displayed the property details and request was reviewed. The item was continued from the March 3rd and March 31st meeting. The original request was to construct a 26 ft. x 32 ft. (832 sq. ft.) home to be 60 ft. from the lake and 109.5 ft. from the centerline of a county road. On March 3rd the Board discussed the proposed distance of the home to the lake and felt the applicant should increase the distance from 60 ft. to 65 ft. and then re-examine the request. The Board conducted a site inspection on March 21st. On March 31st a revised plan was submitted with the home to be 65 ft. from the lake and 104.5 ft. from the centerline of a county road. At that meeting the Board voiced concerns with there being no area for storage and almost any structure would also require a variance due to setbacks. The Board asked the applicant to present updated plans that show a tuck-under garage not to exceed the footprint of the proposed home. The Board also noted that elevations should be provided showing the lowest floor elevation meets the required Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation (RFPE). New site plan and updated building plans were displayed and reviewed. 

B. No comment from Youngren or the public. 

C. Mol – thanked the applicant for addressing some of his concerns and those of the Boards. With the tuck under garage, it does allow for storage and moving to 65 ft. gets the request into parameters of where this Board tends to approve. Still has reservations regarding parking but there is the dead-end cul-de-sac. Youngren – driveway also was included and will have a full car length for parking. Mol – originally reluctant with the request but with the changes he can go along with the revised and updated plans. 

D. Vick – the redesign was done very well. Feels that the added storage is good for the property. He can go along with the request as presented. 

E. Jones – agrees with last comments. The applicant did listen to concerns and addressed. 

F. Neumann – 104 ft. from the road, there are a lot of other roads that don’t even have that amount of setback and in his opinion is far enough away from the road. 

G. Aarestad – agrees with what other members have stated. 

H. Motion made by Vick to approve the request to construct a 26 ft. x 32 ft. home with tuck-under garage that would be 65 ft. from the Ordinary High-Water of the lake and 104.5 ft. from the centerline of County Road 33. The updated site plan is noted as Exhibit “A" and updated building plans noted as Exhibit “B”. Motion seconded by Jones. 

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY



2. DON SCHMIDT – continued from 3/31/23

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

A. Ogle displayed the proposed site plan and reviewed details of the request. The request is to construct an 18 ft. x 44 ft. in-ground pool that is 10 ft. from the top of bluff. The item was continued from the March 31st meeting so the Board could conduct a site inspection on April 11th. A variance is needed as the proposed in-ground pool would be 10 ft. from the top of 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. Schmidt – thanked the Board for coming out and visiting the site to see he does have acreage but not very much in the way of flat ground. The reason for the pool is because of medical reasons his wife is experiencing and he would like to put in a pool so she is able to exercise. 

C. No public comment.

D. Vick stated he is having a hard time finding a hardship with a below grade swimming pool. There are plenty of options available for above ground pools. He is having a hard time with this request as he feels this is a real bluff. He does not want to take a chance of weakening the bluff with digging occurring at 10 ft. from the top of the bluff.  

E. Jones – agrees with member Vick. It is difficult with the severity of this bluff and how deep it falls. Would have a difficult time approving this proposal. 

F. Neumann – if asking to put in a septic system it would be different as that would be dealing with the functionality of the house. Understands the desire to have the pool but does not see it as an absolute need or necessary for the function of the home. As mentioned there will be excavation really close to the bluff, which could make the area unstable. Thinks there are other options. Even though there isn’t much flat ground on the 20 acres there are other options that could be explored. 

G. Mol stated he was not able to make the site inspection. Along with what others have said it is hard to come in near a bluff. This Board has always been very reluctant allowing work in the bluff. He would have to go along with what other members are saying. 

H. Aarestad – in some cases the bluff definition can be vague. Clearly this is a bluff and while this Board has some wiggle room, he feels what is being asked for is beyond that scope. Not seeing where that pool could go near that bluff. Addressing the application, he indicated that they are at a point where it sounds like if there is a vote the proposal could be turned down. There is opportunity to continue and come back to another meeting with a revised proposal. That could be a smaller pool, maybe located elsewhere or not as close to the bluff. This Board is saying they feel 10 ft. is just too close. Last option would be to withdraw the application.   

I. Schmidt stated he is confused and his son isn’t present at todays meeting. When first talking about the pool some of the layouts would actually stabilize the bluff because of the way the pool would be constructed. His son has put in numerous pools, not in Wright County but in other counties, on the bluff with the infinity edge. What the pool would do is stabilize the bluff because of the way they structure and anchor it. 

J. Mol – looking at the site plan and questioned if it would be possible if the pool could move down. Is there a way to relocate the pool? Might not hit the 30 ft. but is hearing all members feel that 10 ft. is too close. Schmidt – moving starts to become an issue with the septic tank. 

K. Vick – there are above grade pools that could be looked at. Feels that 10 ft. is just too close to the bluff. 

L. Aarestad asked the applicant if he would like additional time to look at alternatives. Could be combination of smaller pool, moving it back or adjusting some. Schmidt – would like to talk with his son. Aarestad – this can be continued to next months meeting to allow time to talk with son and come up with a revised plan. Schmidt asked what the suggestions would be and what setback they would approve. Aarestad – suggestion is that 10 ft. is too close and it is on the applicant to show closer to 30 ft. The Board is not here to negotiate or design the project.  

M. Kryzer – the Board is also saying they cannot find a practical difficulty. It would be advantageous to articulate the practical difficulty that the Board can review. The only way this Board can approve the request is finding practical difficulty and so far, that has not been proven to them. 

N. Vick moved to continue to the hearing to May 19, 2023, to allow time for the applicant to revise plans based on discussion. Mol seconded the motion.  

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY





3. JAMES MANECKE – New

LOCATION: XXXX 64th St NW – Part of the West 1/2 of the SE 1/4 , Section 34, Township 121, Range 28, Wright County, MN (E. Sylvia - Southside Twp.) Tax # 217-000-344206. Property Owners: James B. Manecke & Lori K. Manecke.

REQUEST: Variance as regulated in section 155.026 and 155.048(F) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to construct a garage inside of the road setback.

