
 
 

 

Meeting Agenda 
May 1, 2025 | 7:00 pm 

  

Chisago County Government Center | 313 N. Main Street | Board Room 160A | Center City, MN 55012 
 

The Planning Commission’s Wednesday, April 30, 2025 tour has  
been CANCELED due to the nature of the request(s). 

 
1. Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance 

2. Roll Call and Determination of a Quorum 

3. Approval of Agenda 

4. Approval of Minutes 
a. April 3, 2025 Regular Meeting 

5. Receive all Materials and Submittals into Record 
Previously Distributed: 
a. Complete meeting packet including attachments for agenda items 6a, 8a, 8c, and 11a. 

6. Public Hearings 
a. Adam & Sharalyn Stenberg and Ronald Swanson – Property owners Adam & Sharalyn 

Stenberg and applicant Ronald Swanson are requesting the Rezoning of one parcel 
from Rural Residential (RR) District to Agricultural (AG) District. The 13± acre subject site 
is located at 37454 Vibo Trail in Sunrise Township, S29, T35, R20 (PID 09.00314.00). 

7. Public Hearings – Continued Hearings 
None 

8. Old Business 
a. County Board Requested Rural Retail Tourism / Wedding Venue Discussion 
b. Commissioner Requested Major Home Occupation vs. Horse / Equine Permitted Use 

Discussion (verbal report) 
c. Review of Ordinance Issue Identification Tracking Matrix  

9. New Business 
a. Commissioner Requested Official Zoning Map Amendment Work Plan Discussion 

10. Communications and Reports 
a. County Board Liaison Reports – Commissioners Greene and Dahlberg 

11. Miscellaneous 
a. Resolution No. 25/0416-2 – Planning Commission and Board of Adjustment and Appeals 

Policy on Commission / Board Structure, Meeting Order and General Procedure 

12. Adjourn Meeting  
• The next special work session is scheduled for Thursday, May 15, 2025 at 6:00 pm. 
• The next regular meeting is scheduled for Thursday, June 5, 2025 at 7:00 pm. 



 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Planning Commission Tour  
Date and Time: 

Wednesday, April 30, 2025 at 9:00 am 
Departing from Chisago County Highway Department  

31325 Oasis Road, Center City, MN 55012 

THIS TOUR HAS BEEN CANCELED ~ THE MAP IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY 
 

Adam & Sharalyn Stenberg  
and Ronald Swanson 

37454 Vibo Trail 
Sunrise Township 

PID 09.00314.00 
FOR REFERENCE ONLY 

 
FOR REFERENCE ONLY 



 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 04/03/2025 Page 1 of 6 

CHISAGO COUNTY 
PLANNING COMMISSION  
OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS 

April 3, 2025 
 
The Chisago County Planning Commission met in regular session at 7:00 p.m. on Thursday, April 3, 2025, at the 
Chisago County Government Center. 
 
Staff Present: Beth Gervais, Land Services Coordinator; and Sarah Scheunemann, Office Support Specialist – 
Land Services.  
 
Chair Wille called the meeting to order and led the assembly in the Pledge of Allegiance. A roll call of 
Commission members was taken. Commission members present: Dave Whitney, Jim McCarthy, Eric Leivian, 
Chip Yeager, Chris DuBose, and Jolene Wille. Absent: John Sutcliffe (excused). A quorum was established. Also 
present: Ex Officio County Commissioners Rick Greene and Dan Dahlberg. 
 
Approval of Agenda – Motion by Yeager to approve the agenda as presented; second by Leivian. The motion 
passed 6-0.  
 
Approval of Minutes – Motion by DuBose to approve the February 20, 2025 Special Work Session minutes; 
second by Whitney. The motion passed 6-0. Motion by Whitney to approve the March 6, 2025 regular meeting 
minutes as presented; second by Leivian. The motion passed 6-0.  
 
