
 

 

PINE COUNTY ZONING BOARD AGENDA 
Thursday February 22, 2018 
5:30 p.m. Pine County Courthouse Boardroom 

635 Northridge Dr. Ste 250, Pine City 
 

 

 

 

A.) CALL MEETING TO ORDER 

B.) PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

C.) APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

D.) APPROVAL OF MINUTES - January 18, 2018 

E.) MINOR SUBDIVISION REPORT 

F.) OLD BUSINESS 
1.) Expansion of Nonconformities 
 

G.) NEW BUSINESS 
1.) County Zoning Initiative 

 Background 

 Issue identification 

 Approach Recommendations 
 

 
 

H.) ADJOURNMENT 
 

There are no land use applications to review or public hearings to be held 
at this meeting. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, ZONING, AND SOLID WASTE 

635 Northridge Dr Ste. 250Pine City, MN  55063 

(320) 216-4220 (800) 450-7463 x4220 

 

 

 

Memo 
 

To: Pine County Zoning Board 

From: Caleb Anderson, Land and Resources Manager 

Date: February 12, 2017 

Re: Feb 22, 2018 Zoning Board Meeting: County Zoning Initiative 

 

Background 

The Pine County Board of Commissioners is interested in pursuing a county zoning ordinance. The Pine County 

Comprehensive Plan gave considerable attention to the concept and township officials are anticipating the 

County to act. The County Board would like to begin with recommendations from the Zoning Board on how to 

approach the planning process. Based on previous discussions, staff have provided three potential approaches 

to a county zoning ordinance in this memo. Additional ideas are welcome. The February 22, 2018 meeting will 

focus on this concept. 

 

If you have not done so, please consider reviewing the goals, facts and concerns, and recommendations of the 

Pine County Comprehensive Plan 2017-2030. The County’s new ordinance should be consistent with the vision 

of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Approach A 

Create a traditional zoning and land use ordinance inclusive of: 

 Land use districts (commercial, agricultural, residential, industrial, etc) 

 Permitted, interim, and conditional uses by district 

 Performance standards for some specific uses (mining, salvage yards, feedlots, etc) 

 Lot dimensions and structure setbacks prescribed by district 

 

Input could be taken from residents, existing township zoning ordinances in Pine County, neighboring counties, 

and the Pine County Comprehensive Plan. If desirable, the county could put a clause in that townships do not 

need to be as restrictive as the County ordinance if they wish to continue their own zoning ordinance. 

Approximately six of Pine County’s thirty-three townships do not have zoning at this time.  

 

Enclosed is a document titled, “Zoning Ordinance Key Components,” which should provide some more 

background. 
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APPROACH A 

Pros Cons 

County creates the ordinance that it feels is most 

appropriate. 

Townships administering zoning currently may be  

dissatisfied if the County’s ordinance is more restrictive than 

theirs. 

May result in County administering zoning in more 

communities. This would result in greater consistency of 

of administration and service throughout county. 

This approach could result in an ordinance that is more 

comprehensive than other approaches and therefore more 

difficult to administratively “hit the ground running.” 

 

 

Approach B 

Inventory existing township ordinances and create zoning districts and ordinance restrictions based on what 

already exists in Pine County. If townships desire to continue administering their own zoning ordinance this 

should require very little change for them to be as restrictive as the county. If the resulting ordinance is not 

consistent with the goals of the county’s comprehensive plan, adjustments may be needed. 

 

APPROACH B 

Pros Cons 

Townships administering their own zoning would likely be 

more comfortable.  

There may be issues the County finds important that do not 

get addressed. 

 Township ordinances may be out of date and not as relevant. 

See Map 2. 

 The County cannot administer 33 different ordinances, so 

compromises would need to be made. The townships may  

not be happy with the result anyway. 

 

Approach C 

Create a land use ordinance that only addresses major uses less suitable for township zoning such as: solar 

farms, feedlots, aggregate mines, industrial uses, and others as identified in planning process. Less controversial 

topics such as road setbacks and lot dimensions could still be administered by townships.  If townships desire to 

continue to regulate major uses as listed above, they will need to be as or more restrictive than the county. 

 

APPROACH C 

Pros Cons 

This would address the land use concerns most commonly 

brought forth to the County. 

The segmentation of land use controls between  

county and townships would be intensified. This can be 

frustrating to residents. 

This would be the least cumbersome option for the County 

to administer, which should yield the greatest likelihood  

for success. 

