
          

Stearns County Land Use & Zoning  
Ordinance Review Committee 

 
 

Meeting #7: Monday, April 26, 2021 
3:30pm 

Webex: http://stearnscountymn.iqm2.com/Citizens/Default.aspx 
 

Agenda 

1. Welcome and call to order  

2. Review proposed ordinance amendments. 

A. Recreational Vehicles on Single Lots 

B. Recreational Vehicle Parks 

3. Next Meeting: none scheduled at this time  

 
 

If you are unable to attend, please contact Angie Berg: 
angie.berg@co.stearns.mn.us or 320-656-3613 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

We are not adopting a zoning ordinance; we are implementing the comprehensive plan. 

 

mailto:angie.berg@co.stearns.mn.us
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Recreational Vehicle Permitting Options (1/6/21) 

 
Relevant Facts

1. Ordinance 439, and previous ordinances dating back to the 1970’s in shoreland areas have 
allowed one Recreational Camping Vehicle (RV, tent or fish house) per parcel except in 
licensed campgrounds. 

2. On June 8, 2018, the Commissioners amended Section 7.22 of Ordinance 439 (see below) by 
modifying the enforcement options to include a misdemeanor charge in lieu of civil litigation.  
The amendment was a result of the Department’s request to the County Attorney’s Office on 
how to modify the Ordinance to make it more enforceable.  

3. Previous enforcement of violations was by civil complaint, a common enforcement mechanism 
in zoning. 

4. Complaints received outside of normal business hours are investigated by the Sheriff’s 
Department, while the Environmental Services investigated complaints received during 
normal business hours.   

5. On average, the Department receives 5-10 complaints per year related to more than one RV on 
a parcel all of which are located on lakeshore.  Enforcement is complaint based, meaning the 
Department only pursues enforcement if a written compliant to the Department is received.

6. Shortly after implementation of the revised Ordinance, a violation occurred.  A number of 
property owners attended a Commissioners meeting to express objection with the Ordinance 
limiting one RV per parcel.  The Commissioners asked the Planning Commission to re-
evaluate the Ordinance.  

Proposed Ordinance 
7.22 Recreational Vehicle 

7.22.1 Recreational Vehicle, Temporary. A Recreational Vehicle, Temporary shall mean a 
Recreational Vehicle or Recreational Vehicles located on a parcel for thirty (30) days 
or less in any year and occupied at the location at any time.  A Recreational Vehicle 
or Recreational Vehicles, Temporary is required to register as a Provisional Use 
pursuant to Section 4.22 of this Ordinance.  
i. A site plan shall include the following: waterbody; property lines; Right-of-Way; 

proposed location of the Recreational Vehicle(s) and associated vehicle parking; 
sub-surface sewage treatment system; location of all structures; or other 
information requested by the Department.  

ii. Recreational Vehicle(s), Temporary shall not be hooked up to an individual 
sewage treatment system or water supply.  

iii. Density 
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1. The number of Recreational Vehicles(s), Temporary shall be determined 
by parcel area as follows when a property has a residential dwelling unit: 
<20,000sf = 0 RV, temporary  
20,000sf – 29,999sf = 1 RV, temporary  
30,000sf – 39,999sf = 2 RV, temporary  
40,0000sf or more = 3 RV, temporary  

2. The number of Recreational Vehicles(s), Temporary shall be determined 
by parcel area as follows when a property does not have a residential 
dwelling unit: 
<20,000sf = 1 RV, temporary  
20,000sf – 29,999sf = 2 RV, temporary  
30,000sf – 39,999sf = 3 RV, temporary  
40,000sf or more = 4 RV, temporary  

iv. No Recreational Vehicle(s), Temporary or parking of associated vehicles shall be 
located in the shore or bluff impact zone, in the Right-of-Way, within 10 feet of a 
property line or on the sub-surface sewage treatment system.   

v. More than four (4) Recreational Vehicle on a parcel shall follow the provisions of 
Section 6.48 and Section 10.2.23 of this Ordinance.  

vi. The provisions of this Section do not apply to homeowners who are storing a 
Recreational Vehicle on their property.  

vii. Each Recreational Vehicle located on a parcel in violation of this Ordinance shall 
be a separate offence. 

viii. A property owner who has received two or more written notices of violation 
from the Department is subject to criminal prosecution pursuant to Section 12 of 
this Ordinance.  

ix. Each day that a violation of this Section continues constitutes a separate offense.  
 

Issue Identification 
The number of complaints of properties in violation of this standard have increased throughout the years.  
Complainants cite the following concerns: limited parking, no sewage treatment, increased number of people 
on the property, disruption of peace, and noise.   Transient (temporary, short term) activity on property differs 
from non-transient activity.   
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Analysis 
Examples of Recreational Camping Vehicles:  

 

 

Recreational Camping Area per Minnesota Statutes 327.14 means “Any area, whether privately or 
publicly owned, used on a daily, nightly, weekly, or longer basis for the accommodation of five or 
more tents or recreational camping vehicles free of charge or for compensation.”  

Recreational Camping Vehicle per Minnesota Statutes 327.14 means: 
Any vehicular, portable structure built on a chassis, designed to be used as a temporary 
dwelling for travel, recreational, and vacation uses; 
Any structure designed to be mounted on a truck chassis for use as a temporary dwelling for 
travel, recreation, and vacation; 
Any portable, temporary dwelling to be used for travel, recreation, and vacation, constructed 
as an integral part of a self-propelled vehicle; and 
Any folding structure, mounted on wheels and designed for travel, recreation, and vacation 
use. 

County Comparisons 
Morrison 

1 RV per parcel if less than 30,000; 2 RV’s if greater than 30,000 
Parcel with a dwelling: one RV in addition to the dwelling, regardless of size 
RV’s must be permitted if on a parcel for more than 10 days per year, meet all setbacks and 
submit a septic management plan.  On a larger vacant parcel, a property owner could have the 
2 permitted RV’s and also have overnight guests in other RV’s up to 10 days per calendar year 
without a violation. 

Douglas 
1 RV on a lot as a dwelling if there is no dwelling 
If there is dwelling, a property can have one RV set up for use, meeting all the setbacks for less 
than 30 days. 
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Wright 
1 RV, must meet all setbacks for a residential dwelling unit, be licensed and cannot be 
occupied for more than 90 days in a calendar year.   

Becker 
1 RV per parcel if used less than 7 days in a 30 day period 
If used more than 7 days, a onetime permit for the life of the RV is required. 
All setbacks must be met 

Sherburne 
Ordinance doesn’t currently regulate/enforce the number of RV’s on a parcel 
RV’s cannot be used as a residence and must be road ready 
They are trying to revise their Ordinance to be more enforceable 

Benton 
1 RV per parcel and cannot be occupied for more than 90 days in a calendar year 
 

Kandiyohi County 
Recreational equipment located on a tract of land without a permanent dwelling must be 
currently licensed and located behind the building line. If hook-up to an individual sewage 
treatment system or public sewer is requested a land use permit shall be required. The parking 
of one (1) item of recreational equipment by a guest on the property shall be allowed for a 
period not to exceed thirty (30) calendar days per year.  
The parking of one (1) recreational equipment by a guest on the property with a permanent 
dwelling shall be allowed for a period not to exceed thirty (30) calendar days per year, 
provided the recreational equipment shall not be hooked up to an individual sewage 
treatment system or public sewer, and be located behind the building line.  
A homeowner may store personal recreation equipment provided it may not be hooked up to 
sewer and water.   
Allowance for private campgrounds by CUP on properties over 5 acres in size. 
 