Receive all Materials and Submittals into Record – Motion by DuBose to accept all materials and submittals 
into the record; second by Yeager. The motion passed 6-0. Materials distributed to the Planning Commission 
in advance of the meeting for their review included the full meeting packet with staff reports and attachments. 
Copies of all meeting materials were made available for the public.   
 
Public Hearings – New Applications – None  
 
Public Hearings – Continued Hearings – None  
 
Old Business  
County Board requested Rural Retail Tourism /wedding venue discussion – Coordinator Gervais began the 
discussion by briefly reviewing the items prepared for the Commission and included in the meeting packet. The 
materials included a draft of Zoning Ordinance Section 4.17 (Rural Retail Tourism Businesses) with amendments 
discussed by the Planning Commission thus far, an updated version of the Rural Retail Tourism Guidance and 
Requirements matrix, and aerial images of existing Rural Retail Tourism locations illustrating approximate 
boundary setbacks as well as aerial images of various sized parcels with approximate dimensions to aid in 
discussion about proposed setback requirements.  
 
Whitney asked Gervais for a summary of findings based on the examples of previously approved Rural Retail 
Tourism locations. Gervais clarified that she had prepared only a small sample, and, while some of the locations 
met the required setbacks, the location with the largest acreage (Pleasant Valley Orchard) did not come close 
to meeting the current required or proposed setbacks. Gervais noted that when people were considering a Rural 
Retail Tourism use on their property, or when looking at properties to purchase for such use, they often 
considered properties that were already developed and/or using existing structures. Gervais commented that It 
was unlikely that these structures would meet the additional setback requirements being considered by the 
Planning Commission. She encouraged the Planning Commission to discuss how they would address this. 
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Whitney sought clarification on whether the only class affected by increased setback requirements would be 
Class 3 (Gathering Venues). Gervais responded that it depended on the Commission's decisions and believed 
that looking at live examples would be helpful to understand how the requirements would impact properties. 
The Commission was informed that they could review both vacant land and developed properties to gain 
clarity, and Gervais encouraged Commissioners to provide specific locations of interest. 
 
DuBose noted that Classes 2 and 3 had similar descriptions and suggested creating a distinction by adding the 
word “small” in association with weddings and events for Class 2 and adding the word “large” in association 
with weddings and events for Class 3. He also recommended adjusting the “maximum event attendees at any 
one time” for Class 2 down from 125 people to 100 people. Leivian sought clarification on whether the maximum 
number of attendees would include event staff. DuBose opined that staff and wedding parties should be 
exempt from the maximum number of attendees. There was brief discussion amongst the Planning 
Commission about whether they needed to clarify within the Zoning Ordinance that certain individuals would be 
exempted from the total attendance count and ultimately reached consensus to add verbiage stating that staff 
and wedding parties were exempt from the maximum number of attendees. 
 
Referencing draft Zoning Ordinance Section 4.17 and the Rural Retail Tourism Guidance and Requirements 
matrix, DuBose pointed out that Section 4.17, B. 7. contradicted the matrix. DuBose explained that Section 4.17, B. 7. 
stated that “outdoor amplified music and fireworks shall be prohibited,” whereas the matrix allowed “limited 
amplified outdoor music (# days)” for Class 3 uses. McCarthy explained that part of the discussion had involved 
outdoor weddings, where a microphone and speaker might be used for the ceremony, and believed the issue 
addressed different capacities of outdoor amplified music. DuBose commented that there should be 
consistency and suggested limiting outdoor amplified music to two days a week. Whitney asked Gervais if there 
was any indication regarding gathering venues and limiting the number of attendees to 125 or 100, particularly 
whether this was a natural break or based on past approvals. Gervais stated that she wasn’t sure about 
attendance being based on a natural break or past approvals, but noted that attendance would have direct 
impacts on such issues as traffic and parking. The Planning Commission briefly discussed occupancy levels and 
reached consensus to change the occupancy limit for Class 2 to 100 people. 
 
