
Stearns County Land Use & Zoning 
Ordinance Review Committee

Discussion Point Item Summary
Meeting #1: Monday, October 26, 2020 3:30pm

Attendees: 

Planning Commission 

Shawn Blackburn, Jason Kron, Ken Massman, Rich Blenkush, Jason Wienerman, Jeff 
Bertram 

Board of Commissioners  

Commissioner Tarryl Clark, Commissioner Joe Perske, Commissioner Jeff Mergen, 
Commissioner Leigh Lenzmeier, Commissioner Steve Notch 

County Staff 

 Mike Williams, County Administrator, Angie Berg, Land and Zoning Division Supervisor, 
Chelle Benson, Environmental Services Director, Nick Neuman, Environmental Services 
Specialist 

The meeting was called to order by Commissioner Lenzmeier at 3:30 p.m. 

Angie Berg conducted a roll call of all members present. 

The meeting today will be covering the Shoreland Ordinance. 

Nick Neuman reviewed the purpose of the meeting.  He stated the goal of the meeting today 
was to understand the current Shoreland ordinance and to identify areas that may need to be 
amended to achieve the goals of the Shape2040 Comprehensive Plan. 

Nick stated the Nature and Living Pillars contain policies related to Shoreland Management and 
we’ll be reviewing areas of concern. 

Shoreland Contractors: 

Areas of Concern: 

• Contractors can still apply for additional permits despite any non-compliant work 
on other projects needing to be corrected. 

• Contractors exceeding the boundaries of what’s permissible. 

• Enforcing and penalizing contractors for work that has been done and was not 
permittable. 

Discussion Takeaways: 

• Licensed contractors should be prevented from future permits unless a planned 
agreement to get other projects into compliance is agreed upon. 



• A contractor should be the party obtaining a permit. 

• Increase penalty fee for both unlicensed and licensed contractors.  Elevating 
consequences in a 5 year period: 1st offense-warning; 2nd offense- public 
hearing; 3rd offense-automatic revocation could be a option.  

• Explore incentive options for compliance.  

• Continue educational efforts to unlicensed contractors along with licensed 
contractors, realtors, etc. on the requirements of the ordinance so they are clear 
on when a permit is needed and can pass the information on to the property 
owners they deal with. 

• Continue site evaluations with the contractor, property owner and staff to guide 
the property owners and contractors on alternative alterations.  A document or 
checklist should be reviewed at the preapplication site visit with an agreed upon 
understanding from contractor, staff and property owner. 

Rip-Rap: 

 Areas of Concern: 

• Shoreland Contractors are familiar with the rock rip-rap option and less familiar 
with other options to consider. 

• Balancing the attitude of property owners on ways to improve the shoreline and 
lake quality versus a manicured lawn being most important.   

• The lack of educated property owners on what’s the best course of action for the 
shoreline.  For example, a natural lake versus a reservoir type lake and how the 
erosion and shoreland is managed. 

Discussion Takeaways: 

• Educating shoreland contractors and property owners of options available.  
Presenting educational informational on the options available to protect the 
shoreline along with the effects of the rock rip-rap option, both the positive and 
negative. 

• Noting on the application what type the lake is; including language to 
demonstrate the best solution for the type of lake (i.e. natural, reservoir, general 
development type lake etc.). 

Retaining Walls: 

 Areas of Concern: 

• Retaining walls are often sought for ornamental reasons and to direct stormwater 
flow which shouldn’t be the primary function of retaining walls.  

• The height a wall is always a concern and how the height of a wall is measured is 
often misunderstood. 

• Often a lake description is not understood by property owners along with the 
setback differences of the different types of lakes. 



Discussion Takeaways: 

• Make requirements clear so that property owners understand.   

• Look at being less restrictive with alteration requirements further away from the 
water, and more restrictive the closer the water line. 

• Restricting or prohibiting retaining walls on a bluff, specifically address the slopes 
and what’s allowed. 

• Eliminate wall below grade in height calculation  

Topographic Alterations: 

 Areas of Concern: 

• The cubic yard calculation is often misunderstood by property owners.  Often the 
cubic yard calculation is exceeded. 

• Erosion control is not regularly managed on small projects. 

• Many other topographical alterations are done in conjunction with other projects 
on the property like stairways/access to water body. 