 
Conclusion 

1. The Ordinance amendments would be effective by summer of 2021.  
2. Department of Natural Resources must approve Ordinance changes for properties in 

shoreland. 
3. Interested parties, including riparian shoreland property owners, lake associations, resorts and 

property owners known to be in violation of this standard will be notified of a public hearing.  
4. Postcards will be mailed in January to all riparian property owners. The postcard will be 

provide a link to the Shape Stearns website where a survey can be completed.  
5. Environmental Services, County Attorney’s Office and Sherriff’s Department will coordinate 

on administration of these provisions.  



Recreational Vehicles (RV) 

County Ordinance dating back to the 1970’s has allowed one RV per parcel, except in licensed 
campgrounds. The number of complaints of properties in violation of this standard has increased 
throughout the years. Neighbors cite the following concerns: limited parking, too many RV’s, increased 
number of people on the property, disruption of peace, and noise. 

Create riparian standards that balance the interests of both year-round residents and seasonal 
residents, while protecting the natural resources that draw them to lakeshore amenities.  
(Living Pillar, Lakeshore Housing, Policy 10). 

Question 1: In addition to a cabin or home, how many Recreational Vehicles (RV’s) should be allowed 
on a property on a temporary basis? 

In addition to a cabin or home, how many 
Recreational Vehicles (RV’s) should be allowed on 
a property on a temporary basis? Total 

0 7 
1 101 
2 30 
3 15 
4 44 

No Answer 4 
201 



Question 2: The number of temporary RV’s on a property should be based on the size of the lot? 

The number of temporary RV’s on a property 
should be based on the size of the lot? Total 
Yes 109 
No 89 
No Answer 3 

201 



 

Question 3:  More than 1 RV on a property should be allowed on a temporary basis (choose one): 

 

 

More than 1 RV on a property should be allowed 
on a temporary basis (choose one): Total 
There should be no additional RV’s allowed 66 
Up to 30 days per year 67 
More than 30 days per year 65 
No Answer 3 

 201 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 



Question 4:  Lake and river setbacks are needed to provide an adequate distance between the 
development of a shoreland area and the adjacent waterbody to protect habitat, erodible soils, and 

preserve the natural character of the shoreline.   
A 50 foot setback from the waterbody for temporary RV’s is? 

Lake and river setbacks are needed to provide an 
adequate distance between the development of a 
shoreland area and the adjacent waterbody to 
protect habitat, erodible soils, and preserve the 
natural character of the shoreline.  A 50 foot 
setback from the waterbody for temporary RV’s is? Total 
Not Enough 73 
About Right 92 
Too Much 33 
No Answer 3 

201 



February 8, 2021 

To:  Stearns County Commissioners 

Stearns County Staff 

Stearns County Administrator 

From:  Darrin & Julie Nystrom 

Nystrom Properties 

RE:   Public Hearing Regarding Ordinance 617 to amend Stearns County Ordinance #439 

Property Locations: Lots 7, 8 & 9 Blonigens Addition and Blonigens Addition Plat 4 Lot 2 Block 1 

This letter is to voice concern and disagreement with the currently proposed amendment for Section 
7.22 of Ordinance 439 and the existence of the abandoned ordinance 439 in Stearns County as it relates 
to the Recreational Camping Vehicle (RV, tent or fish house) ordinances. This ordinance and its 
amendments affect all of Stearns County whether lake lot or not. These restrictions, as previously 
passed and as are being asked to be amended, cause many areas of concern for current landowners 
within the County.   

Within the Notice of Public Hearing, the following items were brought forth by staff from the county as 
considerations for taking further action: 

5-10 complaints for the county per year related to more than one RV per parcel.
o Confirmed via phone conversation with Angie Berg on 2.4.21 that 1/3 of these

complaints approximately are for the same repeat landowners.
o Written communication with Angie Berg on 2.4.21 stated that the area of concern

was about density on our lakes and rivers.
Complaints received above are really because of noise, sewage and increased traffic in the
area and are due to actions people are taking; the RV is not taking action.

The current proposal, as it relates to RV’s allowed per parcel restrict the number of RV’s up to one per 
parcel with the proposal allowing for temporary RV’s to be located on a parcel up to 30 days per year. 
The number of RV’s that would be allowed per lot is proposed to be based upon square footage of the 
lot size. Some lot sizes, under 20,000 square feet would not be allowed to have any additional 
temporary RV’s onsite. This ability to not have additional RV’s onsite would pertain to any time of the 
year including holidays as well as special events and hunting that residents may have including providing 
a pop-up camper onsite for child to have a sleep over with friends on said parcel. 

Up until 2018, the ordinances from the 1970’s have gone unenforced, the county has abandoned them. 
In 2018, an amendment was made to the ordinance allowing for violations to occur should a property 
owner be identified as having more than 1 RV per parcel. This was complaint based. That rebuttal from 
2018 is why the amended proposal is being put forth this year to amend the previous abandoned 



proposal and why the feedback being received on this proposal has been so ill-received; at least by the 
people we are speaking to. 

The current proposal affects landowners, residents and businesses within the area, not just Stearns 
County. For example, implementing this proposal will decrease the number of RV’s allowed per site 
which can decrease the number of RV’s being sold by businesses within the area decreasing sales for the 
business and sales tax collection for the said county that the camper is purchased in. Increased traffic in 
many of the smaller communities, around lakes and larger hunting areas also draws business to the 
smaller stores within that area. For example, by our lake lot, not only do we frequent the local store on 
the corner, our guests due as well, purchasing food and gas for their time at the lake. That does not 
include the trips the kids make the store for an ice cream treat.  

 

Alternative proposal: 

Proposal: Allow campers/RV up to the maximum building to land square footage allowed per parcel. 
Each camper/RV square footage calculation would be based on the manufacturers specifications.  This 
would take into consideration all setbacks related to right of way, adjacent lot and lakeshore properties. 
An example of how this would work is below (based upon our review of current available said 
information): 

 Largest sq ft camper size allowed to be manufactured and towed per the RV Industry 
Association based on a March 13, 2020 online posting is 400 sq ft (including slides) 

 Minnesota Department of Health website reviewing the general requirements for recreational 
camping areas state that there must be 10 feet of open space between RV’s and their 
attachments 

 Side lot setbacks within Stearns County at 10’ 
 Road Set back within Stearns County at 25’ 
 Lake shore set back at this time is 75’ based upon building a permanent structure on the site 

which provides a non-permeable site surface 

In practical use, a 400 sq ft camper, the largest square foot camper as identified by the RV Industry 
Association, would actually have a footprint of 660 square feet if it is 44 feet long with multiple slide 
outs at approximately 3ft each. This leaves about 260 sq feet around each campers foot print of 
green space. When you add an additional 10 feet between campers allowed by the health 
department it provides an additional 440 sq ft of green space using the maximum camper square 
footage footprint example. For every 400 sq ft camper, there is 700 sq feet of green space. This 
footprint will take up considerably less than a permanent structure footprint when considering 
greenspace.  

Consideration should be given to this additional square footage of green space per RCV footprint to 
allow for a decreased set back off the lake from 75’ to 40’. This would allow for more RV’s to be 
placed onto the lot and be within the ordinance requirements. 

This example shows how the larger footprint camper utilizes only a portion of the buildable parcel 
square footage. This allows for additional RV’s to be onsite without restriction or additional 



licensing. Therefore, the number of allowable RV’s should be based upon the square footage 
actually being consumed. 