McCarthy steered the conversation back to setbacks, sharing his belief that the road setback would be the most 
challenging since many existing homes and structures were constructed at the minimum required structural 
setback. He suggested a 100-foot setback from the road and a 250-foot setback for all other property 
boundaries. Gervais commented that, through the live demonstration, it would become clear that some larger 
properties could easily meet a 250-foot setback, whereas even a 20-acre property may not be able to meet the 
suggested setback requirement. In response to Gervais’ comment, DuBose clarified that the proposed 250-foot 
setback would be applied to Class 3 and the minimum acreage required for a Class 3 use would be 40 acres. 
The Planning Commission had a lengthy discussion about the proposed setbacks. DuBose noted that the Rural 
Retail Tourism Guidance and Requirements matrix’ standard for “Minimum Event Venue Building or Outdoor 
Gathering Space Setback from Property Lines” contradicted the standard for “Minimum Facility / Programmed 
Space Setback from Adjacent Developed Property.” After a brief discussion, the Commission reached consensus 
to eliminate the “Minimum Facility / Programmed Space Setback from Adjacent Developed Property” standard 
from the matrix. 
 
There was further discussion about the layout of the matrix standard pertaining to setbacks, including how to 
separately list minimum road setbacks and minimum setbacks from all other property boundaries, and whether 
Class 2 should have a 50-foot or a 100-foot road setback. DuBose suggested a 75-foot setback for Class 2 uses, 
as they were less intensive. McCarthy pointed out that a 75-foot setback could result in the use being located 
within the road Right-of-Way. Gervais clarified minimum structural setback requirements for various road types, 
including Township roads, County roads, and highways. The Planning Commission further discussed the 
setbacks for Class 2 uses and ultimately reached consensus on a 100-foot road setback and a 125-foot setback 
from all other property boundaries. 
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In regard to the matrix standard pertaining to “Maximum Event Days per Week”, McCarthy expressed his 
approval of the proposed three event limit and inquired if they needed to add specific dates or if this would be 
handled through the Conditional Use Permit process. He noted that he didn’t see many businesses, such as 
pottery studios, utilizing the three-event-per-week limit, as they were more likely to host three events per year. 
DuBose clarified that pottery studios were proposed as a Class 1 use, which didn’t include a limit on the number 
of events. Chair Wille, noting another matrix standard for “Class 1 Low Impact Events Permitted (Sunday – 
Thursday as prescribed within Conditional Use Permit approval)”, added that this standard was intended to 
allow Class 3 gathering venues to host smaller Class 1 events throughout the week if they were desired and if it 
was included in the Conditional Use Permit approval. DuBose emphasized that the intention was to allow Class 3 
venues to host three large events while also permitting smaller, Class 1-type events. 
 
Referencing draft Zoning Ordinance Section 4.17, B. 8., DuBose suggested adding verbiage to clarify that the 
screening requirements applied to Class 2 and Class 3 uses and not Class 1. The Planning Commission agreed 
with DuBose’s suggested verbiage. 
 
DuBose then asked fellow Commissioners about thoughts on outdoor amplified music. McCarthy stated that he 
was opposed to outdoor amplified music with the exception of outdoor amplified music during wedding 
ceremonies. The Planning Commission discussed how they could differentiate between the noise from the 
street. Gervais provided insight, noting that the majority of the Planning Commission’s conversation had been 
about wedding venues, but Rural Retail Tourism was a broad land use category that included more than 
wedding venues. She explained that many other types of Rural Retail Tourism, such as wineries, often featured 
outdoor music events. DuBose added that neighboring properties would perceive amplified music as a 
disturbance, and believed they should be reasonable in their approach. McCarthy noted that Rural Retail 
Tourism permit holders would ultimately still need to comply with the Zoning Ordinance in regard to noise limits. 
Yeager suggested verbiage requiring that any music shall comply with the noise standards identified by the 
Zoning Ordinance and further emphasizing this requirement within the Conditional Use Permit. The Planning 
Commission continued to discuss how to phrase this requirement for enforceability and fairness to neighboring 
residents. Ultimately, the Commission reached consensus to allow outdoor amplified music a maximum of two 
days per week. 
 
