WHERE THE FOREST MEETS THE PRAIRIE PLANNING & ZONING
2 215 15t Avenue South, Suite 103
T O d d C O u nty Long Prairie, MN 56347

\ Phone: 320-732-4420 Fax: 320-732-4803
Y) ® MINNESOTA ® EST. 1855 o Email address: toddplan.zone@co.todd.mn.us

The following is the agenda for September 26, 2024 at 6:00pm the Todd County Board of Adjustment will hold a public
hearing in the Commissioner’s Boardroom, Historic Courthouse, 215 1% Ave South, Suite 301, Long Prairie.

NOTE: This meeting is again being held in-person and the public is encouraged to attend, but Zoom and phone options are
still available for those who are unable to attend in person. If you wish to join via Zoom, please contact our office for the
call-in information. Those who do attend in person can find parking atop the hill on the west side of the Historic Courthouse
and enter through the North Doors, near the American Flag and monument.

If you have any concerns or questions in regard to the upcoming meeting and the applications on the agenda, feel free to
contact the Planning & Zoning Office at either (320) 732-4420 or toddplan.zone@co.todd.mn.us. All correspondence
must include name & mailing address and be received 48 hours before the date and time of the hearing.

Agenda
Call to Order

[ ]
e Pledge of Allegiance
e Introduction of Board of Adjustment Members and process review
The applicant is introduced
Staff report
Applicant confirms if staff report accurately represents the request
Public comment
Board review with applicant, staff, and public
e Approval of agenda
e Approval of August 22nd, 2024 Board of Adjustments meeting minutes

1. Michael T. and Lori K. Lyon: Section 03, Grey Eagle Township, Mound Lake
Site Address: 14314 Chippewa Rd., Burtrum, MN 56318
PID: 11-0049600
1. Request to increase the height limit for a retaining wall within the shore impact zone from 4’ to 9’ in
Recreational Shoreland Zoning.

Adjournment. Next meeting: October 24th, 2024
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Minutes of the Todd County Board of Adjustment Meeting

August 22, 2024
Completed by: Sue Bertrand P&Z Staff

Site Visits conducted by Adam Ossefoort and Russ Vandenhuevel on August 16, 2024.

Meeting attended by board members Vice Chair Bill Berscheit, Mike Soukup, Danny Payton, Russ
Vandenheuvel, alternate Larry Bebus and Planning Commission Liaison Ken Hovet.

Staff members: Adam Ossefoort and Sue Bertrand
Other members of the public: Sign-in Sheet is available for viewing upon request.

Bill called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. and the Pledge of Allegiance was recited as a group. Each board
member introduced themselves and Bill explained the process for those attending.

Dan made a motion to approve the agenda as written and Larry seconded, voice vote, no dissent heard,
motion carried.

Russ motioned to have the July 25, 2024 meeting minutes approved. Ken seconded the motion. Voice vote,
no dissent heard. Motion carried.

AGENDA ITEM 1: Terry Hempieman — PID 24-0000101 — Turtle Creek Township
Request:
1. Request to decrease the West side OHW setback from 150’ to 30” for a proposed 60 sq. ft. dwelling
addition in Natural Environment Shoreland Zoning,.

Terry was present as the applicant.

Staff Findings: Adam read the staff report. The staff report is available for viewing upon request in the Planning
& Zoning Office.
Proposed Condition(s):
1. Establishment of a vegetated no mow zone on the west, north, and east sides of the structure.
2. Establishment of a storm water retention system to capture roof water and store on the
landscape.
3. Establishment of erosion controls and inspection by the County prior to issuance of land use
permits.

Terry confirmed the staff report was accurate.
Russ went over his site visit report. This may be viewed in full at the Planning and Zoning Office, upon request.
Correspondence received: None.

Public comment: None.
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Board discussion:

Russ had a question for staff, on the report earlier, it said that the setback was granted for 18’ and for 24’ and
this is for 30 feet, but he thinks they are closer to the lake than in 2004. Are those numbers just...?

Adam stated he did not know how they arrived at those numbers back then. Also added he did not know when
the structure was built, but according to the assessor’s sheet this has been since 1990.

Terry offered built in 1948 or 1952.

Russ asked if they owned it back then?

Terry, no, they bought it in 2001.

Dan questioned the lot lines.