Should the need for RV’s to utilize a larger footprint on the parcel for holidays and/or special events 
or the like, access should be able to be gained through the county through the online provisional use 
process. This should be a submission to the county stating the duration of time, number of campers 
that will be on premises and consideration made for sewage disposal which may include providing a 
porta potty on premises for campers. This may also include a site plan related to location of campers 
for the event.  

Storage of campers should be allowed onsite as proposed in the current proposal for campers.  

Based upon the information above, utilize the following considerations for ordinance creation: 

Allow a minimum of one RV on a site with less than 20,000 sq ft of land when it is has a 
cabin/structure on it. 

Base number of RV’s per parcel upon the sq footage available for buildable site plans for the 
associated parcel that utilize the above facts regarding footprints and current county setbacks. 

Eliminate the term temporary and non-temporary. 

Utilize the online provisional use permit for occurrences where RCV’s will exceed buildable sf per 
parcel.  

Final Thoughts: 

We understand that there has to be consideration to other landowners right to have peace while 
utilizing their properties and consideration to the environment. We believe that actions by 
individuals generating the nuisance calls should be addressed for the nuisance and not blamed on 
the RV. We also believe that we have a right to use our land for recreational use. Just because we 
happen to own, and use our RV, should not make us a target for restrictive ordinances in the county 
that penalize people who do not disrupt their neighbors, keep their property clean, handle sewage 
appropriately and help their neighbors in addition to just wanting to spend time with family and 
friends on property they own.  

Over the years, the residents having property on Two Rivers Lake have worked hard with the County 
and the DNR to address concerns related to the water at Two Rivers Lake. We have endured 
localized flooding due to partial mother nature and due to the manmade dam that was created 
causing water levels to rise and the County and DNR not taking action quickly while our properties 
suffered the consequences of said high water. We also fought to eliminate the waste dumping into 
the tributaries that populate Two Rivers Lake by a local company located upstream. We have 
worked to be good citizens as a lake community and this ordinance is a slap in the face to those of 
us who have had to, in some cases, resort to using an RV versus building a facility due to the history 
of water management on said lake.  

On a personal note, the amount of time that this has taken to review, research, respond and alert 
others regarding this ordinance and amendments has been overwhelming. Residents were not clear 
of the impact that this ordinance has on them. We spent hours talking about it and encouraging 



others to contact the county to better understand how it impacts them directly. When explaining to 
others that violation of said ordinance can become criminal in nature, the responses we received 
were shock and disappointment with the County. It is beyond our comprehension why we would be 
criminally punished for such action. We use our lake property to escape the stressors of our daily 
life. Our time at the lake with our family and friends is deeply important to us. The lake is the place 
our children BEG for us to go to during the summer. The thought of losing this time has lead to lost 
sleep and unnecessary action to be taken on our part.  

We reject the Ordinance and all said amendments, including the County’s proposed changes as they 
are currently stated. 

We appreciate the time and consideration by the County Commissioners on this very personal topic.  

We ask that residents of Stearns County are considered as movement is made forward regarding 
this very delicate topic.  

Thank you to county staff for ensuring that this Notice of Public Hearing was disbursed more widely 
than required by current law to ensure that as many residents of the county know of the proposed 
changes.  

Thank you to Angie Berg for taking time to talk with us and answer questions as we maneuver 
through this upsetting situation.  

 

 

Sources: 

Minnesota Department of Health 

https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/mhprca/rcagenreq.html#spacing 

RV Industry Association online article 

https://www.rvnews.com/rvia-changes-fifth-wheel-square-footage/ 

Verbal phone conversation with Angie Berg from County with Julie Nystrom on February 4, 2021 



February 8th, 2021 

To:  Stearns Commissioners 

  Stearns County Staff 

  Stearns County Administrator 

From:  Jane Nystrom 

  Nystrom Properties 

RE:   Public Hearing Regarding Ordinance 617 to amend Stearns County Ordinance #439 

Property Locations: Lots 7, 8 & 9 Blonigens Addition and Blonigens Addition Plat 4 Lot 2 Block 1 

I am writing to demonstrate my disagreement with Ordinance 439 and the proposed Ordinance 7.22, as 
I feel this highly punitive to law abiding landowners.  I would however support changes to the Ordinance 
439 that would be less restrictive for individual landowners to utilize their property.  

Our lakeshore property has been in the family for approximately 60 years in which we have never had a 
complaint of our property use. The property elevation is low consequently putting our dwelling at risk 
for flooding that could be lessened or prevented by the county. However, due to circumstances beyond 
our control, the risk continues. We have had to endure significant financial hardship to repair the 
foundation from flood damage.  We will never be convinced of any guarantee that we would not suffer 
additional damage in the future. Therefore, we are extremely hesitant to invest in any dwelling as the 
county may not provide adequate flood prevention measures to make any improvements to our existing 
dwelling or additional new dwellings equitable. For this reason, the market value has been diminished 
considerably.  

Our solution was to enjoy our property utilizing recreational vehicles. Recreational Vehicles do not have 
a foundation to be destroyed in a flood. They are mobile and can be moved off the property when water 
levels continue to rise due to plugged waterways. They do not have irreparable damage due to the 
flooding which is a significant cost to bear. With the proposed ordinance 7.2, our property value once 
again will be diminished through no fault of our own, as the ordinance prevents our family to utilize our 
own property. We can’t build, we can’t sell, and now we can’t use our property.  

We have invested a considerable amount of money into our property as well as the recreational vehicles 
for recreational use of our recreational property. They are not eye sores to the adjacent properties and 
do not crowd our property. Occasionally, on holiday weekends and such, we may have additional 
vehicles to accommodate our friends and family’s celebration of the holiday safely. At one time, that 
concept would have been considered the appropriate and responsible action to take. Especially, with 
the current pandemic restrictions and limitations, we would think that this would be a time to 
encourage responsible acts to enjoy nature while socially distancing with family units in separate 
recreational vehicles.  



Therefore, I conversely propose a relaxing of the current 439 Ordinance, to allow for individual 
landowners expanded use of recreational vehicles and leniency in enforcement of this ordinance. As I 
feel strongly that if there are any complaints it may be due to individual behavior rather than land use. 
Please address those issues rather than criminalizing family outings. 

Sincerely, 

Jane Nystrom 

 



From: DANIEL LARSON
To: Berg, Angie
Subject: public hearing comment
Date: Friday, February 5, 2021 3:55:12 PM

Hi Angie,

I wish to endorce the proposed amendment to Stearns County Ordinance #439 specifically
related to recreational vehicles.  I would like to see the Recreational Vehicle Proposed
Ordinance amendment passed and become effective this coming summer.

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Dan Larson



Angie,
I've been contacted by several neighbors about offering my thoughts to you on this proposed 
ordinance.

- One issue that really should not have made its way into the ordinance is the disqualification of 
properties under .46 acres from having a friend visit the owner from out of town who's driving an 
RCV (Let's use the acronym from the State of Minnesota to eliminate conflicts in definition, and 
name the ordinance Recreation Camping Vehicles). Having an RCV in ones driveway can 
hardly be an issue for the county or the neighborhood and one that would run the Sheriff's 
Department ragged trying to police. It's a clear overreach from even the Morrison County 
ordinance which allows one RCV and a dwelling for all properties under 30,000 sq. ft. I 
recommend at a minimum, altering the ordinance to reflect that language. A decent lawyer and a 
reasonable judge would overrule this provision as violating our "right to be left alone" and 
jeopardize the entire ordinance, especially given your attempt to change this from a civil liability 
to a criminal one.