The conversation then shifted to Gervais providing a live demonstration of various-sized properties on the 
County’s GIS Viewer and showing how the various proposed setbacks, being discussed by the Planning 
Commission, impacted these properties. During the demonstration, it became clear that some properties could 
meet the proposed setbacks, but irregularly shaped or narrow parcels would struggle to meet the required 
setbacks even though they met the lot size requirements. DuBose inquired if a parcel that did not meet the 
required setback would be eligible for a Variance for a reduced setback. Yeager, also serving as a member of 
the Board of Adjustment and Appeals, explained that most Variances considered by the Board were for 
lakeshore properties, not larger properties. The Commission briefly discussed examples of past Variances 
considered by the Board for larger properties, including a 2021 Variance related to a Commercial Solar Energy 
System. The final property reviewed during the demonstration was located at 17325 Pleasant Valley Road in 
Franconia Township, which was the location of Pleasant Valley Orchard. For this example, Gervais referenced the 
draft Rural Retail Tourism Guidance and Requirements matrix, noting that certain proposed performance 
standards, such as “Maximum Total Event Attendees / Occupancy” would be difficult to apply and enforce as 
attendance was sporadic throughout the day and not confined to a short period of time like, for example, a 
wedding venue. 
 
In regard to Pleasant Valley Orchard, DuBose presented the following scenario for the Commission’s 
consideration: If the property owner were to apply for a Class 3 Rural Retail Tourism use today, they wouldn’t 
meet the required setbacks; however, they could apply for a Variance to the setback requirements. DuBose 
stated that if he were on the Board of Adjustment and Appeals, he would consider the proximity of neighboring 
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properties / structures in his decision. In this specific scenario, the neighbors were spread out, and DuBose 
commented that he would be comfortable granting a Variance for reduced setbacks.  
 
Referencing the Rural Retail Tourism Guidance and Requirements matrix, Leivian asked if the Commission 
should also include “staggered activity levels” within the descriptions for Classes 2 and 3, as it appeared in the 
description for Class 1. The Planning Commission briefly discussed the descriptions for Classes 2 and 3 and 
decided to instead add examples of typical uses. For Class 2, the Commission agreed to add wineries, orchards, 
and corn mazes. For Class 3, the Commission agreed to remove the word “seasonal” and add the phrase “large” 
in relation to gatherings, wedding, and events. 
 
Jim Birkholz of 17325 Pleasant Valley Road in Franconia Township was present. Chair Wille invited Birkholz to 
address the Commission. Birkholz thanked the Planning Commission for allowing him the opportunity to provide 
feedback and proceeded to provide the following insights:  

• Pleasant Valley Orchard was an agricultural use and 90% of the work completed at the orchard was 
farm work.  

• Some wedding venues may be located in a rural setting; however, they typically did not have any 
agricultural throughput in their business process.  

• Agricultural businesses produced goods; however, when it came to the point of sale, Pleasant Valley 
Orchard made the decision to sell direct to customers from their farm in order to be a viable business.  

• Birkholz expressed concern with his primarily agricultural business being in the same land use category 
as wedding and gathering venues. Birkholz explained that when the land use category became too 
broad and tried to address too many scenarios, it created too many constraints (i.e., additional 
setbacks, changing the use of existing buildings, and possibly needing to apply for a Variance in order 
to operate the business), which could make agriculture type businesses less viable. Birkholz 
encouraged the Planning Commission to separate wedding and gathering venues from less-intensive 
Rural Retail Tourism uses. 

McCarthy provided insight into the history of Rural Retail Tourism, sharing that the first request was for the 
Women’s Environmental Institute at 15715 River Road in Amador Township. The request was to add an 
environmental learning institution to the orchard. At this time, McCarthy believed it was a controversial request 
because there was limited understanding of the proposed use and the request ultimately led to the introduction 
and development of the Rural Retail Tourism land use category. McCarthy concluded by commenting that 
wedding venues were the most challenging Rural Retail Tourism use to regulate and that Birkholz’ operation was 
what was originally envisioned for Rural Retail Tourism. DuBose added that Rural Retail Tourism uses could 
become blurry. He referenced Wild Mountain Winery, sharing that the operation began as a winery, but later 
added camping and music, which made it more similar to a wedding venue.  