Present: Jim Manecke and Rory Norgren with Norgren Builders

A. Ogle displayed the site plan and reviewed the property. Site is 1.19* acres that is mostly zoned General Agriculture (AG) with a very small portion, in the northern area, that is zoned Urban/Rural Transition (R-1). This is a separate lot of record and not a back lot. Request is to construct a 40 ft. x 60 ft. (2,400 sq. ft.) garage 50 ft. from the centerline of 64th Street NW. A variance is needed because the proposed structure would be 50 ft. from the centerline of the road whereas the required setback from the centerline of the road is 65 ft. The Township approved of the request due to the road being private and it is better to infringe on the road than the bluff. The property does have elevation change but would not meet the definition of a bluff. The Township also made note that the referenced parcel is a back lot, Planning & Zoning considers the referenced parcel to be a separate lot of record from the riparian parcel and as such has a separate building eligibility.

B. Manecke – can’t build further into the hill, it gets too steep. There are 2 -3 properties to the east and with a 50 ft. setback would not be infringing on their access. Down the lakeshore not many meet the 65 ft. setback. Norgren – to the west all of those places have garages closer than 50 ft. That is a township road but the road in front of this is not a township road. Building was pulled back from the hill as far as they could to allow for landscaping. There is plenty of room for parking. 

C. No public comment. 

D. Jones – looking at the size and placement if it is not infringing on any of the ordinances, he has trouble just on size and placement. The property is a bluff and they are digging into a bluff but away from the water. Ogle – not a bluff but there is elevation change. The size of the building is the maximum allowed for this parcel. Concern of staff is the proposal of 50 ft. where 65 ft. to the centerline is required. Jones – can’t meet the 65 ft.? Norgren – no, building would be too far into the hill to get decent grading done. Could be done but the walls would just go taller. Jones – appears to be a construction issue with the farther back the higher the walls. Norgren – not a bluff but further back to the left and right won’t be able to be landscaped as decently. All of the places to the west are a lot closer and appear new, so probably had been granted variances. Some appear at 40 ft. or closer. 

E. Neumann – first looking at the proposal thought on 1.24 acres the building should be able to be backed up enough to meet the requirements. Now seeing there is a 10 ft. difference in 40 ft. Norgren – would move back the 15 ft. if he could, doesn’t want to come to this Board asking for 15 ft. if it wasn’t needed. Neumann – 10 ft. elevation in 40 ft. is a steep hill and if moving back it gets steeper it would be more dirt to move. With that size of property would want to meet the variance but can understand the difficulty. Norgren – thinks the lot is 1.9 acres with Ogle correcting the survey on file states 1.19* acres. 

F. Mol – understands comments regarding moving the building back. Would like clarification on what is being built. The plans show a bonus room with 9 ft. ceilings. Is this a garage or a shouse? Norgren – garage with no plumbing. This lot does have a building entitlement. Mol – concern is with not meeting setbacks but is this basically a shouse for the future. Manecke – was told to put attic rafters in there at that height for storage. It is cold storage, not heated. 

Greg Kryzer left the meeting at 9 a.m.

G. Vick asked to see the Beacon aerial and if 64th St will ever be continued. Ogle – 64th St. services maybe 3 homes. Manecke – the road ends in a swamp, you can’t go any further. Vick – who maintains the road? Manecke – any maintenance is paid for by the property owners. It is not plowed during the winter. Vick – Township was okay with the request. 

H. Aarestad – no objection with the request. On a private road, quiet and a lot of other homes are close to the road. Feels it is reasonable to not want to dig into the hillside. 

I. Mol moved to approve the construction of a 40 ft. x 60 ft. garage that would be 50 ft. from the centerline of 64th St NW per Site and Building plans marked Exhibit "A". Motion seconded by Vick.

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY



*Ogle referenced total acreage of property as 1.19 acres during the meeting, which was listed acreage on the survey, but correct acreage is plus or minus 1.24 acres. In either case, accessory buildings on AG zoned parcels between 1.0 to 2.49 acres have the same size regulations. 


4. JERID ADICKES – New

LOCATION: 6070 Porter Ave NW – Part of Gov’t Lot 2, Section 32, Township 121, Range 28, Wright County, MN (Sylvia - Southside Twp.) Tax # 217-028-000010. Property Owners: Beds And Boards LLC

REQUEST: Variance as regulated in Section 155.026, 155.057(E)(1), & 155.090(Table 3) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to rebuild the existing home with an addition to the upper level. The home would be inside of the lake setback and within the setback from the holding tank.

Present: Jerid & Katrina Adickes, Bernie Miller with MSTS and Brandon Scheuble with KC Custom Home Design

A. Ogle displayed the site plan as he reviewed the property and request details. Property is zoned Urban/Rural Transition in shoreland of a General Development lake (R1-S2) and located in Southside Township. The property is roughly 0.38 acres with an existing building coverage of 7.9% and impervious surface coverage at 12.5%. The request is to construct a 28.25 ft. x 30.5 ft. two-level home that would be 40.1 ft. from the lake and 7 ft. from the holding tank. A variance is required as the home would be 40.1 ft. to the lake whereas 75 ft. is required and 7 ft. from the holding tank whereas 10 ft. is required. The Township approved of the request as the original cabin footprint would not be modified, it would be further from the lake, and it would be serviced by new holding tanks. Public comment submitted was in support of the variance request. The proposed location of the holding tank was not a concern of a Planning & Zoning septic specialist.

B. Miller – lot is located on a peninsula and has very flat grades. Anything done would have to be raised. The design is to raise the home to meet the requirements of Ordinary High-Water Elevation (OHW). A lot of what was looked at was anyway to make improvements. Concern is that there is no parking. Aerial photo was displayed with the road and parking area reviewed. With the location of the holding tanks the site is very limited with areas to park. Addressed parking area the best they could and looked at moving the home as far back as possible so they could improve on lake setbacks. Current building coverage is at 7.9% and will remain the same. There is a large deck or what might be considered at grade level patio with a lot of that impervious replaced by driveway.