- Next, I fail to understand what this ordinance is for. The State of Minnesota has clearly defined 
Health Department related spacing requirements, restroom access, number of vehicles, 
setbacks, and so on. Stearns County has defined impervious surface limitations for all 
properties, required setbacks from lakes and property lines, buildings, and so on. If there are no 
violations of these standards and ordinances, how can civil, let alone criminal action be taken?

- The reason I believe the prior ordinance failed and was abandoned is for the above reasons. 
The mere presence of RCVs interferes with no ones liberty or pursuit of happiness. What does 
interfere, and appears to be at the core of these complaints, is the number of poorly behaving 
people late into the night who are associated with those RCVs. Ordinances already exist to deal 
with such behavior, which are criminal. If this is intended to make the Sheriff's job easier to 
prosecute, we need a new Sheriff.  

- It should be our law makers last resort to implement a new ordinance, especially a criminal 
one, and then only after identifying which current ordinances failed to properly maintain the 
peace. My opinion is this ordinance is ill advised.

Regards,

Dan Brady
19378 Two Rivers Road
Avon, Mn
56310



From: Roger Preusser
To: Berg, Angie
Cc: Mergen, Jeff; Perske, Joseph; Clark, Tarryl; Lenzmeier, Leigh; Notch, Steve; Williams, Michael
Subject: RV Permitting Options: Suggestion for 2/16/2021 Meeting
Date: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 6:13:54 PM

Angie - Thank you for taking the time for our phone conversation on Monday.  Below are comments
and a suggestion to change the parcel area square footage tables.  I just want this brought forward
to the committee.  I do not need nor want to participate in "public testimony". 

We recognize the need to update County Ordinance #439 to address the over utilization of lake
shore properties.  The overutilization does contribute to the issues that were listed. 

To address the issues you have identified and continue to allow lakeshore owners to fairly use their
recreation property to entertain weekend guests, we are recommending  a slight variant of the
parcel area  square footage.  Suggestions are noted in red.

1. The number of Recreational Vehicles(s)., Temporary shall be determined by parcel area as follows
when a property has a residential dwelling unit:

<15,000sf = 0 RV, temporary

15,000 - 25,000sf = 1 RV, temporary

25,000 - 35,000 = 2 RV, temporary

35,000 or more = 3 RV, temporary

2. The number of Recreational Vehicles(s)., Temporary shall be determined by parcel area as follows
when a property does not have a residential dwelling unit:

<15,000sf = 1 RV, temporary

15,000 - 25,000sf = 2 RV, temporary

25,000 - 35,000 = 3 RV, temporary

35,000 or more = 4 RV, temporary

I believe these changes are reasonable and would help accommodate recreational  lake shore
owners' use  of their property without obstructing the goal of reducing negative impacts due to
property over utilization.

During conversations with other lake shore property owners, comments have been made that
before this is finalized it is hoped that an "in-person" meeting would occur.  Interactive
communication elements are missing when meetings are completed all electronically.

Feel free to contact me at (320) 267-6068 with any questions.

My wife and I appreciate your consideration of these changes. 

Sincerely,

Roger and Doris Preusser

 

 



From: Blake-Bradley, Nicola (DNR)
To: Berg, Angie
Subject: RV shoreland ordinance comments
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 10:57:22 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png

Hello, Angie!
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon the draft shoreland ordinance
amendment regarding recreational vehicles. Please consider my email as the DNR’s official
comments regarding the ordinance amendment.  In thinking about the complaints that have
triggered this review, I have a couple of questions. Has the County reviewed the sites of the
residents who’ve violated the regulations to see if there are commonalities between them (for
example, type of resource, all non-conforming lots or high visual impact from the water or
neighboring properties)? Has any mitigation standard been considered as an option for
allowing more than the current standard (for example, requiring a larger buffer to the
resource or planting trees/shrubs to offset runoff, erosion, or visual impact)?
 
Regulation of transient recreational vehicles on private property is a challenge that many local
governments do not address due to the difficulty of enforcement. Staff has done a good job of
obtaining surrounding County Ordinance requirements for comparison. The DNR has
minimum shoreland standards regarding determining base density for residential PUDs
(determined by lot size) as well as dwelling site recommendations for recreational vehicles,
campers, or tents in commercial PUDs (limiting size to 400 square feet/pad). I recommend
that the County use the shoreland standards as the basis for the recreational vehicle
ordinance amendment.
 
Regarding private property, the size of the home and additional impervious surfaces cannot
exceed 25% impervious surface. This rule was put in place to limit the amount of vegetation
conversion and subsequent runoff and impact to the water resources. The larger the lot, the
more potential there is for meeting structural setbacks and reducing the visual impact during
summer, leaf-on conditions.
 
Performance Standard Options:
 

1) Number of RV/Tent sites: If the parcel size is used for determining how many RV/tent
sites will be allowed, please remember to use the upland (buildable) area only in
calculating the allowable number. Lot sizes on non-meandered resources often include
non-buildable area. Simply allowing up to 4 regardless of size may put extreme
pressure on non-conforming lots of record. The County may consider basing the
number on lot size with a total limit of 4 sites.



2) Sewage disposal: The Planning Commission’s recommendation is not immediately
clear. No mention of a permit or application is listed in the Recreational Vehicle
Ordinance (7.22). If RV/Tent sites are allowed as a Provisional Use, it’s recommended
that the Provisional Use conditions are added to the Ordinance. No mention of sewage
disposal is made in the Provisional Use.

3) Water Supply:  The Planning Commission’s recommendation is not immediately clear.
No mention of a permit or application is listed in the Recreational Vehicle Ordinance
(7.22). If RV/Tent sites are allowed as a Provisional Use, it’s recommended that the
Provisional Use conditions are added to the Ordinance. No mention of waters supply is
made in the Provisional Use.

4) Duration: This would seem to be the biggest challenge with regard to enforcement.
5) Frequency: No comment.
6) Notification to neighbors by applicant: No comment.
7) Parking: Parking should be screened as much as possible from the resource,

considering summer, leaf-on conditions.
8) Quiet Hours: No comment.
9) Setbacks for RV/Tents: The Planning Commission’s recommendation is agreeable.

Tents in the Shore Impact Zone are low impact if the shore impact zone has already
been altered vegetatively.

10) Distance from Neighboring Homes: This may be covered under the #9.
 
Have a great day!
Best regards,
Nicki

 
Nicola Blake-Bradley
Area Hydrologist | Division of Ecological and Water Resources

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
1035 South Benton Drive
Sauk Rapids, MN 56379
(320) 223-7844
Email: Nicola.blake-bradley@state.mn.us
mndnr.gov





 

SHORELAND ALTERATIONS AND RECREATIONAL 
VEHICLES 

LETTER TO BE READ AT PUBLIC HEARING ON FEBRUAY 16TH REGARDING ORDINANCE # 617 TO AMEND 
ORDINACE # 439. 

 The proposed changes do make some sense; however, I feel the implementation is too 
soon.  There are many RV’s on lakeshore lots in the county that have been there for some time 
and placed since the original ordinance was passed with no enforcement.  I understand that 
permits have been issued that were not in compliance when issued.  Enforcement now would 
put undo hardships on RV owners.  I, also, understand that most current owners are not aware 
of the ordinances.   