Bill asked where the access to the property is and Terry pointed out on the map how they travel to get to the
cabin and where Suttons were as neighbors.

Dan stated they purchased it in ‘01 and asked who he purchased it from.

Terry stated he purchased from Nordstroms.

Ken went over the area (shown in the picture on the overhead) he has proposed to fill in and how there is
already a sidewalk in that area except for a small triangle corner and the change in impervious surface would
not amount to a hill of beans.

Terry agreed zero change in impervious surface.

Terry showed the very little will change pointing on the photo.

Bill wanted to make a blanket statement. The purpose of zoning is to regulate where structures go and when
zoning came in during the 70’s (and this is backed up by the training the board has been taking over the last six
months) and he has been on this board for a while, and it will be consistent through his entire term on this
board, that some of these existing nonconformities go away with time. Especially those that encroach severely
on the road or the lake. He says that with a little bit of tongue in cheek, but it is the reality, as it is the
direction zoning was supposed to take. In that regard, he thinks anyone involved in zoning would admit it has
been a miserable failure in accomplishing that. He sees two previous applications for variances on this
property, and the point of that, is you have become overly incumbered by variances just to maintain an
existence on a lot that simply does not meet any setbacks. He was a little surprised to see this and recalls this
coming before the board years ago in regards to the structure. He would be surprised if there weren’t
questions asked about the integrity of the footings historically, prior to the sewer or the other variances being
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granted. Now, having said that, it may not have had a great effect because there is no other available
buildable space. He explained they looked at it as use of an existing structure with no options to move it.

Larry asked if there is buildable land further north?

Terry stated there is probably buildable area up there, and would involve certain hardships, there is 23 acres.

Adam added it is really steep and heavily wooded.

Terry added there are wetlands, so does he really have the thirty-three feet for the proper driveway? That
would become quite a squeeze, should he go further to the north.

Bill corrected if it is private, it doesn’t matter.

Larry stated he was just trying to understand the lay out of the property.

Bill stated one of his concerns looking at the topography, as we continue to make improvements on this,
realized it’s not becoming a year-round home for a family of six, but as we continue to make improvements to
this, we are increasing traffic and that road is very tight to the lake all of the way around, so not only do we
have impact just on the lot, we have impact issues through that entire roadway coming in. To move the
structure, can we limit those impacts? It doesn’t look like it’s significant...

Terry stated if your concern was about the traffic, he would have brought it up when Sutton tripled the size of
his structure to his South. Terry went on, the board has granted him variances that he has added probably
three times the size of his cabin. That’s where the traffic is. Terry stated he is still a little two-bedroom,
summer only cabin, even with this little office extended onto it. Not to put too fine a point on it, but that
would have been a good place to draw the line.

Bill agreed, fair point.

He covered over 600 sq. ft. more, with the concrete he poured just a month ago, all within the impact zone.
Reminded the board of all the concrete poured for his projects.

Mike asked if we had a picture of the flood plain in that area?

Adam to follow up on Larry’s question, obviously we have never measured that slope but it would potentially
be either a bluff or considered a steep slope and neither are considered buildable areas.

Adam showed the floodplain layer and it didn’t show anything.

Russ if this were granted, would you have to expand the sidewalk?

Larry stated the sidewalk for this project would have to be demolished for this build. They haven’t completely
decided, as the sidewalk was initially part of trying to protect this foundation, prevent the frost from coming
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in, because he can’t dig down as he is so close to the lake. He explained they have this horizontal barrier and
they did it all within compliance of the width allowed at that time. He is not sure what they are going to do, as
they may be accomplishing with the new footings and block wall the frost protection they need without having
to go horizontal. He may run out of money before then, and left that “to be determined” depending on how
this goes. He would definitely not need the triangular patio in that area that is there.

Bill asked for a “rough” measurement to the water from Adam on GIS.

Adam stated his measurement line does not take into consideration the slope, as the measurement on the
screen is not what you measure on the landscape. 22 feet was the measurement on the screen. He
continued, we would have to go out to measure again for an accurate measurement, whether that would
make up the eight feet of difference, he didn’t know.

Dan stated he didn’t think the whole width is 150°. From side to side.

Terry stated the home is 24 feet wide East to West.