This would allow less tailoring of uses to localities because 

the county would not have a series of districts that could 

each have their own standards. 
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Existing Township Zoning Summary 

 

In February 2018 Pine County staff did a review of recorded land use ordinances to get an idea of 

current land use controls administered by townships. This process took considerable searching so 

there is possibility that information was missed for some of the townships, resulting in less than 

100% accuracy in the maps. However, the maps should provide indication of the status of zoning 

and land use controls on a coarse scale. 

 

Map 1. Which townships have zoning and how substantial is their zoning? 

 
  

Map 1 Staff Comments:  We hoped to utilize standard criteria to classify townships as “limited,” 

and “substantial,” however, that proved difficult. The townships classified as “limited,” often have 

only minimum lot sizes and building setbacks and/or very little guidance for permitted and 

conditional use permit processing, approval criteria, etc. Some generosity was used by staff in 

classifying townships as “substantial,” if the township had a large amount of public land or low 

density of parcels. It should also be noted that summarizing recorded ordinances is not necessarily 

indicative of time and resources committed by townships to administration and enforcement. 
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Map 2. How up to date are the current land use controls?  

 

 
Map 2 Staff Comments: The information in this map is comprised of either the year of ordinance 

adoption or any amendments that were recorded since ordinance adoption, whichever is more 

recent. This map can serve as a tool in evaluation of “Approach B,” which is detailed above. This 

map shows that 21 of Pine County’s 33 townships (63%) have not updated their zoning controls in 

the last ten years. 

 

Enclosures 

       1.         Draft Agenda 

2. January 18, 2018 Zoning Board meeting minutes 

3. Zoning Ordinance Key Components Handout 

4. Minor Subdivision Report 

 

  Cc: County Board, County Attorney  



Zoning Ordinance Key Components 

I. Purpose, Jurisdiction, and Scope 

A. Describe relationship with township administration of zoning 

 

II. Administration 

A. Roles of Staff/ Board of Adjustment/ Planning Commission 

B. Permitting policies (what needs to go before Zoning Board and what can be permitted by staff) 

C. Staff site visit requirements (ie. What activities do not require site visits) 

 

III. Nonconformities 

A. Guidance on non-conforming uses, structures, and lots 

B. Expansions of nonconformities that are eligible for administrative variance 

 

IV. Variances/Appeals 

A. Guidance and criteria for consistent treatment and consideration of variances 

B. Administrative variance procedure 

 

V. Conditional Use Permits (CUP) 

A. Guidance and criteria for consistent treatment and consideration of CUPs 

 

VI. Interim Use/Provisional Use Permits (only to be used if needed) 

A. Unlike CUPs, interim use permits expire upon transfer of the property. 

B. Provisional use permits are for permitted uses that are subject to applicable performance 

standards. 

 

VII. Land Use Districts 

A. Districts may include: Agricultural and Forestry, Urban growth, Rural Residential (1, 2.5, 5, 10, 20), 

Commercial (1, 2), Commercial/Light Industrial, Commercial/Heavy Industrial) 

B. Brief description of each district and its purpose 

C. Table listing permitted and conditional uses 

D. Density, setbacks, and dimensional standards 

E. Subdivision and Platting Considerations 

 

VIII. Performance Standards 

A. List of standards for specific uses. Uses may include: Mining, feedlots, solar and wind generation, 

campgrounds, mobile home parks, golf courses, telecommunications towers, dog kennels, etc) 

 

IX. General Development Standards 

A. List of standards for general uses. Uses may include: fences, signs, stormwater management, blight 

and nuisances, accessory dwellings, etc. General uses may be tailored in leniency to different 

districts. 

X. Official Zoning Map 



 

Future Land Use Map (adopted February 2017) 

This was a component of the Comprehensive Plan. It was much coarser in scale than a zoning 

district map but should serve as a tool in creation of a zoning district map. 
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MINUTES 

PINE COUNTY ZONING BOARD 
January 18, 2018   5:00 p.m. 

Pine County Courthouse 
635 Northridge Dr, Pine City, MN 

 
 
Members Present: Nancy Rys, Dirk Nelson, Richard Glattly, Skip Thomson, 

Rick Williams, Patrick Schifferdecker (arrived late), Matt 
Ludwig 

Members Absent: Gary Valvoda (excused)  
Staff Present: Kelly Schroeder, Land Services Director  
Others Present:   Theresa & David Persons, Bob Brewster, Dan & Julie 

Berglund, Bill & Kathy Dodge 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 

Kelly Schroeder, Land Services Director called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m. 
 