Gervais expressed appreciation for McCarthy’s insight into the history of Rural Retail Tourism and Birkholz' 
comments. She noted that the stated purpose of Rural Retail Tourism was to preserve and celebrate Chisago 
County’s archaeological properties, rural and agricultural heritage, and historical landscapes, and, while she 
believed uses such as Pleasant Valley Orchard were a good example of Rural Retail Tourism Businesses, she 
also acknowledged that Rural Retail Tourism had evolved over time to include such activities as wedding and 
gathering venues. 

Whitney asked if the Planning Commission would need to conduct a public hearing before presenting the 
proposed Amendment to Zoning Ordinance Section 4.17, Rural Retail Tourism Businesses, to the County Board for 
adoption. Gervais suggested that, prior to scheduling a public hearing, the Planning Commission present the 
County Board with draft materials for review and direction on further edits or proceeding with a public hearing. 
Gervais reminded the Commission that more discussions and refinement were needed before presenting draft 
materials to the County Board.  
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Commissioner requested Major Home Occupation vs. horse / equine permitted use discussion – Whitney 
provided a brief recap of the progress made thus far on the topic of equine uses, sharing that there had been 
discussions and suggestions on terms and definitions, as well as some public input at the Commission’s 
February 20, 2025 special work session. He explained that since the February 20th special work session, he had 
revisited and adjusted the terms and definitions based on feedback received from the Planning Commission 
and had forwarded the updated verbiage to staff. Whitney stated that, moving forward, he would prefer not to 
be the primary person working on the topic, as there had been involvement from multiple sources and the 
discussion had evolved since he first introduced the topic. Whitney then walked the Commission through the 
updated verbiage that had been included in the meeting packet. 

In review of the updated verbiage, DuBose inquired about the difference between “boarding barns” as listed 
under Commercial Equine Facility and “board outside equine animals” as listed under Non-Commercial Equine 
Facility. Whitney explained that this was a difficult issue to address, as not allowing non-commercial properties 
to board animals would mean that, if someone boarded other people’s horses at their property, the property 
owners would be required to apply for a Conditional Use Permit. DuBose responded that he had no problem with 
people boarding other people’s horses and sought further clarification on the distinction between commercial 
and non-commercial boarding. Whitney explained that the key difference between commercial and non-
commercial use was that, under commercial use, there was typically a trainer involved and money was being 
exchanged. In contrast, non-commercial use involved training and working with one's own horses, and if horses 
belonging to others were boarded, they were not being trained. There was a lengthy discussion about the 
distinguishing factors between commercial and non-commercial use. 

Motion by McCarthy directing staff to further develop the Commercial and Non-Commercial Equine Businesses 
verbiage for further Planning Commission review and consideration; second by Whitney. The motion passed 6-
0.  
 
Review of Ordinance Issue Identification Tracking Matrix – Gervais provided a brief update about the 
Ordinance Issue Identification Tracking Matrix, informing the Planning Commission that staff was currently 
working, with support from the County Board, to update the Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems (SSTS) 
Ordinance. Gervais shared that the Planning Commission would be responsible for conducting the requisite 
public hearing.  
 
New Business 
Commissioner requested Official Zoning Map Amendment work plan discussion – McCarthy, having originally 
introduced this item, suggested carrying over this item for discussion at the next special work session. The 
Planning Commission was in agreeance.  
  
Communications and Reports 
County Board Liaison Report / Update – County Commissioner Greene and County Commissioner Dahlberg 
shared that they had nothing new to report and were waiting on the State and Federal governments before 
making any budget decisions.  
 