Dan, even if it were 70’ from one side to the other, the structure is taking up half of it.
Russ stated it is a minimal request but it is a lot on that little peninsuia.

Mike, we are talking 22’ according to what he just measured from the existing inside wall as you go around the
corner to the lake and right now, is one of the downspouts going down to the lake? He asked if it were
possible to put a berm along the lake with a no-mow Zone to capture the water that’s coming down so the
water doesn’t go into the lake first.

Terry pointed out on the overhead where has never mowed it, and the current no mow zone.
Russ asked if he could mow it if he wanted to? It seems wet there.

Terry, maybe with a bush hog, but not a mower and not because it is wet. He has never mowed it and it is
pretty grown up with shorefront vegetation stuff. He noticed in regards to the West, North and East sides, he
doesn’t know how we would describe a no mow zone, but there is three or four feet if not more of un-mown
waterfront vegetation on all of those sides. There is one little area where you go out onto the dock and where
the canoe slides out, that is about six feet wide that they have maintained. This is on the shore that is further.
On the West side, when they bought the place, they did some stuff to mitigate it; put in a retaining wall and
tried to do some stuff to protect the shorefront and the structure in keeping them apart from each one. He
said it has been challenging with trees because they are so close, so water vegetation is what they have tried
to maintain.

Bill called for Criteria Questions individually by request.
Criteria Question #1: Is the variance in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the official
control?
Board Member Vote and Comments
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Mike Soukup

No, due to the huge amount of setback we’d be granting.

Russell Vandenheuvel

No, it is not orderly development, it is development, but it is just so
close to the lake, he says no.

Dan Peyton

No, the official control it to eliminate the non-conforming
structures, and this is well within the 50% of that, too much of a
percentage from the official control.

Larry Bebus

No, because of the small, non-conforming lot, the distance to the
lake, Adam measured 22 feet and thinks it is just too close, and the
lot is too small to have any type of additions or anything on it.

Ken Hovet Yes, the extra net square feet, after you consider the sidewalk is so
minimal it’s not even significant.
Bill Berscheit No, he agreed with previous reascns.

Majority response- No.

comprehensive plan?

Criteria Question #2: Is the variance request consistent with the goals and policies of the

Board Member

Vote and Comments

Mike Soukup No.
Russell Vandenheuvel No.
Dan Peyton No. Thinking about the DNR and 50% setback, the comprehensive

plan says fair and common-sense manner, this is way too much.

Larry Bebus

No.

Ken Hovet

Yes.

Bill Berscheit

No, the goals of the comprehensive plan are to limit encroachment,
and something we have not spent time talking about with this
application so far, is this is actually within the shore impact zone
which the DNR very aggressively pushes on the County as a “no-
build” zone, so we need to give some consideration to that also.

Majority response- No.

Criteria Question #3: Is the property owner proposing to use the property in a reasonable manner
not permitted by an official control?

Board Member

Vote and Comments

Mike Soukup No.
Russell Vandenheuvel No. Agrees with a lot of what he has heard already.
Dan Peyton No. Practical difficulty, he had trouble with in the beginning, talked

about the foundation and structure, to him that is a structure
building, just like a roof, practical difficulty for us having a reason.
Doesn’t believe the practical difficulty as foundation meets our
criteria of wetlands and so forth, and what we’re somewhat looking
for.

Larry Bebus

No, for all of the reasons that have been previously stated.

Ken Hovet

Yes.

Bill Berscheit

No, the footings are compromised or at risk. If that’s the case, he
stated, that is a significant argument that we no longer have a
stable structure on the site and thinks that’s the time to really
question what the path forward is with the structure.

Majority response- No.

Criteria Question #4: Is the need for a variance due to the circumstances unique to the property not
created by the landowner?

Board Member

| Vote and Comments
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Mike Soukup No.
Russell Vandenheuvel No.
Dan Peyton No.

Larry Bebus

No. Itis created by the land owner trying to build, again, non-
conforming lot, too close to the lake, the setbacks, everything that
has been stated.

Ken Hovet

No.

Bill Berscheit

No.

Majority response- No.

Criteria Question #5: Will the variance maintain the essential character of the locality?

Board Member

Vote and Comments

Mike Soukup Yes, would maintain the character.
Russell Vandenheuvel Yes, will maintain the character of the locality.
Dan Peyton Yes, Sutton structure is also a nonconformity and right next door.