C. No public comment. 

D. Neumann questioned if the footprint is the same with Miller confirming.  J. Adickes asked for photos of existing building to be displayed as he explained there is a small portion of the home that is currently a single story porch and the plan is to expand that area to be full 2nd story. With photo of home displayed the area in question was reviewed. K. Adickes – in the end the footprint will remain the same. Ogle – footprint will not be increased but the expansion of living area will increase over that portion that is considered a single-story porch. J. Adickes – currently there is 6” of water in the home. As mentioned, they will be raising the home almost 4 ft. Neumann questioned how much fill will be added. J. Adickes – not adding fill, will put the foundation walls up higher. Not much fill will be added to the site. Neumann – normally on a new construction his thought is all rules should be followed. This Board also almost never allows this close to the lake. In this case it is a replacement of an existing home that is staying in the same footprint with nowhere else to go and meet the 75 ft. setback. J. Adickes – there is absolutely nowhere. Miller – setbacks overlap. K. Adickes – looking to preserve the quaintness of the property. The only neighbor this would impact and he had no concerns. J. Adickes – that driveway and space is shared and there really is no parking. K. Adickes – since purchasing the property we have helped maintained the road and made improvements.  

E. Mol – shares some of the same concerns. How much higher is the home going compared to the original? One of the items this Board needs to look at is how the building will infringe on the lake. J. Adickes – spoke with neighbor behind them and there are no concerns as his view is out the east side. Mol – concern is the overall height. Not expanding, which most of the time people want to add and make bigger. Feels that everything being done is an improvement. Only real concern is the height. B. Scheuble – at highest point to grade is approximately 15.5 ft. J. Adickes – the building will be raised 4 ft. to get above floodwaters. Miller – building will go up considerably, there isn’t much of a choice. House is on a peninsula this doesn’t impede a neighbors view. 

F. Vick questioned if the height of each level can be 8 ft. ceilings. He does not see a necessity to have 9 ft. ceilings. That additional 1 ft. on each floor would be a more modest overall height increase. K. Adickes stated they have 5 children so when putting 7 into that first floor it feels crowded. Asked if only the 2nd floor could be the 8 ft. height with the 9 ft. on the 1st floor. Vick – a home on a peninsula could look very high from the lake. Would be more comfortable if both levels were 8 ft. J. Adickes – originally visited with the County and spoke with Barry [Rhineberger] and switched to conversing with Aaron [Ogle]. It was mentioned there are grey areas with exact replacement. Barry was more concerned with vaulted ceilings and being drastically raised. Ogle – cannot speak to what Barry might have said but MN State Statue does address exact replacement with some leeway regarding a change in roof pitch or bringing up sidewall. This only applies to exact replacement and this request has an increase in living area and is therefore not an exact replacement and the standard does not apply. Vick and J. Adickes continued to discuss the building plan with relationship to ceiling heights. K. Adickes – the neighbor behind is way up and will appear taller than their cabin. J. Adickes asked for Beacon photos of the neighbors home to be displayed as he and K. Adickes explained how their house will look from the lake compared to that of the existing neighbors home. Vick – reiterated that to him a new home that is going up higher is a concern. 

G. Aarestad – feels this is a modest home in the same footprint. There will not be an increase in stormwater runoff and the additional square footage is modest. There is a little concern on height and if this new home would stand out and how it will be perceived from across the lake. This is a smaller home and he feels the height impact will be minimal. Suggestion of 8 ft. ceilings would help keep the height down. 

H. Jones – agrees with comments and dropping ceiling height a foot on both floors would help. 

I. [bookmark: _Int_94OcBa3V]Miller – home designer did think they could lower the home to 27 ft. 7 in. by modifying the floor trusses and other structure items being adjusted. Not quite the full 2 ft. but can be done and still keep the integrity of what they are looking for. J. Adickes – small cabin so trying to make it not feel so small. Jones – could give a limit of 27 ft. 7 in. and they could figure out how to get the design to work with that limitation. 

J. Ogle – under on impervious coverage, existing and proposed. Questioned if there is a plan for gutter locations or downspouts. There is water on 3 of the 4 sides so is there a way to prevent water from going all to one direction? Miller – the property is really flat and there is a little bit of ice ridge around the shore. Owners are professional landscapers and it has been talked about. Idea is for some no mow areas or rain gardens to be included in the plans. With the flatness of the lot the water doesn’t really make it to the lake. Multiple conversations have been had and owners are planning to address runoff. Vick – the neighbor is higher? Miller – roughly 6’ higher. Water will not run towards the neighbors. Vick – staff could look at drainage and require a water management plan. Ogle stated he simply brought it up as an opportunity for the Board to discuss. 

K. Neumann questioned if the lake association had input in these building plans, design, or review.  K. Adickes – no, but personally knows the president and it feels like everyone around the lake is following what is happening. They have spoken and communicated with several neighbors and so far, no one has concerns and are happy it is being fixed up. They are not pushing for a huge home they just want a small and quaint cabin. 

L. Vick – confirmed maximum height being proposed.  B. Scheuble – 27 ft. 7 in. height. 

M. Motion made by Vick to approve a 28.25 ft. x 30.5 ft. two-level home that would be 40.1 ft. from the Ordinary High-Water of the lake and 7 ft. from the holding tank and in accord with Site and Building plans noted Exhibit "A." Conditions: 1) the maximum height of the structure be 27 ft. 7 in.; 2) a stormwater management plan be submitted showing drainage issues would not be created. Motion seconded by Aarestad. 

DISUCSSION: Mol – this Board has many times seen situations where applicants want to expand and make homes larger. In this situation there is practical difficulty with water on all 3 sides and no ability to meet setbacks. The applicant is not asking to expand but is working hard to improve setbacks and this is a unique situation.  

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY


5. KAREN TRONDSON – New

LOCATION: 16828 108TH Street NW  – Lot 12, in Rolling Hills Lake Shore, 1st Addition, Section 08, Township 121, Range 28, Wright County, MN (Louisa - Southside Twp.) Tax # 217-042-000120. Property Owners: Karen Trondson

REQUEST: Variance as regulated in Section 155.026 and 155.057(E)(1) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to replace the existing home within the bluff.

Present: Karen Trondson, Dave Williams, Bernie Miller with MSTS and Brandon Scheuble with KC Custom Home Design

A. Ogle – with site plan displayed the property and request was reviewed. Property is zoned Urban/Rural Transition (R1) and located in Maple Lake on a General Development lake. The property is approximately 0.7 acres with an existing home where building coverage is 4.6% and impervious coverage is currently 21.5%. The request is to replace the existing home within the bluff. The Township approved of the request as it would be further from the lake than existing home, impervious surface reduced, and new septic tanks installed. A neighbor has no objections “unless it is a huge two-story structure that dwarfs the surrounding homes.” Pointed out that the way the bluff is looked at and how it wraps around an area that is less than 18% measuring up the bluff. The lake side of the proposed home is not in the bluff but is in the bluff setback. The southeast section of the home does fall back into the bluff. 