Delaying the passage of this ordinance would also give the commission more time to 
survey county residents regarding the amendment and fix what may not work.  For instance, 
the number of RV’s per site should allow a variance for major holiday weekends when family 
and friends gather.  RV families like to “camp” together.  It may require the use of portable 
toilets depending on the number of users.  As far as the issue of noise or rowdy behavior, I 
don’t see that as a problem that doesn’t occur at permanent or seasonal homeowners.  That 
issue should be addressed as a different problem than an RV issue. 

 I admit that this does not address all of the concerns around the amendment; however, 
it needs to be fair to all concerned.  Do not put an undue burden on all RV owners because of 
complaints of a few residents on a few lakes.  The RVs on Two Rivers Lake where we have a 
seasonal cabin do not cause any more problems or concerns than the permanent homeowners.  
It’s good to see people having a good time and enjoying the lake. 

Linda and Rodney Harren 

41575 210th Ave, Albany 

 



February 8th, 2021 

To:  Stearns Commissioners 

  Stearns County Staff 

  Stearns County Administrator 

From:  Darrick Nystrom 

  Nystrom Properties 

RE:   Public Hearing Regarding Ordinance 617 to amend Stearns County Ordinance #439 

Property Locations: Lots 7, 8 & 9 Blonigens Addition and Blonigens Addition Plat 4 Lot 2 Block 1 

 

This letter is to voice concern and disagreement with the currently proposed amendment for Section 
7.22 of Ordinance 439 and the existence of the abandoned ordinance 439 in Stearns County as it relates 
to the Recreational Camping Vehicle (RV, tent or fish house) ordinances. This ordinance and its 
amendments affect all of Stearns County whether lake lot or not. These restrictions, as previously 
passed and as are being asked to be amended, cause many areas of concern for current landowners 
within the County.   

It seems the poor actions of few are driving rules that affect everyone in a negative manner.   As 
property owners on Two Rivers Lake since the late 60’s we have seen a lot of change on the lake.  None 
as intrusive as this proposal.   It is my understanding the proposal is due to a few with noise issues and 
those whose who desire to mandate their opinions onto others.   That is not what this country was built 
on and that many shed bloods in wars to ensure our freedoms.   This proposal is yet another step 
toward communism!    As a taxpayer and property owner, currently we utilize the lots for the peaceful 
enjoyment on weekends with family and friends.  In no way are we disturbing anyone nor the 
environment.    On average we have three campers covering two lots which is far from crowded and well 
under the square footage of building space allotted for a lot.   On the occasional holiday or special event, 
we may have another three to four campers join us, which at that time we provide Porta Potties and 
keep the campers 75 feet from the waterways.   Some of those events include the 4th of July which we 
like to celebrate our freedoms; how ironic your proposal and the 2018 ordinance takes that right away.   
Your proposal will prevent my family from gathering weekends, have special events such as 
anniversaries, weddings, holiday events etc.  The current proposal will force many of us to either sell our 
properties, or no longer utilize them due to the ordinance.   The RV’s allow us to afford to utilize our 
properties with our families.  In my opinion your ordinance is a form of income discrimination.   We 
cannot afford to build a building on our lots nor could we with the consistent manner the lake floods.   
The ability to utilize RV’s on our property is ideal as when the lake floods we move our RV’s out. 

Rather than making it criminal to have RV’s gather; use the Sheriff to police the true issue and that is the 
noise offenders.    If the true issue is noise violations, address the offenders.   Do not waste the Sheriffs 
time on petty issue such as making RV’ing a crime.   If your noise ordinance penalties are not able to 
enforce those; then address your noise ordinance penalties.    There are also already green space 
requirements and setback requirements on the books.   These need to be adhered to by the RV’s 



anyway, so I see no need to waste enforcement activities for the already stretched thin Sheriff’s or 
county official’s time.  RV’s allow for more permeable surface than any building will; thus, the proposed 
limited number of RV’s on a site given the setback requirements is a moot point. 

Please help keep this great country free and not only throw out the proposed ordinance but strike the 
2018 ordinance that slipped through without our knowledge.   These are too restrictive to our rights and 
will limit everyone in the county from enjoying family events, hunting in the fall and holiday gatherings.  
If you think about it further, it will limit children from having “Sleep Overs” utilizing their family’s 
campers, fish houses and yes tents in their own backyard, as the amount of red tape to allow “Getting 
Permission” from the government will be too much.    

Thank you, 

Darrick Nystrom 

 

 



From: Malinda Kerfeld
To: Berg, Angie
Subject: Ordinance 617/ stearns county 439
Date: Tuesday, February 9, 2021 3:30:07 PM

Hello Angie,

I feel if there has only been 5-10 complaints per year related to more than one RV on a
parcel.  In my opinion that is very few complaints.  I would think this could be handled
on an individual basis.   Our freedom is slowing being taking away.  If you have to room
to have a few RV’s, tents, etc on a piece of land to gather with family and friends, we
should be able to do that.  Why is it that a few complaints have to ruin it for the rest of
us.    We are very respectable to neighbors and the environment.   The home owner
pays for the piece of land and pays taxes yearly and is dictated on what or who can be
on property. 

 Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely,
Malinda
Stearns county property owner



February 8, 2021

To: Stearns Commissioners

Stearns County Staff

Stearns County Administrator

From: Terry and Shirley Nystrom

Nystrom Properties

RE: Public Hearing Regarding Ordinance 617 to amend Stearns County Ordinance #439

Property Locations: Lots 7, 8 & 9 Blonigens Addition and Blonigens Addition Plat 4 Lot 2 Block 1

This letter is to express strong disagreement with the current proposed amendment for Section 7.22 of 
Ordinance 439 and existence of the abandoned ordinance 439 in Stearns County relating to Recreational 
Camping Vehicles whether RV, Fish House, or Tent ordinances. My name is Terry Nystrom, I own lots 7, 8 
and part owner of 9 in Blonigens Addition in Holding Township as well as part owner of Blonigen’s 
Addition Plat 4 Lot 2 Block 1. 

In 1968, I was fighting in Vietnam for Freedom in America. My Parents wrote me a letter asking to 
borrow money to purchase a lake lot, when I found out that my Uncle was purchasing one next to them, 
I loaned them the money and had them purchase one for me as well. I never thought I would have to 
defend the land I bought when fighting in a war 53 years later because someone has a problem with a 
very small percent of people having issues 

This is a place that my kids grew up at, and when my Parents and Uncle let go of the properties I 
purchased the one my Uncle had, and with my kids, we purchased the other lot, keeping them in the 
family. My grandkids are now growing up there. Having the 3 lots with our family has provided us with a 
recreational place to go and unwind on weekends and holidays. In order to financially do that, we utilize 
recreational RV’s on our 2 lots that are vacant and the cabin that has been on the lot my parents had 
since 1973. You are discriminating against people who can afford a lake lot but not a cabin or house. 

With your proposal of only allowing 1 RV on a lot under 20,000 sf might be ok for someone that already 
has a Cabin on the land and no need for an RV. With the 2 vacant lots we use campers to allow our 
family the financial recreational use. We do this because campers don’t have the footprint in square 
footage that a cabin does, we follow setbacks etc. With utilizing RV’s allows places for family to stay. On 
the few occasions of Holidays and Special Events there shouldn’t be any reason we can’t utilize the land 
with more campers. Larger campers have contained sewage and when you have pop up campers and or 
tents a Porta Potty can be rented/used. 