Larry Bebus

Yes, because he doesn’t think it will change the essential character,
as far as visual from the lake.

Ken Hovet

Yes.

Bill Berscheit

Yes, he doesn’t see that there really is a comparable locality, if
anything, it would be the Sutton home and doesn’t think the
Sutton home is quite this tight, however, there has certainly been a
numerous number of variances applied for on that structure, on
that property as well.

Majority response- Yes.

considerations?

Criteria Question #6: Does the need for the variance involve more than just economic

Board Member

Vote and Comments

Mike Soukup Yes.

Russell Vandenheuvel Yes.

Dan Peyton Yes, it involves more than just economic considerations. There is a
lot of things involved here.

Larry Bebus Yes.

Ken Hovet Yes.

Bill Berscheit Yes, it does involve a lot more than economic considerations, the

argument is that it is structural. Where he finds a bit of a rub with
that question is, if economics were of no question, perhaps that
would be a stronger argument for movement of the structure, so
it’s a bit of a question of how you read in or interpret the question.

Majority response- Yes

Criteria Question #7: Have safety and environmental concerns been adequately addressed?

Board Member

Vote and Comments

Mike Soukup Mike.
Russell Vandenheuvel No, a lot of environmental issues potentially.
Dan Peyton No, it gets back to the environment of this lake and the setback of

150’ and we are down to 30 or 22 feet, is a long percentage away,
that is a direct environmental consideration.

Larry Bebus

No, don’t know if you can really create a lot of water retention
areas that close to the lake. Has a feeling, there was a question
asked if you could build a berm? Is there really enough? That
would be a heck of a berm that you would have to build.

Page 6 of 8




Ken Hovet Yes.

Bill Berscheit No, in regards to the environmental concerns, that is part of his
concern is we currently have run-off and erosion from downspouts
and the roof. The question is asked by the board in regards to areas
and places to address those, and felt they have not come up with an
answer, or a comfortable answer. He thinks, that leaves them with
environmental concerns have not been adequately addressed.
From your standpoint he doesn’t know if there is anything more you
can do, and that’s to defend you, and that’s how it leaves us with it
not adequately addressed is if there was a way to address it, this
board is used to that and would have numerous ideas to present to
you for conversation, but he is not hearing those.

Majority response- No.
Summary of criteria question majority responses as follows:

#1 No
#2 No
#3 No
#4 No
#5 Yes
#6 Yes
#7 No

Bill stated they have a “no” for five of the seven questions, and anything more from Terry, now would be the
time, otherwise he would entertain a motion.

Terry defended they are adding zero impervious surface. The run-off they have now, would not be changed as
they are adding zero impervious surface and maybe reducing it maybe, if he doesn’t rebuild the wall. If this is
an environmental impact how am | affecting that if it is a concrete walk instead of ... Offered he could do
better with the downspouts, he never revisited that from before, when they first set that up and just did what
was easiest. Thinks that it was maybe some room for that, but he did not feel they were creating more of a
run-off, here.

Terry stated they have done their best to comply, and maybe he has mis-characterized as to what the issue is.
He is rebuilding the whole foundation, not because the whole foundation is falling apart, but because one part
of it is failing and one corner, not even the corner proposing the work on. Just the most efficient repair to
stabilize the whole site, he thought was to rebuild the whole foundation. It's about a three block deep, 10’
wide footing. They came up with a plan to go ahead and secure it. It’s not that the whole thing is falling apart
and in the spirit of, this is a repair, and felt he was trying to do. As he reads the guidelines to this, a repair of a
structure within the impact zone, one mentioned a roof, and he felt what he was trying to do was address
something that’s within that. Just trying to do it in a very thorough way. The ultimate plan would be to try just
dig out that one corner and then maybe have it happen again, so he is trying to reduce the impact by creating
a foundation that would not have to be worked on again, for many decades to come. As far as expanding or...
he sees what has been okayed by his neighbor, this guest cabin, which grew beyond the height, and then a
variance was applied for an after-the-fact, and the expansion of this happened. Now he is not as close to the
lake as him, but definitely within a seventy-five-foot setback. So, he’s seen hundreds and hundreds of square
feet added to that property and hundreds and hundreds of square feet of interior living space added and he is
asking for sixty square feet with a zero addition of impervious surface that seems a very modest request. He
stated he does appreciate their consideration on it. Does this fall within the character, but he would say it is
modest compared with the surrounding properties have done. This is very modest. It is also a plan to stabilize
it so he would not have to have another little part of that foundation that cracked. That’s why he was trying to
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do it in a big and thorough way, rather than just do a spot repair on the one corner of the foundation that was
failed. Also, with regards to the erosion, those downspouts have been there for 23 years, while he has owned
the place. He asked if the board says these are creating an erosion problem?