B. Trondson – father purchased in 1952 as a family cabin. In the 70’s a double car garage was added as was a front room and deck, which is currently in the lake setback. Looking to come back from the lake to 84’ and make this their home. 

C. Miller – the site is confusing with the bluff and rules. As you come up from the lake you get to the top of a bluff that flattens off than you hit the toe of the bluff. There is no setback to the toe of the bluff but that is also where the bluff starts again. There is a really small area that is flat. Initially spoke with the DNR regarding the bluff definition and it was determined the area is still in the bluff system. They took an approach to make as much improvement as possible. The house meets the lake setback at 84.7 ft. One concern with the design of the house was the hill and ability to turn around without filling in the bluff. They did work out a design of the site and home to address this concern.  Mr. Miller passed to the Board a handout displaying some existing and proposed figures. First item was the amount of the existing home in the bluff, which is 373 sq. ft. The proposed home will have 97 sq. ft. in the bluff, which is a 276 sq. ft. improvement. The next item showed the existing area within the bluff setback of 1,052 sq. ft. with the proposed building having 998 sq. ft. within the bluff setback.  

D. No public comment. 

E. Mol – proposed location is an improvement to the lake setback. As with the last request a person can replace exactly the same but this request is trying to improve the property and get the building out of the bluff. Questioned landscaping plans. How will areas be stabilized and blended back into the landscape? Trondson – have worked with the designer on some plans. Will do some gutters and make sure the rain runoff doesn’t go into the lake or neighbors. There will be some water coming down the hill but will do what they can to prevent water issues. Williams – have been cautious with runoff. There is a lot of growth and they will purposely leave alone. Miller – went from 21.5% impervious coverage down to 18.4% coverage. The existing driveway is a lot of the impervious being removed with a lot of the house will go over the existing driveway. Currently there is a lot of water coming down that driveway and there is potential to go straight down the north side or towards the lake. The house location add some additional flatter space between the lake and home. Mol asked if septic system will be replaced. Miller – confirmed. 

F. Vick – likes the proposal and moving it back from the lake. 

G. Jones – no additional comment. Plan was done well. 

H. Neumann – even though some areas are in the bluff setback when you look at the topography it is hard to determine where bluff stops and what is a hill. It does come up steep from lake and then is less steep. By moving back this gives water more time to soak in. The driveway water will be a battle. Miller – it is a gravel surface. Neumann – friend added concrete and installed channels every few feet to try to address water flow. Looks like the only location for the house is where proposed.  Likes that the home will be meeting the side yard setbacks and installing a new septic system. 

I. Aarestad – agrees with other comments and this is a well done plan. 

J. Neumann moved to approve the replacement of the existing home as presented within the bluff per Building and Site plans marked Exhibit “A” and Septic plan marked Exhibit “B”.  Seconded by Jones. 

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY



6. BILL WHELAN – New

LOCATION: 5991 Devitt Ave NW – Lots 3 and 4, Sunset View Addition in Section 04, Township 120, Range 26, Wright County, MN (Maple Lake - Maple Lake Twp.) Tax # 210-035-000030. Property Owners: William J. Whelan & Diane M. Whelan

REQUEST: Variance as regulated in section 155.026, 155.049(F), and 155.057(E)(1) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to construct a garage within the bluff that would also be located inside of the road and side yard setback.

Present: Bill Whelan

A. Ogle – displayed the site details and reviewed the request. The property is zoned Urban/Rural Transition (R1) and located on Maple Lake, which is a General Development lake. The property is approximately 0.31 acres. The request is to construct a 22 ft. x 30 ft. (660 sq. ft.) garage within the bluff and 24 ft. from the centerline of the road and 4 ft. from the west side lot line. A variance is required as the garage footprint would be within the bluff. The garage would also be 24 ft. from the centerline of the road whereas 65 ft. is required. It would also be 4 ft. from a side property line whereas 10 ft. is required. The Township approved of the request to build a garage.

B. Whelan – owns the next door cabin lot but does not want to combine the 2 parcels. In the future they would like to build a home and retire at this location. His father has owned the property since the late 60’s. 

C. No public comment. 

D. Vick – this is a good size garage in the bluff, he would like a site inspection. He likes to see requests related to bluffs and get an idea of the surroundings. Questioned comment about not combining parcels. Ogle – with the property displayed it was reviewed that there are 2 parcels with each having 2 lots owned under a single parcel number. Each parcel has its own buildability and reason for wanting to keep them separate. Vick – in the bluff and would like a site visit. 

E. Jones – agree with member Vick. It is difficult to take a look on paper and would like a site visit. 

F. Neumann – 24 ft. from the center line with the driving surface and road ditch means that building is really close if the township wants to maintain or reshape the road. This is why the setback is at 65 ft. Feels 24 ft. is too close. Whelan – Township approved and it is a dead-end road. Neumann – even dead-end roads are improved. Questioned who owns the property to the west, where the 4 ft. setback is. Whelan stated that he does and the reason for this location is due to the septic system site. He wanted to provide enough room for the pumper truck to have access to the holding tank. Neumann – these lots can be sold separately. Ogle – would need to review required criteria for a definitive answer but most likely the 2 lots under the same parcel number could not be sold separately. Whelan – asked for confirmation if the question is about splitting the little lots. Neumann – at 4 ft. it is very difficult to maintain a building without trespassing on the neighboring parcel. Ogle – clarified there are 2 separate parcels with each parcel having 2 lots. With the site plan displayed Ogle reviewed the parcels and lots. Whelan – understanding is that the smaller lots could not be sold separately except to the neighbor. Ogle – that would have to be looked into but related to this request the 4 ft. setback is in question and yes, that boarding parcel could be sold. Neumann – sees the 4 ft. as troublesome but if looking at the site it might be something he would be willing to consider. 
G. Mol – agrees with comments from member Neumann. There does not seem to be a place on the property that isn’t in a bluff. Ogle – agreed. Mol – would like to look at the site and see the neighborhood. At this point reluctant to allow a building in the bluff. Past applications reviewed were existing building situations but this is a case of new going into a bluff. 