You are doing this at a time that is rather hard on people. During a pandemic that already has people 
stressed. This meeting has to be virtual which is also stressful on people and there are a lot who can’t 
login to have their voices heard.  People are also tired of Government involvement in their lives. 

This is not an RV issue. You need to address the real issue which you already have rules for such as, 
Noise Ordnances. You say there are 5-10 calls per year which is the noise ordinance issue that needs to 
be enforced. There are 158,000 people in Stearns County, if you do the math, and take out the 1/3 



repeat callers on average you get 5 calls per year. That’s .00003%.  Don’t make the people who own RV’s 
criminals. 

Having more people in the County in the summer should be welcomed. It helps businesses like Bars, 
Restaurants, Hardware stores, Grocery stores, Gas and Convenience stores etc. If you want to restrict 
people and traffic then why don’t you restrict the number of people at the boat landings? The other 
businesses you will impact in the County are the RV dealers, they will sell less units with ordinances as 
you have proposed. Have you let the business in the County know that you are going to have a negative 
impact on their business?

We take pride in our place and keep it neat and clean. We have invested a lot of time and money into 
our small piece of paradise and you want to take that away from use. You took a 1971 Ordinance that 
had been abandoned for 47 years and in 2018, slid through a new ordinance on top of that. Both of 
them need to be removed, and you need to enforce the Noise Ordinance and other nuisance ordinances 
you have in place to handle it. The last thing we need in America are more rules and regulations, along 
with permission from the Government to use our land within the means that have already been 
established with setbacks etc. 

**We agree with the proposal presented in the communication from Darrin and Julie Nystrom: Nystrom 
Properities which is as follows:

Alternative proposal:

Proposal: Allow campers/RV up to the maximum building to land square footage allowed per parcel. 
Each camper/RV square footage calculation would be based on the manufacturers specifications.  This 
would take into consideration all setbacks related to right of way, adjacent lot and lakeshore properties. 
An example of how this would work is below (based upon our review of current available said 
information):

Largest sq ft camper size allowed to be manufactured and towed per the RV Industry 
Association based on a March 13, 2020 online posting is 400 sq ft (including slides)
Minnesota Department of Health website reviewing the general requirements for recreational 
camping areas state that there must be 10 feet of open space between RV’s and their 
attachments
Side lot setbacks within Stearns County at 10’
Road Set back within Stearns County at 25’
Lake shore set back at this time is 75’ based upon building a permanent structure on the site 
which provides a non-permeable site surface

In practical use, a 400 sq ft camper, the largest square foot camper as identified by the RV Industry 
Association, would actually have a footprint of 660 square feet if it is 44 feet long with multiple slide 
outs at approximately 3ft each. This leaves about 260 sq feet around each campers foot print of 
green space. When you add an additional 10 feet between campers allowed by the health 
department it provides an additional 440 sq ft of green space using the maximum camper square 
footage footprint example. For every 400 sq ft camper, there is 700 sq feet of green space. This 



footprint will take up considerably less than a permanent structure footprint when considering 
greenspace. 

Consideration should be given to this additional square footage of green space per RCV footprint to 
allow for a decreased set back off the lake from 75’ to 40’. This would allow for more RV’s to be 
placed onto the lot and be within the ordinance requirements.

This example shows how the larger footprint camper utilizes only a portion of the buildable parcel 
square footage. This allows for additional RV’s to be onsite without restriction or additional 
licensing. Therefore, the number of allowable RV’s should be based upon the square footage 
actually being consumed.

Should the need for RV’s to utilize a larger footprint on the parcel for holidays and/or special events 
or the like, approval should be able to be gained through the county through the online provisional 
use process. This should be a submission to the county stating the duration of time, number of 
campers that will be on premises and consideration made for sewage disposal which may include 
providing a porta potty on premises for campers. This may also include a site plan related to location 
of campers for the event. 

Storage of campers should be allowed onsite as proposed in the current proposal for campers. 

Based upon the information above, utilize the following considerations for ordinance creation:

Allow a minimum of one RV on a site with less than 20,000 sq ft of land when it is has a 
cabin/structure on it.

Base number of RV’s per parcel upon the sq footage available for buildable site plans for the 
associated parcel that utilize the above facts regarding footprints and current county setbacks.

Eliminate the term temporary and non-temporary.

Utilize the online provisional use permit for occurrences where RCV’s will exceed buildable sf per 
parcel. 

Sources:

Minnesota Department of Health

https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/environment/mhprca/rcagenreq.html#spacing

RV Industry Association online article

https://www.rvnews.com/rvia-changes-fifth-wheel-square-footage/

Verbal phone conversation with Angie Berg from County with Julie Nystrom on February 4, 2021



RV Survey Comments 

 Comments 
1.  Home builders have a 100' set back. RV's should be required to have the same. 

2.  

The set back should be like building/adding on to a home. If it blocks the view of neighboring homes it should not 
be allowed. The county would never let a home be built that close. I think more RV's should be allowed if you 
own over a couple of acres and having a weekend gathering. It's tough to put a limit on something like this, when 
there are so many variables? 

3.  

If you want to see what total abuse of this RV lake ordinance looks like come by 33194 Birch Crest Rd in Grey 
Eagle on Little Birch Lake during almost any holiday or long weekend and you will see what we call the 
Hellermann KOA camp ground, looks like.  If you gave me the ability to upload pictures I would.  It is not 
uncommon to find as many as 3-4 5th wheel campers, plus 2-3 pop-up tent trailers along with 4-5 tents, all at 
once.  They block the view of the lake, they leave no space for emergency vehicles to come in if they would be 
needed and no room for neighbors who've  had season cabins for over 40 year to park.  They are loud, rude and 
inconsiderate at the very least.  Not to mention, they have at the very least 5-6 BIG dogs that roam free. 
 
This has become a VERY sore issue over the last  6-7 years, of which we have not been able to do anything about.  
When approached about the problems they cause they are completely verbally disrespectful to everyone. 
 
It would be really nice to have a place to report these types of incidents and have the Stearns County Sheriffs 
department come and break them up. 
 
Thank you! 

4.  

A permit to park an RV on a property should be required. 
 
How is this ordinance enforced? 

5.  

The county should not amend the code to accommodate more lakeshore RVs. 
 
They are among the least responsible users of the lake- they are just visiting, they are not stakeholders. 
 
They over-fish, disregard general courtesies of boating, noise, late night parties. 
 
They do not pay taxes, they do not vote, they do not support the lake associations. 
 
Bad idea. 

6.  

Aren't houses 100'  RV's should be the same and if there is a home it should not be allowed on the "lakefront" 
side of the home.  RV's and storage containers are loopholes used- often times for people who cant afford lake 
property or those who are not good stewards of the land. 

7.  

Size of lot should make a huge determination of allowed RVs. Some residents are ignoring any ordinance and 
leaving the RV all summer months. This is a eye sore. They also bring in more than one RV for the weekend party. 
 
This creates parking issues and privacy.  Some have old ones for storage that never moves and they put a license 
on it to get by. If they are allowed it should only be 1 per lot and a 20 day limit. This should also be enforced. 
Their should also be a limit of the number of docks, because the extra RVs seem to bring along a extra boat and 
when they stay for a extended  period they all want another lift and dock. The lot we have on Big Lake is now 
surrounded by RVs and boat lifts. The view is no longer desirable, it stinks. We need enforcement, so the 
neighbors do not have to look like the bad guy and be the complainer. Maybe a large tax or expensive permit 
would slow this down if they want RVs on a lot. ENFORCEMENT WORKS 



8.  