Bill stated the onsite visit person discovered some erosion. Bill stated he did not want this to turn into or lead
to a personal bantering situation. He truly appreciates Terry’s comments, especially those in regards to the
variances of the neighboring structures, and felt most of the board welcomes critique. Bill stated he doesn’t
view it necessarily as criticism and at this point we do need to move on, and asked for a motion.

Ken asked if you do not get a variance tonight, will you still fix your foundation?

Terry stated he will still fix his foundation.

Russ made a motion to deny, and Dan seconded.

Roll call vote commenced as follows:

Board member Vote (yes or no)
Mike Soukup Yes
Dan Peyton Yes
Russ Vandenhuevel Yes
Larry Bebus Yes
Ken Hovet No
Bill Berscheit Yes

Motion carried to deny.

Adam stated last time they met, the board talked about adding references for impaired waters to the staff
report, and thought they would find it interesting (hand out) to see the 2024 impaired waters list for all of
Todd County and that is all it is, just for information. Star lake was not on the list, as it is not an impaired
water. He will still have this in the staff report, just wanted them to have a copy of it.

Ken motioned to adjourn and Mike seconded. Voice vote to adjourn. No dissention heard. Motion carried and
the meeting adjourned at 6:52 PM.
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WHERE THE FOREST MEETS THE PRAIRIE PLANNING & ZONING

‘ 215 15t Avenue South, Suite 103
T O C ou n ty Long Prairie, MN 56347
N RSO EET 85 Phone: 320-732-4420 Fax: 320-732-4803

Email: ToddPlan.Zone®@Co.Todd.MN.US

Appeal for a Variance

Applicant MlkP 2/ Lor) L\!M ‘
Mailing Address _ 2] lolotl Cedayv @\‘c\o\a B, St . Josephn, N Sl3 4
Site Address __ U214 ¢ b\ pheva ﬂd B\A\/H\Am M 5(_95\&

Phone Number Cell Number ——

E-Mail Address —
Property Owners Name & Address (if not applicant) { Ame 3

Parcel Number(s) 1\- DoY Ao

Section: _ (7 =  Township éfe\! Ea@\e,
Zoning District (circle one): AF-1; AF-2; R-10; R-2; UG; RT; Commercial; Industry; or

Shoreland (Lake or River Name): /)/\ O (/)C/ / 2o RD
Full and Current Legal Description(s): S bk \;‘\ »
(attach if necessary)
Do you own land adjacent to this parcel(s) Yes ;g No

Septic System: Date installed 2V (o Date of Compliance Inspection  / ‘9/ 2 5)/;?3
Is a new system needed: yes X no STS Design attached

Required for applications with existing septic systems: Approved design submitted for new
system to be installed, new system installed within previous 5 years, or passing compliance

inspection on existing system in previous 3 years

Variances Requested:
What standards or requirements are you unable to maintain? (Check all that apply)

Lotwidth ~  Lotarea  Lake or River setback Bluff setback
Road right-of-way setback_ Side Yard setback Buildable area
Impervious surface coverage  Building/Structure Height Other 'Y ﬂe\’ai(\il’\qwaﬂv
Did you meet with the Township Board to present the Application for Variance?
Yes_X_ No Date of the meeting: 99/ ©9 [ 224
Optional Township Board Signature Board Position

Appeal for Variance Page 3 of 11 Updated 5/22/2024



LIST YOUR VARIANCE REQUEST (s) and what, if the variance were granted, you intend to build or use the
land for. For example: “Request to reduce the 10ft structural setback from my west side lot line to 8ft for the
construction of a detached garage to be used for vehicle and personal storage.”

L) Reaouag{— £ Q@ Vaviance foca g \fe\'atn'moj agasA

2)

3.)