H. Aarestad – shares some of the same sentiments. 

I. Mol moved to continue the hearing to May 19, 2023, to allow time for a site inspection. Vick seconded the motion.  


VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY



7. MARK SCHRAMEL – New

LOCATION: 3935 Donnelly Drive NW – Part of Lot 9, all of Lot 10 & Part of Lot 11, Maple Crest,  according to plat of record, Section 4, Township 120, Range 26, Wright County, Minnesota. (Maple Lake – Maple Lake Twp.)  Tax #210-014-000090

REQUEST: Variance as regulated in Section 155.026, 155.006, & 155.049(F)(2) of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to allow an addition connecting the home and detached garage. The existing garage is inside of the road setback and proposed building coverage would exceed the maximum allowed.

Present: Mark Schramel 

A. Ogle – with property details displayed the request was reviewed. The property is zoned Urban/Rural Transition (R1) and is a non-riparian property but located within the shoreland jurisdiction of a General Development lake. The property is approximately 0.26 acres with an existing building coverage of 15% and existing impervious coverage of 25.8%. A variance was approved in 2020 for a 23.5 ft. x 24 ft. detached garage that would be 30 ft. from the traveled road. As part of that approval, a 102.5 sq. ft. shed was to be removed and the building coverage would be at 15%. That 102.5 sq. ft. shed has yet to be removed. The request is to construct an 8 ft. x 20 ft. (160 sq. ft.) addition connecting the home and detached garage with a total building coverage of 16.4%. Even with the shed removed building coverage would be at 16.4%. A variance is required as the existing garage is 30 ft. from the centerline of the road as traveled whereas 65 ft. is required, and proposed building coverage is 16.4% whereas 15% is the maximum. The Township approved of the request for the addition.

B. Schramel – purchased the property in 2018. It was in rough shape and has been completely updated and gutted to the studs. Within the last few years, they did purchase a back lot designated for a new septic system, which was just installed last summer. The idea is to move that 102.5 sq. ft. building onto that backlot. That has yet to be done because some fill needed to come in and there wasn’t a place to put the shed. The plan is to move that shed this summer. Feels the hardship they face is Donnelly Drive. Their property line stops just before the tree line with about 2,500 sq. ft. of land they maintain that they do not get credit for in terms of lot size. Across the lake they get credit for property all the way to the water. With the shed moved the request is asking for 1.4% above allowed building coverage. If they would have done this differently, they would have built the garage and attached at that time. The garage is 5 ft. from the kitchen and they thought the area between house and garage would be more usable. With the shadow from the garage and house there are ice-dams and it really is not a very usable space. The septic pipes are in this area and there is always a smell between the house and garage. This addition would alleviate some issues. Finally, they are looking to move the location of the laundry into breezeway addition. 

C. No public comment.

D. Jones – confirmed Township approved. Ogle – stated they approved but did not provide reasoning. Jones – feels the addition doesn’t affect the coverage. Will like to hear what others have to say. 

E. Neumann – the 2020 minutes approved the request at 15% building coverage. This was a recent decision and it was clear there would be no additional building coverage allowed. He is going to stick with that same decision. 

F. Mol stated he has some of the same concerns. At that time the building was asked to be removed and wasn’t. Now putting on a breezeway with a washer and dryer really isn’t a breezeway it is a full addition to the home. Reading from the 2020 minutes there is a statement made by Quiggle; “applicant should understand this is the last structure due to lot coverage. Schramel understands”. The limit was known, therefore wants to see lot coverage at 15%. 

G. Vick – agree with comments from the Board. It was clear at that time what was being asked and required. 

H. Aarestad – has a different take on the request. Originally when he reviewed the report his answer would have been a no. For a lot of us when we embark on a construction project, we are rookies and make mistakes. Understanding that this might have been a mistake and if known about beforehand would have done differently. Concerned with the ice-damn and water issues that are arising in the space. Feels there is a hardship with the drainage and collection of snow and ice. Does not see this as wanting more but trying to fix an issue. Feels that the location is modest and simple. Being that this is correcting a problem he could go along with the variance. Questioned if there is an opportunity to remove the shed. Schramel – absolutely. When the back lot was purchased, the intent was to install a septic system and bring in fill. Now that fill has been brought in and the plan is to move the shed.  Ogle – in the 2020 variance approval the condition was that the shed is to be moved off site. It was not if the applicant can move it, it was stated the applicant had to move it. If shed was moved today they would be at 15% building coverage and then if addition added they would be at 16.4%.  It is not 16.4% including the shed. If they keep the shed with this addition the building coverage would be higher than the 16.4%. 

I. Aarestad – if vote now it does sound like a good chance the request will not be approved. There are a few options. The request can be withdrawn. Secondly, there is a chance to continue the item to the next meeting and present a revised plan. Lastly, the Board can vote and if denied would be part of the record. 

J. Schramel – when the back lot property was purchased the septic contractor indicated the shed would be in the way of equipment during installation. Which is why it is not yet back there. He really believes they face a significant hardship with Donnelly Drive and that they do not get credit for land they maintain. Aarestad – what is before the Board is this request and they need to know how to proceed. Ogle – right at 15% with the garage and home. Likely won’t tear off a portion of the garage or home so there really does not appear there is an option to remove any building to get the addition and down to 15% building coverage. Sounds like the there isn’t much wiggle room from the 15% so not sure it would be in the applicant's best interest to continue the matter. Schramel – questioned if there is wiggle room. Aarestad – can’t speak for the Board but based on discussion he can decide what step he would like. Schramel stated he would like to continue. 

J. Mol moved to continue the hearing to May 19, 2023, to allow time for applicant to revise plans based on discussion. Jones seconded the motion.  


VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY


8. MICHAEL BUNN – New

LOCATION: 1156 State Hwy 25 SE  – the W 1/2 of the NW 1/4 of Section 08, Township 119, Range 25, Wright County, MN (Rockford Twp.) Tax # 215-100-082201. Property Owners: Gary R Ilstrup, Roger K Ilstrup & Carol Isltrup, Lee Russeth

REQUEST: 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 create a “1 per 40” entitlement division over 10.0 acres with over 2.5 acres of prime soils.