• Steep slopes 

 Discussion Takeaways: 

• Introduce language, classifying lake type or shoreland type, that states what’s 
allowable based on lake or shoreline type to allow more flexibility. 

• Introduce language regarding removing vegetation or replacement of vegetation 
regarding the alteration of topographical areas. 

• Should be considered a lower priority to the riprap and retaining walls areas.  

Sand Blankets: 

 Areas of Concern: 

• The fee schedule is a barrier, the cost of $400 seems high to the cost of the sand 
they need to bring in.  Property owners may not want to apply for this permit. 

• Difficult to enforce the maintenance of a sand blanket as most property owners 
don’t obtain a permit. 

• The DNR does allow sand placement below the Ordinary High Water Level.  

 Discussion Takeaways: 



• Possibly changing the size of a sand blanket and the permit fee, but not 
eliminating the need for a permit.  Property owners getting a permit can be 
educated regarding the requirements and obligation to future maintenance. 

• Require the permit card to be posted near the shoreline, creating the visibility of 
the permit to those viewing the property from the lake.  The visibility creates 
knowledge and awareness for other property owners of permit requirements.  

Impervious Surfaces: 

 Areas of Concern: 

• Currently follow the minimum requirements of the State. 

• There are no setback requirements regarding the distance from the lake for a 
patio area to be located. 

• A permit is also not required for walkway, staircases or at-grade patios to the 
lake. 

• Runoff issues could potentially affect neighboring property and lake quality. 

 Discussion Takeaways:  

• Modify the setback requirements regarding the proximity to the water. 

• Drainage off the impervious surfaces needs to be addressed on how it runs off 
towards the lake. 

Vegetation Alterations: 

 Areas of Concern: 

• The view corridor isn’t always used as the access path to the lake shore.  Can 
lead to additional clearing. 

• Documenting the percentage of vegetation removal is time intensive and 
ensuring the correct vegetation removal has been done is somewhat difficult. 

• New construction should document the view corridor at time of construction 
permitting.  

• Preventing blatant clear cutting is difficult. 

• Trees are not being replaced on developed lots, only removed.  

 Discussion Takeaways: 

• Review the process and requirements of existing developed lots and the need to 
replace vegetation. 

• A vegetation alteration plan should be submitted with a construction site plan. 

• Review options and strategize on ways to prevent the clear cutting of a lot or 
development. 



• Possibly develop language regarding a defined area or a percentage that may 
work. 

Score Your Shore: 

Nick presented members with information related to a component/tool to help look at the site 
conditions of a shoreland property.    It’s based on the Restore Your Shore that was developed 
by the DNR for shoreland property owners. 

 Discussion Takeaways: 

• Would assist with maintaining and improving the habitat on property. 

• This tool gives the opportunity to view the site as a whole and this is something 
staff could address with the property owner and contractors on a pre-application 
meeting. 

• Would it penalize property owners who have purchased property?  Depending on 
what work has been done in the past by previous owners, it could have the 
potential to fix the previous alterations if they weren’t done properly. 

• Provides the flexibility and an objective way of looking at a property; staying 
within the guidelines and not impacting other properties.  

• It would give the opportunity to educate the property owner and the contractor. 

• A suggestion was to run a couple recent major shoreland alteration applications 
through this process to see how projects scored based on this tool.  It could give 
some insight to possible language changes within the ordinance. 

Violations/Work without Permits: 

Discussion Takeaways: 

• Potentially require a septic system compliance inspection when unpermitted 
shoreland work occurs.  This would be a requirement whether the project is 
mitigated to meet an exemption or not.  It could act as a deterrent to perform 
unpermitted work and assists with ensuring our septic systems within the 
lakeshore are compliant. 

• Increase the penalties on contractors and property owners who perform work 
without permits.  Should the penalty be based on a percentage of the job cost? 

• If some changes are made to the ordinance, perhaps we can deter property 
owners and contractors from performing work without a permit. 

• What do other area counties do with violations? 

• Possibly create different fee levels for a permit, minor permits especially, 
depending on the scale of the project.  Possibly create some incentives in place 
to encourage folks to come forward and get a permit. 

Meeting Adjourned at 5:30 p.m. 

Next meeting to be held November 30, 2020 at 6:00 p.m. 



  

 