4.)

**State Statutes Section 394.7 Subd7: Variances: Practical Difficulties. The BOA shall have the exclusive power to order
the issuance of variances from the requirements of any official control including restrictions placed on nonconformities.
Variances shall only be permitted when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of official control, and
when variances are consistent with the comprehensive plan. Variances may be granted when the applicant for the
variance establishes that there are practical difficulties in complying with official rules; the plight of the landowner is due
to circumstances unique to the property not created by the landowner; and the variance, if granted, will not alter the
essential character of the locality. Economic considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties.

The Board of Adjustment may impose conditions in the granting of a variance. A condition must be directly related to
and must bear a rough proportionality to the impact created by the variance.

EXPLAIN YOUR PRACTICAL DIFFICULTIES** or reason why you need your request approved.

In re%avds 1o the ctnimimater witigaion. Adte building of howe.,

(k1% ot feasible Yo et the water dothe sohaide of Hhg hosthswse
Which s S\mc\esjreci LN Oy bm\&m pevrit (k would
f_e&«uue. Q_purmg., P>\J Imm\dma Y G' feaining NAM the Lter
lM\k\ nuwd head to %\L est C\O\/\JVL‘f’O Hio dﬁﬂl/\ and ko e
petlande acvees He rvad. We were ndk avere of e 4!
Fein 00, il odinance .

It is important that you flag your related property lines and proposed building locations

Have you flagged your lot? (Y) (N) NA.
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o do all such work in accordance with all Todd County

ubmitted herewith are

The applicant or agent hereby makes application for a variance agreeing

ation is alter found or determined by the county to

rue and accurate. Applicant or agent agrees that, in
on.

he application process and thereafter, to enter

tttttt

e or for compliance of that application with any applicable county, state, or

-
-
Q

making application for a variance grants permission to Todd County, at reasonable times during
federal ordinances or statutes. If any of the information provided by the applicant in his/her appli
be inaccurate, the County may revoke the variance based upon the supply of inaccurate informat

Applicant or agent agrees that site plan, sketches, and other attachments
applicant’s premises to determine the feasibility of granting said varian

If the applicant is not the property owner, both signatures are required below.

VAR

Ol e U

Lor Laen , Mike Layon

Applicant Name Printed

Signature

Date

Signature (If different than applicant)

Property Owner Name Printed

Updated 5/22/2024
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IMPERVIOUS SURFACE WORKSHEET
(FOR SHORELAND ONLY)

APPLICANT INFORMATION

Name l)[ngb d Lm‘ L}’ '~ Site Address __J 2/ ] & ; w
phone (N City Bunlrzmn. _ Statemmn Zip

Mailing Address 2/445{ ﬁéd;ﬁ Q,d’g Qg,,g_' Parcel Number -
_S_ﬁégQLﬂ_M/ C7% Lake/River Name Y s,, o

IMPERVIOUS SURF ACE is a constructed hard surface that either prevents or retards the entry of water into the soil or causes
water to run off the surface in greater quantities & at an increased rate of flow than prior to development.

LOT/STRUCTURE DIMENSIONS

Total lot area: &-2 ol sq ft

List all structures (structure’s foundation footprint: length, width, and total area)

Existing Proposed

BN =
]

"‘U

'\J

*

l/'

tbb

®|N|o| o

List all non-roofed hard surfaces: Examples include sidewalks, paver stones, retaining walls, patios, decks, driveways
& parking areas (asphalt, concrete or gravel), and areas of landscaping underlain with plastic or other impervious liners:

Existing Proposed
hr.u Lnfg«/l ~/1?) Q(‘ fa‘-

0| NI 1o Bl | =

Total of 25% of lot may be covered b fy impervious surfaces (15% of which are from
roofed structures)
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1. List in the table below any efforts by landowner to reduce project impact by removing or reducing

impervious surfaces.

List Structure or Square footage to be removed | Location of structure or impervious surface to be
Impervious Surface to Be removed (see table below)

removed

Example: 8’ x 35’ = 280 sq ft (C) Within Impact Zone

concrete drive to lake

Natural Environment
Location of variance request in reference to General Recreational Lake and Rivers /
Ordinary High Water level Development | Development Streams
Lake Lake
A. Outside shoreland building setback 75+ 100°+ 150’ +
B. Between Shore Impact Zone and Building Setback 37.5 t0 75’ 50’ to 100’ 75’ to 150’
C. Within Shore Impact Zone 0 to 37.5’ 0 to 50’ 0to 75’

2. List below any Storm Water Management Best Management Practices (BMP’s) that will be installed
to help mitigate impacts of development.