Present: Ryan Sarkinen and Michael Bunn

A. Ogle addressed the applicant regarding a recent email from the current property owners. The email was received yesterday around 4:00 p.m., after staff report was sent. Gary Ilstrup along with his siblings sent an email with information that has been provided to the Board. Gary as well as his brother and sister now believe that they made and error in “selling” this farmland to the church. From Planning & Zoning perspective the land (proposed division) cannot be sold unless properly approved. They do go into detail as to why they believe it was an error for them to be selling this land to the church. It was suggested to give the Board time to review the new details. The applicant indicated they were not aware of this change and had not seen the email. 

B. Aarestad called for a 5 minute break to allow the applicant time to review the new details. The Board was called back to order at 10:10 a.m. 

C. Ogle stated he is willing to continue with the review of the request but wanted to see how the applicant or Board wanted to proceed prior to continuing. 

D. Bunn asked for the opportunity to continue the item to the next meeting so they could review details with the Board of Trustees. 

E. Mol moved to continue the hearing to May 19, 2023, at request of the applicant. Seconded by Vick.  


VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY



9. JACQUELYN MOORES – New

LOCATION: Up The Creek Bar and Grill - 4246 112th Street NW – Lot P & Lot K of Gov. Lot 1, Section 05, Township 121, Range 26, Wright County, MN (Silver - Silver Creek Twp.) Tax # 216-000-054110, 216-000-054112, 216-000-054105, 216-000-054106. Property Owners: Moores & Maas Properties, LLC.

REQUEST: Variance as regulated in section 155.026 of Chapter 155, Title XV, Land Usage & Zoning of the Wright County Code of Ordinances to allow the expansion of an existing nonconforming use. The expansion would be to include outdoor music.

Present: Christina Maas, Jen Doherty

A. Ogle displayed the aerial photo while explaining the request. The non-riparian property is zoned Commercial Recreation Shorelands and is within the shoreland jurisdiction of Silver Lake, which is a Recreational Development lake. The property currently has an existing nonconforming use for a bar/grill. In 2022 this Board denied a request to expand the existing nonconforming use to include live outdoor music. Similar to that request this request is proposing expansion of the existing nonconforming use to allow outdoor music. The Township approved of outdoor music on Thursdays from 6:00pm to 9:00pm and Sundays from 2:00pm to 5:00pm. Comment from the public said they had issues with fire safety of assembly occupants, parking, traffic, customers of the bar wondering the road and neighboring properties. Another comment from the public said the area outside is already overcrowded and there is no room for parking except on the road. Also stating there should be no evening music and day music should be toned down. Another comment from the public was opposed to any variance to allow outdoor music in silver creek. They said the business creates excess noise pollution, traffic and parking problems, and property value concerns.

B. Doherty – apologized for negligence in the past. Personally, she did partner with the business last year. It has been a lot of learning legalities and moving forward they do want to make sure they are doing things properly and following all guidelines. The restaurant is a difficult business and you are having to continuously work on the menu or atmosphere to keep customers coming back. One of their struggles is their location, they are 10 miles from any town and unlike in the City of Monticello where you can drive 3 blocks with 4 restaurants to choose from. They need to make their location a destination location so people make the drive and keep coming back. With that they are having to recreate menus or do new things to attract customers. Live music is one of those items. There are a lot of places that have darts during the week or bingo another night but they are trying to recreate the wheel. With the Township having their back the last few years and providing support, they are just asking for live music 2 days a week. Thursdays from 6:00pm to 9:00pm and Sundays from 2:00pm to 5:00pm starting mid-May through the end of September. They would not be adding additional seating and they do not want to open a private section for live music. Looking to create an atmosphere to keep those that are already there to stay longer. Would ask for no more than a 3 person set with most of the time a solo act. They would not allow any drum sets, electric guitars, or highly amplified music. Asking to go to 9 pm because with Wright County having a 10 pm noise ordinance they are trying to give an extra hour so they don’t go right to the end. Currently they are locked into their property and they can’t expand the business. It is vital they make most of the busy time of year. The restaurant industry is hard and summer is when they are generally busier and when they try to make as much as they can so they can get through winters. Their building is small so they are trying to be creative, inventive and be a family friendly business. Their goal is to be able to appeal to people of all ages. Maas – owned Up The Creek for roughly 16 years. They are unique as they are in the middle of nowhere and they have to therefor adjust business practices because they are not in a large town. They don’t have the room for 20 different tap beers, dart boards, game rooms, outdoor volleyball, or large gathering rooms. The one thing they came up with that makes them different is live music. People love music and music brings people joy and is why the City of Buffalo put their stage in by the lake. They would appreciate support and approval just as the Township Board did twice. 

C. Aarestad opened the hearing to the public with a reminder to keep comment to 3 minutes. 


· [bookmark: _Int_Kp5FqeM7]Rod Quist stated he was here on behalf of several neighbors that could not attend or are fearful of the intimation that has occurred. Last year the Board seemed pretty adamant on the 1,000 ft. within a lake and he would like to see that stick. Last year Mr. Jones stated that he checked out the business and felt there was enough business without the music. Since losing the ability for music it has been quitter. There has not been the music or the traffic that goes with the music so it has been an improvement. An issue that has come up is they have rules that were supposed to be attained. He has not heard any of what they wanted to do to address issues brought up. Believes there is a state law regarding a business installing a fence when abutting a residence. They are making it sound like no music is a hardship but a business licenses do not guarantee you will succeed. Feels that they have been doing plenty of business. It has been busy all winter long with plenty of sleds and cars. Earlier this year he had a snowmobile rip through his front yard as well as the neighbor's yard and to do so the person had to go out of his way. That is what he means by his intimation comment. He will ask that the Board deny the request for music. Questioned if the building that was approved last year was even inspected. The band stage points to the south there is nothing to address that and the stage is pointing at multiple homes. 