Temporary RV’s are fine, it’s part of enjoying the lake with family and friends. By far the campgrounds with 
permanent RV’s need to be reduced long before someone  visiting a family member for a weekend should be 
restricted. Note I don’t have RV’s on my property 

9.  RV setback should match neighbors building lines on the lake side. 
10   the word "temporary" is very vague.  i would prefer terporary to be a total of 30 days or less per year. 

11   

If the privately owned lots are big enough and can accommodate RV’s with no damage to shoreline or body of 
water, I don’t think see what the problem is. In Minnesota, These are only temporary so should be allowed to be 
able to enjoy the lakes. 

12   I think the RV campgrounds are a bigger concern than on private parcels - within reason of course, 
13   I believe there are FAR too many variables to make any of these questions valid. 

14   

I believe that RVs are part of a healthy plan to both preserve and enjoy the lakeshore.  It makes sense that 
smaller lots be limited to not have TOO many RVs, but otherwise they should be encouraged as an 
environmentally friendly option.  Thanks! 

15   Set backs should align with permanent structures according to zone classification setbacks 

16   

I think the size of the lot should determine the amount of RV's allowed on it. If noise and disturbances are a 
problem that should be dealt with through local law enforcement. Give them the authority to limit RV's if there 
are too many complaints. 

17   it should be up to the land owner to decide the distance.   too much government oversite 

18   

Should be able to have what fits and as long as wanted. 
 
Its our property - we pay the tax to use it - stop restricting it. 

19   

Even with Licensed Campgrounds there should be a required setback from the lake.  We have an example of 
campsites with campers that are pretty permanent in nature (have decks built etc) sitting right along the 
shoreline within 50 ft of the water.   Also, Dock systems have been expanded in the water that is way over the 
amount that they should have.  Campgrounds are a great opportunity for people to enjoy a lake.  However they 
do not have the same perspective on how to treat the water resources.  The Campground owners should be held 
to a higher standard if they have over a certain amount  of campsites (e.g. 25 campsites). There should be an 
annual inspection to ensure they meet certain requirements and have a consequence if they don't adhere to the 
rules. These inspection results should be made public to lake owners and lake associations. 

20   

On the holiday weekends, I've seen so many RVs on a lake lot that the lake isn't even visible in that direction 
from the neighbor's cabin. The RVs are packed in so tight that the first to arrive park within 20 feet or so from the 
water and they just keep piling in after that. It's enough to make blood boil. 

21   
alot of it is size of lot and how close to neighbor structures and general care of the lot not just pull it in the brush 
for a week or two 

22   Should be same as home/cabin 
23   Setbacks should be the same for permanent and temporary dwellings 

24   
1 RV or ice castle should be allowed year round.  Additional RV’s should be limited to 30 days or less.  This allows 
flexibility for large family gatherings and peak holidays without over thinking or getting too complex. 

25   
At a minimum, the  setback should be the same as a home. . . .  we have heard rumors of neighbors (on Big Fish) 
seeking to rent their property to RV users !   Hopefully, just a rumor. 

26   Houses and cabins can't be that close so an RV shouldn't either.   Blocks the view of your neighbors. 

27   

Minnesota summers are really only 4 or 5 nice weekends long anyway,  so about 10-15 days. Noise and 
disruptive behavior is already covered in ordinance, so why penalize well behaved personal short term 
gatherings, including family get togethers where people come together for a night or two to enjoy a Minnesota 
lake. 

28   Size of lot is always important as are setbacks. 



29   

My thought would be to allow multiple RV's over a particular weekend event. But only temporary. The exception 
to that would be a remodeling project where housing might be needed for extended period. Hard to regulate. 
Maybe we just need to be respectful of our neighbors. 

30   
I think the setback should be consistent with the setbacks for permanent structures like houses, decks, etc.  I'm 
not sure what it is, but if it is 50 ft, then this is fine.  However, I think it is 100 ft, so this is inconsistent. 

31   

My wife and I recently went for a drive around Two River Lake and we were quite surprised by all the RV's 
parked, as in year round storage, on lake lots around and south and west side of the lake. I think that the current 
code is working fine if there is corresponding rigorous enforcement with a system of escalating financial 
penalties to get to compliance. 

32   no one wants to look at an RV along the shoreline. 

33   
Can't say enough about restricting more than 1 RV from private lakeshore lots. I've seen up to 6 large RV's on one 
property on our lake in the summer. At least they rent a port a potty. 

34   

Setback should be a % of the depth of the lot with a minimum and maxing out at a set foot marker.  In other 
words setback must be no less than 50 ft or 50 % of the depth of the lot whichever is less.   A 200 ft deep lot 
would use 50 ft while a 75 foot deep lot would use 37.5 ft. 

35   

Consider perhaps:  no RV's on lots with less than 50' of lakeshore.  1 RV on a lot with 50-300' of lakeshore, 2 RV's 
maximum if more than 300' of lakeshore.  There should also be minimum lot size requirements for 1 RV or 2 
RV's.  A 75' setback for an RV would be better than 50'.  RV's should not be on a lot for more than 3 weeks. 

36   
Why is the county worried about this?  This should be a local government issue, not the county.  What if I have 
family over for a weekend and I have a couple RV's in the driveway.  Why is this a big deal? 

37   Requirement for my house was 100 foot setback 

38   

WHEN I BOUGHT MY PROPERTY I HAD TO BE 100 FEET BACK....AND ITS A NICE HOUSE. 
 
NOBODY WANTS TO LOOK AT A TRAILER THAT CLOSE TO THE WATER........ 
 
I CANT BELIEVE THE COUNTY WOULD ALLOW HUNDREDS OF RV/S CRAMMED ON A FEW LOTS..... 
 
AND YOU NEED A PERMIT WHEN A GUY WANTS TO USE NICE LANDSCAPE ROCK TO IMPROVE HIS LAKESHORE?   
IT MAKES NO SENSE, IT WILL WRECK THE BEAUTY OF WHAT IS LEFT..... 

39   

I think you have to take into account the size of the lot and the size of the RVs.  There is quite a difference 
between  someone's little camper and a 36 -48 foot RV with popouts that sits on the lake all year.  1 large RV 
parked on a lot for the summer is quite a bit different than having several friends with small RVs, vans, or popups 
for a weekend get together.  I am not sure of what the right mix is.  I think it is necessary to control the number 
of RVs on a lot if they will remain there for an extended period of time. 

40   

You need to first define RV.  Our interpretations may be different. 
 
How come no "comment section" on the lakeshore survey.  I think you are missing the true input required to 
make change.  Your questions are from a biased perspective and miss the mark. 

41   

A 50 ft setback on some properties may be unreasonable on some properties. This restriction is sort of a joke 
anyway, All people have to do is move the RV and bring it back later. Leave taxpayers do what they want. These 
rules just pit neighbors against each other. Does the neighbor pay the taxes on the other property, NO. 



42   

I believe the 50' feet from shoreline is not far enough. A house needs to be 100" and so should the RV's. 
 
I believe in order to park a RV on a lake lot you should have to get a license, similar to the ice fishing house 
license. That way the owner can be given a RV Rules Booklet/Flyer so they know where to park, what not to do 
with waste (personal and trash) responsibility and all limitations to using lake as a sink for cleaning pots and 
pans, etc. and caring for campfires, burning in a campfire regulations.  The RV should be limited to the an x 
amount of time it can be parked. The amount of RV's on the Chain of Lakes continues to grow. As the number of 
RV's on the lake increase so does the number of people using the lake - polluting, fishing pressure, crowded lakes 
for water activities. care of trash and noise levels.   
 