INFILTRATION BMP’s

List any measures you plan on taking to increase water infiltration and retention. Examples include rain gutters,
rain gardens, retenfion swales, berms, sub-surface tile, etc. Efforts to install BMP’s will be graded positively in
the site evaluation. Locate projects on site map.

Diwnspods ard MNm Goddens alogody in Place, ;
e~ '&CU/‘JSS road . Jean einey fw Dﬂ"""\% fo dode
i - W /
K see edhibit VB

Vegetation planting along lake shore areas is also a Best Management Practice. Planting areas of your
lakeshore impact zone with permanent vegetation helps infiltrate water, reduce lake impact, proyide habitat,
and screen the dwelling from other lake users. Plantings are graded positively in the site evaluation. List any
areas to be planted or restored and mark the location on your site map.

VEGETATION BMP’s
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EXHIBIT 'A’

Lots 5, 6 and 7, Mound Lake View, according to the plat and survey thereof on file or of record in
the office of the County Recorder in and for Todd County, Minnesota.

U.S._Minnesota _Trustee's Deed by Individuals_Rev.(7/12/04) File No.: 1484266

l— 0049 L0




Ex/’,)"'b}‘_)_ \\'B I
Kevin McKelvey

From: vike Lyon [

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2024 11:53 AM

To: Kevin McKelvey

Subject: Fwd: Mike Lyon Property Visit 8/19/24 - Stormwater
Attachments: image001.gif

This email originated from an external sender. Please exercise cautlon before clicking on any links or
ttachments and consider wheth k th d

Get Outlook for i0S

From Nhke Lyon

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 3:27:36 PM

To: Lori Lyon <lori@precisemn.com>

Subject: FW: Mike Lyon Property Visit 8/19/24 - Stormwater

FYI

Mike Lyon
Precise Heating, A/C, Plumbing & Refrigeration
628 19" Ave NE

“Precise...Because We Care”

From: Josh Votruba <Josh.Votruba@co.todd.mn.us>

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 11:33 AM
Tor wike yor

Subject: Mike Lyon Property Visit 8/19/24 - Stormwater
Hello Mike,

Was nice visiting with you again on your property on Mound Lake. In regards to the stormwater mitigation on your
property, | think the way you currently have water draining from the south side of house down to the road ditch away
from the lake is the most effective way to mitigate impacts of stormwater on your property. In my original plans | had
recommended sending water from the south side of house to wooded area on southeast corner of property. However,

1



due to the slope of property post construction of house and retaining wall that is no longer feasible as water would have
to be pumped uphill to outlet it in this area. You had mentioned during my visit you received permission from Grey Eagle
Township to clean/remove sediment from road ditch so that water flows better into culvert under Chippewa Rd. With
the ditch having a downhill slope to culvert, the water will no longer pool in road ditch and more effectively drain into
wetland on west side of Chippewa Rd. My recommendation on your property would be to plant native vegetation in the
flow path of roof runoff to stabilize this flow path from future erosion and reduce the amount of water going into the
culvert under road ditch. | recommend either planting native shrubs or native grasses or forbs to help water infiltrate
into soil and stabilize soil to prevent erosion.

Thanks,

Josh Votruba

Resource Conservationist — Riparian Specialist
Todd County Soil and Water Conservation District
215 1st Ave South, Ste 104

Long Prairie, MN 56347

Office: 320-732-3821

Work Cell: 320-874-0690
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Todd County

Todd County GIS
215 1st Ave S, Ste 102
Long Prairie, MN 56 347

(Office) 320-732-4248

Todd County GIS

GIS Site Map
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1
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The Todd County GIS & Land Services
Department has made every effortto
provide the mostaccurate and up-to-date
information available in this publication
and cannot be held responsible for any
unforeseen errors or omissions. Ifthe
recipientwishes o locate parcel corners
and property lines,employ the services of
aRegistered Land Surveyor.

Pintedon:
Thursday, August 29, 2024