· Tom Moores – 748 101sth St, Silver Creek Twp. – lived here for 27 years and coming to the area since the 1970’s. His children’s great grandparents were the original owners of the bar and also owned and ran the hardware store across the street. Over the years he has seen multiple bar owners come and go. A few years there were bar owners that had not ideal clientele. Believes these current owners have strived to make this bar a place you can bring family and friends. He has been to the bar Thursday evenings and Sunday afternoons during music and found it very accommodating. Musicians were usually one or two with an acoustic or electric guitar. Never did he see a full band with base and drums. He did attend the Township meeting when owners were there asking for outdoor music. At that meeting the Township Board unanimously approved outside music on Thursday and Sunday afternoons. There were some concerns from residents on traffic, parking, and music. Through word of mouth people have heard about the great food and atmosphere so naturally this brings more vehicles to the neighborhood and in turn brings a problem of occasional vehicle speeding, carelessness, and parking issues. He is now retired but for many years worked for a City in Wright County. Many times, he had residents call his office with same concerns and the City would direct to the Sheriff as they are the ones that handle code violations. He would tell local residents to try and get the vehicle details and contact the Sheriff Department. Another item brought up at the Township meeting was that the bar is in violation of the shoreland zoning regulation with regards to music within a certain distance.  This is not a rule he was aware of and therefore contact Planning & Zoning and spoke with Mr. Ogle. He was informed there is no setback for music in the shoreland ordinance. Ogle – confirmed nothing Planning & Zoning would be able to enforce regarding music setback. Moores – Mr. Ogle did state that outdoor music at this bar does require a variance and is why the owners are here today. He would like to see the Board allow outdoor music at this bar on Thursdays evenings and Sunday afternoons as he finds the music very enjoyable. 

D. [bookmark: _Int_5kUpPVsU]Jones – in pervious hearings there were some permits that had not been applied for. Ogle – last year that was regarding the covered patio. The Board approved the covered patio with requirement to apply for building permit. That permit was applied for but the building has not yet been inspected. As part of that he believes the structure should be inspected prior to allowing public use. Parking on the County Highway right-of-way is not enforced by Planning and Zoning.  

· Dan Korbel – lives 2 doors from the bar. Moved there 11 years ago and feels most of the noise on the road is motorcycles. Hears the motorcycles in the summer more than he hears the music. The music is not loud it is the motorcycles. Personally, believes the neighbors are using the music as a way to address the highway noise. His objective today is to support the bar and the music. It is not loud; it does get a little cramped with parking but overall, everyone is respectful and meaningful. As a member and Deacon of Silver Creek Community Church, they have no complaints, have had no issues and they are about 500 ft. from the bar. As far as the church goes they have no complaints about the bar. 

· James Anderson – some items he cannot speak to as he doesn’t live in the area but he is a musician that has played at this location. He has professionally played for 25 years with about 100 shows a year at many types of venues. One item that he can add is that he has seen many of these events and as previously mentioned regarding motorcycle noise he would very much agree. The vast amount of bars he has been in would qualify more as noisy, loud, and rowdy. This show is not rowdy, he would much rather put this on the end of family restaurant. He does not see fights, arguments and all those items he would put with rowdy. The amplification being used is minimal. He would put it at the very bottom of what he would qualify as amplified music, it couldn’t go much lower for outdoor music. He has seen the music help the bar. With issues still occurring in the winter it doesn’t sound like the live music is the problem but more that they just don’t want the people there. For what they are asking he would definitely give them an A+ when it comes to a family environment and not put it in the bar environment. People mostly just sit and listen. 

· Samantha Nelson – 12 years as an employee. No music has taken a toll on her income. She does reply on the summers, especially the 6 hours of music does make a huge difference. There was some more snowmobiles this year but it still didn’t help at all.

· John Krause – parking is a problem. Any event people are parking up and down the street, sometimes parked properly and sometimes not. Not sure how they can regulate how many people are in attendance when they do not have a fence or contained area.  Biggest issue is parking. No problem with music, it is the parking and everything else it brings to the town. There is a school bus that stops before and after school right outside of the bar. Some kids parents are there but some kids are wandering through the bar unsupervised and would have access to debris or cigarettes. Feels there needs to be a fence. 

· Bill Anderson – lives on backside of the parking area. Reiterated what was stated about the fencing. Stated this concern last year and no one came out to look. His fence is always getting knocked down. His concern is people breaking into his garage. He did put up a snow fence and they are parking all the way back, right to the fence. People wander into his backyard and constantly tossing beer bottles and garbage in his yard. Not sure what the ordinance is on the fencing. Knows they will have the street dance, which is fantastic for them. This is a huge event with 100’s and 100’s of people walking in his yard and knocking over his fence. His biggest concern is people parking right up to his property. Last year after the meeting, where the Board ruled on a 1,000 ft. from the lake, he gets home after meeting and it was posted on their [Up The Creek Bar] Facebook that it was neighbors that caused the denial. His quality of life has been affected and he wonders if these people will burn down his garage or steal from him. It would have been nice if the reason of denial was clearly stated as the ordinance not the neighbors. Stating they care about the neighbors is nowhere near the truth. Does not know why there is not a fence. Prior property owners did have a fence but when the house came down so did the fence and nothing was put back up. He would feel more secure with a fence. 

· Deanne Mantei – lives 900 steps from the bar. Her granddaughter takes the school bus with no problems, if kids wonder around that is the parents issue. Grandkids love the outdoor music. They can run around on the grass with other kids. There is never a problem and it is just a good place. Won’t deny there is traffic but there is going to be traffic regardless. The motorcycle burnouts are not the bars fault, they can’t control that. To have the music just a few days a month is not harmful, in her opinion.

· Troy Spooner – musician and would like to say that this establishment is family orientated. Never played at a place that has had so many families and kids come out enjoying a day of music and fun. It is an amazing thing. All the places he has been you just don’t get the atmosphere as you do here. The world we live in is not a good place and people need an escape. He feels the majority of people that visit the venue for live music gives them piece and joy. Feels it is important for a lot of people, not just this restaurant and us musician but it is important for people to have stuff like this in their lives.  

· Mike Merchant – 112th NW – lives pretty close to the bar and feels the disrespect is his main concern. People park right in front of his house when there is room in the parking lot and to him that is disrespectful. The more people that come in the more it is going to happen. There is room in the parking lot at the bar but instead they park in front of his house. Ever since he has complained it seems to happen more and more. 