ADOPTION OF BY-LAWS 
Schroeder explained the first order of business was to adopt by-laws, as any other 
business should follow the by-laws.  The 2011 planning commission’s by-laws were 
amended to reflect the Zoning Board’s authorities as presented by Schroeder. Board 
Member Skip Thomson made a motion to accept the by-laws as proposed, Board 
Member Richard Glattly seconded the motion.  5-0 to adopt the by-laws as presented.  
  
ELECTION OF OFFICERS 
Schroeder called of nominations for Chair of the Zoning Board. Glattly nominated 
Thomson for Chair.  No other nominations were received.  A unanimous ballot was cast 
for Skip Thomson as Chair of the Zoning Board, 5-0. 
 
Thomson called of nominations for Vice-Chair of the Zoning Board. Board Member Rick 
Williams nominated Glattly for Vice-Chair.  No other nominations were received.  A 
unanimous ballot was cast for Richard Glattly as Vice-Chair of the Zoning Board, 5-0. 
 
Thomson called of nominations for Secretary of the Zoning Board and nominated Board 
Member Nancy Rys for Secretary.  No other nominations were received.  A unanimous 
ballot was cast for Nancy Rys as Secretary of the Zoning Board, 5-0. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 

Thomson asked for any additions or corrections to the amended agenda received at the 
beginning of the meeting. There were no changes to the amended agenda. 
Williams/Glattly, 5-0 to approve the amended agenda. 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

Thomson asked for any additions or corrections to the December 21, 2017 Planning 
Commission minutes as written.  Schroeder noted the minutes reflect a condition of no 
overnight camping in recreational vehicles, yet the permit that was issues states no 
overnight camping and these two items should jive.  Glattly noted the minutes may be 
changed to reflect what the permits says, no overnight camping, as the discussion was 
not that specific. Glattly also noted on page 6 in the second line, there is an extra 
“following”, and this should be deleted.  Glattly/Williams, 5-0 to approve the minutes of 
the December 21, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting as amended. 
 
Thomson asked for any additions or corrections to the October 4, 2017 Board of 
Adjustment minutes as written.  No additions or corrections were needed per Rys.  
Rys/Glattly, 5-0 to approve the minutes of the October 4, 2017 Board of Adjustment 
Meeting. 
 
PERSONS VARIANCE STAFF REPORT: 
 

Schroeder gave a quick overview of the project and reminded the Board variances are 
looked at strictly with the five criteria on their worksheets.   
 
APPLICANT’S STATEMENT-PERSONS: 
 

David Persons noted the staff’s report adequately outlined the project and briefly 
discussed his viewpoint the project.    
 
PERSONS PUBLIC HEARING 
 

The public hearing was opened at 5:17 p.m.  
 
Bob Brewster, Ogema Township Zoning Administrator noted he had submitted a letter 
to the Board, which has been entered into the record, so he did not need to read it, 
however did an overview of the township requirements.  He also noted that if the 
variance is approved, given the fact Ogema has more strict road setback requirements, 
a variance will also be needed from the Township for the project. 
 
Bill Dodge asked what the percentage increase in square footage the project 
represents.  D. Persons noted the existing cabin is about 900 square feet and the 
addition is approximately 700 square feet. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 5:25 p.m. 
 
ATTORNEY AND DNR STATEMENTS 
 

Chair Thomson noted the County Attorney statement had been received and had been 
reviewed by all members present.  Schroeder noted the DNR provided no comment, as 
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they are generally more concerned with variances inside the shore impact zone, or 
within 50’ of the water.    
 
ZONING BOARD DISCUSSION – PERSONS VARIANCE 
 

Chair Thomson walked the board through evaluating the request based on the state criteria 

for variance and found the following: 
1.) The proposed use is allowed in the zoning district that the property lies in because the 

property is zoned as Residential Recreational. 
2.) The variance is in harmony with the general purpose of the Ordinance and is consistent 

with the comprehensive plan. 
3.) The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality, because this is a large 

parcel of land on the lake. 
4.) A practical difficulty does not exist on the property because several other alternatives 

which meet the ordinance requirements exist and the property was purchased after the 
ordinance went into effect.   

5.) The applicant’s proposed use is reasonable because they would like more bedrooms. 
 
