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Stearns County Land Use & Zoning Ordinance Review Committee 
 

Discussion Point Item Summary 
Meeting #3: Monday, December 21, 2020 3:30pm 

 

Attendees: 

Board of Commissioners  

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

Planning Commission 

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

County Staff 

 Angie Berg, Land and Zoning Division Supervisor, Chelle Benson, Environmental 
Services Director, Heidi Winskowski, Environmental Specialist, Jennifer Buckentine, 
Environmental Services Specialist 

The meeting was called to order by Angie Berg at 3:33 p.m. 

Angie Berg conducted a roll call of all members present. 

Angie Berg provided an overview of the outline for the evening and stated the discussion this 
evening will be covering the Recreation Vehicle standards in Shoreland and Solar Farm 
permitting options and statewide initiatives. 

 

Recreational Vehicle Standards 

Issue Identification: 

• Rise in complaints of properties in violation. 
• Common complaints include limited parking, no sewage treatment, increased number of 

people on the property, disruption of peace, and noise. 
• Transient activity on property differs from non-transient activity. 

 
Discussion Takeaways: 

• Focus today was on Shoreland area, but the rules would apply outside of shoreland.  
Complaints received involve areas within shoreland areas. 

• These discussions refer to in use Recreational Vehicles, not those that are in storage on a 
property site and setbacks do not apply. 

• Applies to all zoning districts with exceptions. 
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• The ordinance applies to recreational vehicles, not soft sided tents and clarification 
maybe needed in the zoning code.  The definition of a recreational vehicle may need to 
be addressed to be sure there are no loopholes. 

• The ordinance would apply per parcel of record.  It would apply to both shoreland areas 
and ag zoning district. 

• Enforcement is done on a complaint basis only because we do not have a code 
enforcement officer within the county. 

 
DNR Comments: 
 
Density:  Allowing up to four regardless of size may put extreme pressure on non-conforming 

lots of record.  Base the number of lot size with a total limit of four sites. 
Parking:  Parking should be screened as much as possible from the lake. 
Setbacks:  Recommend requiring RV sites outside of the impact zone. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
 Where? 
 
 Option 1: No change = not allowed 

Option 2: Located out of the Right of Way, Shore Impact Zone, Bluff Impact Zone; 
and 10 foot setback from property lines.  Setback from neighbors’ home. 

 Option 3: Reduce or eliminate setbacks requirements. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation:  Located out of ROW, Shore and Bluff Impact Zones 
and 10 feet from property lines. 
 
Recommendation: 
 

Option 2 was recommended by the majority with no other changes. 
 
 What type of permit? 
 
 Option 1: No change = not allowed 

Option 2: Provisional Use: no fee, no septic certification, one-time registration with 
neighbor notification.  Plan must show parking, setbacks, sewer and water 
supply. 

 
Planning Commission Recommendation:  Provisional Use Registration, Water and sewer 
identified, Off street parking, Quiet hours:  11pm-7am, Neighbor notification. 
 
Recommendation: 
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Option 2 was recommended.  A provisional permit and one time a year application format was 
agreed upon. 
 
 How many? 
 
 Option 1: No change. One RV allowed if no home/cabin. 
 Option 2: Base RV number on parcel size. 
 Option 3: No tie to size of parcel, not to exceed four or ? 
 
Planning Commission recommendation:  Up to four events per year. 
 
Recommendation:   
 
One unit per 10,000 square feet not to exceed four units was recommended. 
 
 How often? 
 
 Option 1: No change = not allowed 
 Option 2: Allow four or ? times per year 
 
 How long? 
 
 Option 1: No change = not allowed. 
 Option 2: Allowed ? per year/  Total days or maximum consecutive. 
 

Recommendation: 

 
Option 2 was recommended for how often and how long.  It was recommended initially for 20 
days per year total, but later agreed upon to be 30 days per year total was more appropriate. 
 
It was also recommended a possibility of creating a “good neighbor” type document and offered 
at the time of when the provisional permit application is completed to help with eliminating a 
number of complaints.  Also, a suggestion would be to have the property owner document the 
day’s events took place or other RV units were at the property.  This type of information could 
be helpful if complaints are received. 

 
 

 

Solar Farm Standards 

Permitting Options/Amend Ordinance: 
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1) Allow 1MW Solar Farms as a Permitted Use: 
a) Prohibited in R5, R1, RT, Scenic river, Rural Manufactured Home, Urban, Expansion, 

Island Preservation 
b) Within ¼ mile of a city with CUP 
c) LESA is >80 with CUP 
d) Allow Solar Farms as a Conditional Use in the T20, R20, R10 zoning districts. 

2) Wetland Review 
3) Vegetative Screening requirement for permitted use. 

 

Discussion Takeaways: 

• The St. John’s project was the start of Solar within Stearns County, but things since then 
seem to be changing. 

• The recycling market has changed, and there is concern as to how these panels will 
eventually be recycled. 

• Some areas, particularly in Paynesville, have a concentration of solar farms and the 
concentration of wildlife in the area is potentially affected. 

• The developers are the individuals at the meetings, not the property owners. 
• One recycling company is mentioned with each of these projects and the limitations of this 

company being able to recycle these panels is a concern. 
• The LESA scores from the recent projects have been concerning and how we value the 

agricultural land within the County is questionable.  Should a closer look at the value of 
agricultural land be a consideration based on the comprehensive plan goals and policies. 

• A mention of the Conservation Reserve Program and how property owners have utilized their 
ag land with this program seems to be the same as if a property owner utilizes their land and 
installing solar farms.  Its another ag use and an evolution of ag land use. 

• The level of taxation needs to be addressed on the land that contains a solar farm.  These 
discussions are taking place between the assessors and the Department of Revenue.   

• The issue of a property ownership change needs to be addressed and possibility of a legal 
opinion needs to be sought regarding the financial guarantee.  The county currently requires a 
cash escrow or a letter of credit. 

• It was reiterated this is a land use discussion and we need to focus on whether this is an 
appropriate use for land within the County. 

• The question of why we are now starting to limit solar projects now versus previously 
approving projects seems arbitrary.   

• We need reserve our concerns away from whether a subsidiary is viable or not, they come 
and go, but our decisions need to be based on what is an appropriate land use. 

• The concern of these solar farms burying the panels when the solar farm is no longer viable 
was mentioned.  Is approving these projects creating a future environmental concern? 

• The concern of the loss of 14% of agricultural production land within the county over the 
years and making it easier to permit these types projects was mentioned. 
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Moving from a Conditional to a Permitted Use Discussion: 

• Making this a permitted use and writing the language for that would be difficult. 
• It was stated a public hearing could be scheduled by the Commissioners to obtain 

feedback from the public could be held.  It was added this could be a hearing to collect 
feedback and a decision on the matter wouldn’t need to be made. 

• Having a solar farm on agricultural land be a permitted use is beneficial. 
• The LESA score of 80 seems concerning and the thought of having it at 65 is more 

appropriate. 
• Restricting it in some of the zoning districts seems appropriate. 
• Possibly limiting the number of solar gardens on a parcel should be looked at as well. 

 

Meeting Adjourned at 5:38 p.m. 

Next meeting to be held January 25, 2021 at 6:00 p.m.  


