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Stearns County Land Use & Zoning Ordinance Review Committee 
 

Discussion Point Item Summary 
Meeting #5: Monday, February 22, 2021 3:30pm 

 

Attendees: 

Board of Commissioners  

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

Planning Commission 

Shawn Blackburn, Jason Kron, Ken Massmann, Jeff Bertram, Rich Blenkush, Mike 
Proell 

County Staff 

Becky Schlorf, Environmental Services Supervisor, Mark Latterell, Environmental 
Services Supervisor, Chelle Benson, Environmental Services Director 

The meeting was called to order by Becky Schlorf at 3:30 p.m. 

Becky Schlorf stated the discussion this evening will be covering Feedlot Setbacks and Holding 
Tank options for Septic Systems.

Roll call was conducted by Becky Schlorf of all members present.  Jason Weinerman was absent.  

Feedlot Setbacks and Animal Unit Density 

Reviewed with the committee were the recommendations of the Feedlot Review Committee and 
the Board of Adjustment.  The recommendations include: 

 A feedlot-residential dwelling setback reduction to 500 feet. 
 To make an exception to the feedlot-residential dwelling setback requirement when there 

is a common owner. 
 To alter the animal unit density in the Agricultural zoning districts for parcels less than 

10 acres to increase by one animal unit for 3 acres up to 8.99 acres and two animal units 
for parcels 9 acres and above. 

The ordinance sections included for review today are 6.7.5 and 6.7.6. 

The packet of information and statistics was reviewed and discussed. 

Discussion Takeaways: 
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 Clarification regarding the setback requirements for a parcel and neighboring parcels was 
reviewed.  If feedlot and residential dwelling are not on the same deed, the setback 
requirements need to be met. 

 Discussion regarding a non-active feedlot, building of a dwelling on a neighboring parcel, 
reactivating the feedlot, and where a variance in that process is needed. 

 Language for a common owner exception should be included for the feedlot and residential 
parcel setback. 

 Suggestion of creating a tiered system that might be more favorable and beneficial was 
mentioned, especially in cases of larger feedlots since they are more of an odor issue then the 
smaller feedlots.  It was suggested it could be an opportunity for more flexibility.  The tiered 
system brought up concerns with setting limitations on a feedlot if expansion were to occur 
later.  An explanation was given of the permit requirement changes based on the number of 
animal units. Conditional Use Permits are currently required at 700 animal units. 

 Discussion regarding townships setting more restrictive setback requirements was brought up 
and confirmed. This has been and remains an option for townships.  It was mentioned having 
the county be less restrictive and the township set a more restrictive setback requirement 
would be preferred.  A township would have to create or amend the memorandum of 
understanding with the County.   

 Suggestion to present a draft ordinance at the public hearing to get perspective and feedback 
from the public before an ordinance is approved.  A member stated the feedlot setbacks seem 
more complicated than other ordinance discussions that have taken place. 

 Would the typical new chicken barn (involving a corporation) be allowed with only 500’ 
setback?  The answer was yes, but other setbacks may apply (e.g. 1000’ of a municipality, 
unbuilt lot).  The setback is not applied differently depending based on the type of ownership 
or type of feedlot (e.g. chicken barn, hobby farm, horse, etc.). 

 A guideline is being set.  If the County is more restrictive, then the townships will have the 
opportunity to put an ordinance in place.  In some cases, that could be more appropriate. 

 Suggestion to add a recommendation of adding to the setback requirements a tier for 100-
animal unit or less with a reduced setback of 500 feet, leaving the setbacks for all others at 
700 feet. 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
 A tiered system was recommended for up to 100-animal unit level with a reduced setback of 

500 feet. No change to the 700-foot setback for feedlots 100 animal units or larger. 
 It was recommended to accept the residential dwelling setback exception when there is a 

common owner between the feedlot and dwelling parcels. 
 It was recommended to accept the animal unit density recommendations of the Feedlot 

Review Committee. 
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Sewage Ordinance Review - Holding Tanks 

The ordinance section 6.5.1 was included for review today.  The ordinance currently allows 
holding tanks to be installed in eight different applications. 

 

The proposed ordinance change is to establish additional flexibility in the rural areas around 
establishments other than households.  Examples given relate to anything that isn’t a housing 
establishment like butcher shops, cabinet shops, etc.  It has led to a larger amount of variance 
applications at the BOA meetings to install a holding tank in non-swelling situations. 

Three options were presented for the committee to consider: 

1. No Change.  Continue to require other establishments to install tank/dispersal 
combination systems to manage waste. 

2. Allow usage of holding tanks as a permitted system for all other establishments 
regardless of ability to install complete systems. 

3. Allow usage of holding tanks as a permitted system for all other establishments 
regardless of design flow, or maybe limit flow? 

Discussion Takeaways: 

 Discussion regarding when it is appropriate for a holding tank to be used and when not was 
further explained for the committee. 

 Recreation areas that operate on a season basis.  For example, a stadium venue that only 
operates during the spring and summer seasons.   A holding tank may be a solution, but a 
drain field could be a better option just due to cost but could go either way.  It could depend 
on what is all being run through the system.  Having a system set idle during the off-season 
of the establishment would most likely not cause an issue. 

 A concern brought forward pertained to permitting and increasing the number of holding 
tanks would open the need for more oversight by the department and the need to enforce the 
consequences if the rules or policies related to the holding tank installation aren’t followed.  
It was also mentioned the more complicated, the less compliance you seem to get. 

 It was expressed leaving as is seems to be beneficial.  For the amount that came in front of 
the BOA, the number of different types of waste and the human waste combination it seemed 
beneficial to have the discussion, so the property owner has a clear understanding. 

 A low volume generator usage possibility could be an opportunity for an option to widen the 
permitting window for holding tank usage for non-dwelling structures.  Part of the 
justification would allow for rural businesses with employees of 2-5 people to have this 
option in order to protect their low volume systems, perhaps 75 gpd that won’t ever meet the 
volume usage. 

 The options from Kandiyohi and Benton were preferred having the applicant identify the 
maintenance company information and the option for the low volume user etc.  

 Possibly allow 100 to 150 gpd. and raise it from the 75 gpd 
 The proposed language seems appropriate with the gpd change. 
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Recommendation: 

The proposed ordinance change language was recommended with the only recommended change 
being the non-dwelling structures that have a maximum design flow of 150 gpd rather than the 
75 gpd. 

 

Next meeting to be held March 29, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. covering Subdivision Ordinance regarding 
platting requirements, township plat approvals, Certificate of Survey requirements, and Mining. 

 

Meeting Adjourned at 5:53 p.m. 

 