Motion by Glattly, second by Williams, 5-0, to deny the variance request for expanding a 
nonconforming structure due to no practical difficulty existing.   

 
A 5-minute recess was called to resume at 5:40 p.m.  Board Member Schifferdecker 
arrived to the meeting during the recess. 

 
BERGLUND CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT STAFF REPORT: 
 

Schroeder gave a quick overview of the Berglund request to operate a wedding venue 
in the shoreland area. The Berglund’s have been operating the venue for a few years 
and the office did not know of its existence, as no complaints from neighbors have been 
received by the office.     
 
APPLICANT’S STATEMENT-BERGLUND: 
 

Julie Berglund noted she and her husband Dan have lived on the property in question 
since 1981 and after hosting their child’s wedding on the property decided to open it to 
for public rental.  In preparation, the Berglund’s formed a limited liability company and 
hosted 3 weddings in 2015, 5 weddings in 2016, 10 weddings in 2017, and have 3 
weddings booked for 2018.  They made no changes to their property to host these 
events, they just cleaned out the machine shed which is used for the food and the DJ.  
Parties renting the property must also rent a tent.  They have hosted groups from 40-
325 people.  
 
Board members asked if there is a buffer between the yard and the lake.  D. Berglund 
noted they changed nothing with the lakeshore.  Most of it is wooded and natural with a 
small area for their beach and dock.  Some weddings are hosted down by the water, but 
most are up by the buildings, as it is a hike out there.    
 
Glattly asked if there have been any known complaints?  J. Berglund noted they haven’t 
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received any and actually several of their neighbor’s children have gotten married on 
the property.   
 
Rys asked how to food servings works; if only licensed caterers are used? J. Berglund 
notes guests must supply their own food, but they are not restricted to only licensed 
caterers, past events have used licensed caterers and even some family cooked meals.  
Rys followed up wondering if insurance liability is an issue? J. Berglund noted she tells 
those renting the facility to add a rider to their own insurance, which many of them do. 
 
BERGLUND PUBLIC HEARING 
 

The public hearing was opened at 5:53 p.m.  
 
B. Dodge asked the size of the shed.  D. Berglund believes it to be approximately 
60x30.  
K. Dodge also noted the Berglund’s have an advantage over their application, as they 
have been up and running. The neighbors know it is okay and their venue is very similar 
to Berglund’s.   
 
The public hearing was closed at 5:55 p.m. 
 
ATTORNEY AND DNR STATEMENTS 
 

Schroeder noted no attorney or DNR statement was received for the conditional use 
permit, as these permits are more of a community concern than a legal concern.   
 
ZONING BOARD DISCUSSION – BEREGLUND CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
 

Chair Thomson walking the board through the evaluation worksheet and found the 
following: 
 

A.) Does the applicant adequately demonstrate they will maintain safe and healthful 

conditions? 

It appears they do based on the pictures provided. 
 

B.) Will the use adequately prevent and control water pollution including 

sedimentation? 

The lake itself is not involved with the wedding.  There is about a 60’ area that is 

mowed/beach. 
 

C.) Are the existing topographic and drainage features and vegetative cover on the 

site adequately planned for? 

Yes, there is grass coverage and native vegetation onsite.   
 

D.) Does the use pose a risk due to floodplains and floodways of rivers and streams? 

 This is not applicable to this application.   
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E.) Does the site pose a risk of erosion potential of the site based upon degree and 

direction of slope, soil type, and vegetative cover? 

The commission agreed the current grass cover addresses any risk of erosion potential, 
yet the site appears relatively flat. 
 

F.) The location of the site with respect to existing or future access roads 

The parking is on the same side of the road, so the existing layout is working well and 
no changes are needed.   
 

G.) To what degree is a shoreland location needed for the proposed use? 

The shoreland location is actually used very limited, it is for the view only. 
 

H.) Is the visibility of structures and other facilities as viewed from the public water 

limited? 

There are significant mature trees, therefore the facilities are very well screened. 
 

I.) Is the site plan adequate for water supply and on-site sewage treatment? 

There is no water usage available for weddings. Porta-potties have been used in the 

past, however if the Department of Labor and Industry requires anything further the 

owners will need to comply.   
 

J.) Are the types, uses, and numbers of watercraft that the project will generate 

suitable for the public water to safely accommodate these watercrafts? 

A condition will be placed allowing no use of watercrafts for weddings. 
 

K.) Is the proposed use compatible with the uses on adjacent lands? 