I am wondering about some family affairs that would bring in more than one RV for 1-2 nights, It would be nice 
to have a license/permit for those that want to use it more for sleeping arrangements for a weekend event. Just 
a thought.  
 
Thank you for putting your taking care of the lakes and your hard work and time. 

43   

Every property parcel is different it should have some basis of amount of impervious surface too. why cant 
families spend a week together with multiple campers at houses.  property owners pay taxes on their property 
allow them some freedom without government needing permits for everything 

44   Needs to be based on each situation, What is practical/common sense. 

45   

With the 50’ setback from the shoreline sometimes the lot does not provide enough flat ground more than 50’ 
away to properly level the RV  
 
As for the amount of time for a temporary RV can be on a property  I feel it should be more than the 30 days 
because of having a permanent lot and having an rv on the lot seasonally or even year round and you shouldn’t 
have to yearly permit. You should be able to put whatever you want on your property that you already pay taxes 
on 

46   

There should also be an annual review of campgrounds to make sure they are following the rules and abiding by 
what they were originally allowed (# of sites etc). Some campgrounds have expanded and are ruining the 
shoreland area. Campgrounds should also have to abide by the setback and should be limited as to the number 
of campsites based on size of lot. 

47   

You all are busy wanting to make more rules, encroaching more and more on our abilities to enjoy the great 
ourdoors. 
 
I believe people should be good stewards of everything.  And I dont think the government should be making 
rules just because you want to.   
 
Why not preach stewardship instead of dreaming up rules?  Everyone would get along a whole lot better in my 
opinion. 

48   
RV is how we enjoy the chain and see it as an appropriate use. While we are there off and on through the 
summer there is no RV there fall, winter and spring. 

49   Setback should align with setback for structure as zone requires . 
50   There are way too many RV's being used in shoreland.  It effects water quality, aesthetics and habiat. 
51   RVs should be in campgrounds. 

 



 

RECREATIONAL VEHICLE PARKS – DOCKS 
 

RELEVANT FACTS 

1. Section 10.2.23E of Land Use and Zoning Ordinance #439 regulates docking/mooring in resorts. and 
includes the current language related to docking spaces: 

10.2.23 E. 4) Continuous docking space of watercraft shall only be used by transient, short-term 
lodgers at the resort and shall be limited to one mooring space for each authorized dwelling 
unit(s) or campsite(s). The resort licensee may also have one dock for personal use. 

2. Recently concerns were raised whether this is the appropriate dock density for resorts.  
3. In addition to number of docks, Ordinance 439 also regulates the location of the docks, centralization 

and boat launching facilities in resorts.  
 
 

PAST ORDINANCE AND AMENDMENT 
 

1. Prior to November 20, 2007, Stearns County followed MN Shoreland Rules 6120.3800 Subp. 
6B(2)(e) 

 

2. In 2006-2007 the County Board appointed a committee to review and recommend changes to the 
Resort standards. The MN DNR Alternative Shoreland Standards (ALT 6120) related to Resorts 
were adopted by Stearns County on November 20, 2007. The DNR approved implementation 
flexibility for the ordinance changes as well. 

 
 

ISSUE IDENTIFICATION 

Concerns have been raised during a recent public hearing that allowing one dock space/mooring space per 
unit allowed in a resort will overburden area lakes. Specific concerns raised recently include: Boats go too 
fast, too close to shore and too close to private docks; boats don’t follow distance regulations; it’s unsafe 
for lakeshore owners to recreate on the lake; there isn’t room for homeowners to fish. 

The public hearing brought to the forefront the development of the County’s waterbody’s and whether we 
have sufficient lake capacity.  

 

 

 

  



 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

 

A balance between Living, Nature and Business pillars must be met. 

 

 

 



 



 

ANALYSIS 

The Department sought comment from the DNR on lake carrying capacity for a recent resort expansion 
request and were informed the DNR doesn’t determine an actual number of boats allowed on a lake 
because lakes are public water resources open to everyone. They went on to say that if the County wants 
to set limits regarding surface water use on this or any other lake, it would need to be addressed through a 
surface water ordinance. To date, the only surface water ordinances enacted by the Board have been no-
wake.  

OPTIONS 

1. Leave current ordinance as written (one mooring space/unit)  
2. Amend ordinance to revert back to Shoreland Rules 6120 (one mooring space/unit in the first 

tier) 
3. Amend ordinance to allow dock numbers based on the following: 

Continuous docking space of watercraft shall only be used by transient, short-term lodgers at the 
resort and shall be limited as outline below. The resort licensee may also have one dock for 
personal use. 

a. one mooring space for each authorized dwelling unit(s) or campsite(s) in Tier 1 
b. one mooring space for every two authorized dwelling unit(s) or campsite(s) in Tier 2 
c. one mooring space for every three authorized dwelling unit(s) or campsite(s) in Tier 3 
d. one mooring space for every four authorized dwelling unit(s) or campsite(s) in Tier 4 
e. one mooring space for every five authorized dwelling unit(s) or campsite(s) outside 

shoreland overlay district 

EXAMPLE: 
Cozy Corners 

 Authorized 
campsites 

Mooring space – 
current ordinance 

Mooring space – 
proposed ordinance 

Tier 1 85 85 85 
Tier 2 72 72 36 
Tier 3 16 16 5 
Tier 4 36 36 9 
Outside shoreland 41 41 8 
Total 250 250 143 

 

 

County Comparison 

Douglas County (page 60) – allows one mooring space/unit in the first tier; has not adopted Alternative 
shoreland standards; has added language: “Notwithstanding the above paragraph, the number and location 
of docks and/or mooring sites may be limited by the County Board after consideration of the relevant 
factors listed above.” (“land slope, water depth, vegetation, soils, depth to groundwater and bedrock, or 
other relevant factors.”) 

Kandiyohi County (page 73) - allows one mooring space/unit in the first tier; has not adopted Alternative 
shoreland standards 

Morrison County (page 108) - allows one mooring space/unit in the first tier; has not adopted Alternative 
shoreland standards 

https://www.co.douglas.mn.us/Uploads/Public/Documents/LRM/PDFs/Ordinance/ZoningOrdinance.pdf
https://cms3.revize.com/revize/kandiyohimn/docs/Admin/Ordinances/9A_ZoningOrdinance4-24-18.pdf
https://www.co.morrison.mn.us/DocumentCenter/View/640/Morrison-County-Land-Use-Control-Ordinance


Pope County (page 47) - allows one mooring space/unit in the first tier; has not adopted Alternative 
shoreland standards 

Sherburne County (page 36) - allows one mooring space/unit in the first tier; has not adopted Alternative 
shoreland standards 

Todd County (page 88) - allows one mooring space/unit in the first tier; has not adopted Alternative 
shoreland standards 

 

Conclusion   

1. The ordinance changes, if any, would be effective in summer 2021. 
2. The Department of Natural Resources must approve any Ordinance changes. 
3. Interested parties, including resorts will be notified of a public hearing. 

 

https://www.co.pope.mn.us/media/Departments/LandManagement/Ordinances/LUCO%20and%20LUCO%20Sections/10.%20Section%2010%20-%20Performance%20Standards.pdf
https://www.co.sherburne.mn.us/DocumentCenter/View/422/Shoreland-PDF
https://www.co.todd.mn.us/sites/default/files/env_land_resources/Land%20Ordinance%2020170103_1.pdf