· Rod Quist – part of the music is that it needs to be contained. Before last year’s meeting he brought up the point that if having music, a fence is needed to contain. The way the band shell is pointed there is nothing to knock down the music. If going to approve he would like a condition that there is a privacy fence all along the south boarder to contain music. Another neighbor did provide a quick print that was on the Up The Creek Bar Facebook page dated March 12th which stated they are searching for a street dance band. He thought they needed a variance. Ogle – Street dance is not approval from Planning & Zoning that is through another County Department. Quist – if granted he would like to see a condition for an 8-10 ft. privacy fence to keep noise in. If the Board is granting this request, he would like it articled as to what immediate hardships are being addressed and what documentation lead to that decision and how bad faith was taken into consideration. Feels they have not proven a hardship case. If the hardship is money they are as busy as they have ever been. 


E. Neumann – reviewed the minutes and motion from August 2022 for the outdoor music was denied. He was opposed to that motion at that time. In looking through the notes of the meeting minutes it seems like the same issues with traffic, parking and maybe some patrons not staying on the property. It is easy to see that perhaps the bar is where these issues come from but it is really a Wright County Sheriff problem. He is not sure a privacy fence will solve all problems but it would be a good idea to contain people onto the property of the restaurant. He is not sure it needs to be a privacy fence. Township Board is the face of the community and if there are problems then that is where these issues with parking and traffic should be brought up. Twice the Township has approved the request and he will also approve of the request. 

F. Mol – adding onto what Mr. Neumann stated, the last time he did vote for the denial. He does not see a lot of things have changed but if this is approved a screening fence needs to be included. Each person asking for denial has mentioned a fence. He does not feel a chain link fence is adequate but needs to be to be at least a 7 ft. privacy fence on a minimum 2 sides of the property. It will keep patrons and rubbish on the bar property. Frustrated there has been a lot of social media posts and he can understand the feeling of intimation. There was a gravel meeting last night with a full room and over 50 letters from residents were received. He didn’t get a lot of letters from residence stating for or against. Those are some of things this Board has to consider. If approved he feels there needs to be some restrictions or privacy fencing to protect the neighbors as they have rights and a common ground needs to be found. 

G. Vick – feels the Board can help with requiring a fence. Maybe the residents need to go in with the bar owner on a fence. He would be okay with something like a 6 ft. vinyl fence. Similar is that he moved into the country and the farmers where already there so he can’t complain about the smell as he knew he was moving into farming country. His suggestion would be that the patio area be caution off until the building inspection is completed. Likes that they use local talent. Voted yes with the last request and feels that the 2 days proposed is not too much and would be okay with approving this request with the added conditions. 

H. Jones – as a member of the community he has stopped at the establishment numerous times. Only problem is if Thursday night has been a night of complaints. Maas asked for clarification on what type of complaint. Jones – if the music wasn’t on Thursday night because they have to go to work Friday morning. Doherty – that is one of the main reasons they are only asking for 9pm versus the 10pm noise ordinance. Any other day of the week there is a radio on the patio until 10pm. This is actually earlier than what other noise would be playing every day. Jones asked if other nights have been looked at. Doherty – brining in certain things to attract more customers is related to the days you are slower. Thursday night is one of the slower nights and why this day was chosen. Maas – also competing with what other bars are doing and trying to capitalize on your own evening. Jones – it was the Township or the Board that had some no parking signs requested. Maas– Township put up some no parking signs. They do as much as they can and will ask patrons to move if they are parked incorrectly. Doherty – with aerial displayed it was explained how parking can be an issue in particular locations due to where the no parking signs are located. Ogle – reminded the Board and applicant that parking in the right-of-way is a County Highway issue. Doherty stated she is working with the Highway Department. 

I. Aarestad – commended everyone for sharing concerns and support. Not very often do they get a civil group so it is appreciated. In his opinion he voted no before and is looking at this as a quality of life issue. Doing a great job and any businessowner knows it is a struggle. Music is just a single component but unfortunately hard work and success has outgrown itself. Problems are items neighbors and businessowner have no control over. The one thing this Board can do to help mitigate some of the issues and concerns is to not have the music. He is not in favor of the variance.

J. Mol questioned if there is a way to work together and put in a fence. To him a solid, to the ground, 7 ft. fence will help with a few of the issues. This is a situation where we can try to work together. Vick – 6 ft. is typical size. Mol – this is not a typical situation. Aarestad – agrees a fence will help but there are many other issues and there is also a quality of life issue. Mol – personally tries his best to follow recommendation of the Township. This is the second time the Township has unanimously approved. The Township are the people that are there, it is their Board meetings they will get yelled at or told there isn’t a problem. If there is a problem the Township Board better step up and take care of the problem. He is changing his vote from the last meeting but the Township both times have stated they want this. Struggles with going against the township boards and in this case they have approved twice. 

K. Neumann asked member Mol for a figurative explanation of what his thoughts are with a fence.  Mol – encompasses the property, other than County roadside. Neumann – County Road 123 is on the southern side and where concerns was mentioned regarding music facing that way. Mol – across the road is an old building. Doherty confirmed that building is vacant. Maas stated they would be okay with a fence that member Mol described. Ogle – displayed a preliminary fence drawing for review. Mol – suggestion would be a solid fence at a minimum of 7 ft. and solid to the ground. Thought is at 6 ft. garbage can easily be tossed over but at 7 ft. it takes more work and hopefully someone will see this happening. To be maintained the fence should be 2 ft. off lot line. 

L. Ogle – based on most recent discussion, it would appear there is some talk amongst the Board leaning towards approval. He would recommend continuation to next meeting so that staff can draft a motion with appropriate conditions based on discussion. Mol – along with discussions is there a need to include a condition regarding being good neighbors and cleaning up the area. Vick – inspection of covered patio should be completed. Jones – the times he has driven through it has been very clean. 

M. Vick moved to continue the request until the May 19, 2023 meeting so that staff could draft a motion for approval with appropriate conditions based on the discussion. Motion second by Jones. 

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

N. Mol moved to close public comment. Seconded by Neumann. 

VOTE:  CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

SITE INSPECTION
Board scheduled a site inspection date for Wednesday, April 26, with the Board to meet at 8:00 a.m. at the Government Center.



Meeting adjourned at 11:11 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,


Aaron Ogle
Planner
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Cc:  Board of Adjustment
        Applicants/Owners
        Twp. Clerks