The use has no effect on the way others use their properties. 
 

L.) Is the proposed disposal system adequate for the amount of liquid wastes to be 

generated? 

Same as item I.   
 

M.) Locational factors under which:  

1.)Domestic uses shall be generally preferred 
 
2.)Uses not inherently a source of pollution within an area shall be preferred over 
uses that are or may be a pollution source 
 
3.)Use locations with an area tending to minimize the possibility of pollution shall 
be preferred over use locations tending to increase that possibility. 
 
These factors were not used in this application as they do not apply.  
 

N.) Will the proposed use be detrimental to the use and enjoyment or property values 

of other properties within 500’ of the subject property? 

No, the property is isolated and has been operating for a few years with no complaints 

of the neighbors.   
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O.) Are adequate measures included to provide off-street parking to serve the 

proposed use?  

There is adequate parking available on the subject property, even in the case of larger 

events.  According to D. Berglund more parking is available on their property that they 

haven’t even had to use for their largest even to date.   

 

Other conditions attached to the permit: 

The board discussed the conditions which were placed on the Dodge wedding venue and 

agreed the following conditions should also be opposed on this request: 

1.) Existing buffer of un-mowed natural vegetation and flowers must be maintained. 

2.) Grass coverage of the yard must be maintained with limited fertilizer use. 

3.) A maximum of eight (8) wedding events may be held each calendar year. 

4.) All applicable requirements of the Minnesota Department of Labor and Industry must be 

met regarding the wedding venue. 

5.) No watercrafts may be used for wedding events. 

6.) Noise (music, sound equipment, etc) shall cease at 12:00 a.m. 

7.) No overnight camping is allowed.   

8.) No fireworks are allowed.   

9.) Any new outdoor lights must be fixtures which direct the light downward utilizing 

shielded lighting.   

10.) No on-street parking is allowed at any time. 

11.) The maximum number of wedding guests is capped at 400. 

Discussion was had with items #3, 6, and 11, which vary from the Dodge permit which was 

granted previously.  It is noted that the Dodges’ received more restrictive conditions due to the 

neighbor concerns and each situation must be reviewed. 

Schifferdecker motioned is approve the Conditional Use Permit with the conditions 

discussed.  Nelson seconded the motion.  Motion passed 6-0. 

NEW BUSINESS 
           
Set Meeting time 
Based on feedback of all members present, the 4th Thursday of the month at 5:30 p.m. 
was selected as the normal meeting date.  Meetings will be held at the courthouse 
unless moved at the discretion of the chair.   
 
Expansion of Non-Conformities 
Schroeder noted the office has been struggling what the definition of “expansion” of a 
non-conformity is, as the shoreland ordinance notes a non-conformity can be repaired, 
replaced, restored, maintained, or improved, but not expanded. Is this expansion to be 
interpreted as the footprint of the structure cannot expand any further, or is it that the 
structure cannot expand at all, even in volume?  
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Glattly believes as long as the expansion does not increase the non-conformity, it 
should be allowed. Thomson noted the intent of the ordinance is to gradually eliminate 
non-conformities, therefore he believes no expansion, volume or otherwise should be 
allowed without a variance. Both viewpoints were discussed and Thomson requested a 
consensus of the group. Schifferdecker, Glattly, and Williams all believe a volume 
expansion which does not increase the non-conformity is allowable without a variance, 
whereas Thomson, Nelson, and Rys, believe it should not be allowable without a 
variance.   With a 3-3 split, staff was directed to do more research and the discussion 
will be tabled until next month.     
 
OLD BUSINESS 
           
Lot Line Adjustments 
Schroeder reviewed the lot line adjustment discussion from the December 21, 2017 
Planning Commission meeting and presented staff’s ideas to amend the Subdivision 
and Platting Ordinance to reflect the wishes of the commission.  Glattly noted the 
change to section 3.01 went too far, and the words “does not” should not have been 
stricken from the section.  Additionally, in section 4.05, the language “one of” should be 
added before the list of conditions, as only one of the following conditions must be met, 
not all three.  Schifferdecker/Glattly 6-0 to recommend approval of the revised 
amendment to the Subdivision and Platting Ordinance to the County Board.    

 
ADJOURN 
 

Schifferdecker/Rys 6-0 to adjourn the meeting at 6:55 p.m.  
 
 
____________________________ _______________________________ 
Nancy Rys     Skip Thomson  
Zoning Board Secretary       Zoning Board Chairperson 