Miscellaneous  
McCarthy shared that he had received positive feedback about the addition of Accessory Dwelling Units to the 
Zoning Ordinance. DuBose shared that he had also received positive feedback on the addition.  
 
Motion by Yeager to cancel the special work session scheduled for Thursday, April 17, 2025; second by Leivian. 
The motion passed 6-0.  
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Adjourn Meeting – Motion by DuBose to adjourn the meeting; second by Leivian. The motion passed 6-0. The 
meeting was adjourned at 8:45 p.m.  
 
 
 
____________________________________________    ATTEST:   _____________________________________________ 
Jolene Wille                 Beth Gervais  
Chair                   Land Services Coordinator 



Item No. 6a 

Staff Report 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
FROM:  Beth Gervais, Land Services Coordinator   
SUBJECT: Rezoning from Rural Residential (RR) District to Agricultural (AG) District 

37454 Vibo Trail, Sunrise Township 
DATE:  May 1, 2025   
 
 
ACTION TO CONSIDER  
The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing to consider the Rezoning of one 13± 
acre parcel from Rural Residential (RR) District to Agricultural (AG) District. 
 
SITE & APPLICATION INFORMATION 
Property Owner(s):  Adam & Sharalyn Stenberg 
Applicant(s):   Ronald Swanson 
Location: 37454 Vibo Trail 
  Sunrise Township 
    Section 29, Township 35, Range 20 
PID:    09.00314.00 
Property Area:   13± Acres 
Current Zoning:  Rural Residential (RR) District / Sunrise River Overlay (SO) District 
Adjacent Zoning:   
 North:   Rural Residential (RR) District / Sunrise River Overlay (SO) District  
 South:   Agricultural (AG) District / Sunrise River Overlay (SO) District 
 East: Agricultural (AG) District / Sunrise River Overlay (SO) District 
 West: Rural Residential (RR) District / Sunrise River Overlay (SO) District 
Date Application Received: March 28, 2025  
Date Application Complete: April 2, 2025 
60-Day Review Period: Not Applicable  
 
BACKGROUND 
Property owners Adam & Sharalyn Stenberg and applicant 
Ronald Swanson have petitioned for the Rezoning of one 
parcel from Rural Residential (RR) District to Agricultural 
(AG) District. From past interactions and communications 
between the property owners, applicant, and County staff, 
it’s staff’s understanding that the primary purpose of the 
proposed Rezoning is to allow more options for accessory 
storage structures (number and cumulative footprint). 
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SITE & PROPOSAL ANALYSIS 
The subject site is located at the southwest 
corner of the intersection of Vibo Trail and 
375th Street / CSAH 11 in Sunrise Township. 
Using the County’s GIS Viewer, staff 
estimates the subject RR District to be 60 
acres in size with approximately 12 unique 
parcels, and the subject site accounts for 
approximately one-fifth of the district in 
terms of land area. The RR District is 
surrounded by the AG District, with the 
subject site abutting the AG District to the 
east and south. The adjacent image shows 
current zoning, with the RR District shown in 
yellow highlighting and all other non-
highlighted properties being part of the AG 
District. The hatched area extending 
northerly and southerly from the RR District 
represents the Sunrise River Overlay (SO) 
District. 
 
The subject site is currently developed with a dwelling, a detached garage, possibly one other 
detached accessory structure, and a silo. All structures appear to be located in the extreme 
north portion of the property, while the balance of the land is heavily tree covered. Given the 
proximity to the Sunrise River, the west portion of the property has significant changes in 
elevation. Properties to the east and south, being part of the AG District, range in size from five 
acres to nearly 20 acres, whereas properties to the west and north, being part of the RR 
District, range in size from less than two acres to 16 acres.  
 
The Zoning Ordinance provides the following purpose statements for the current RR District 
and the proposed AG District: 
• Per Zoning Ordinance Section 5.08, the Rural Residential (RR) District is intended to 

provide a transition area between lower density rural areas and those more urban in 
nature which will: 1) accommodate lower density residential development in areas of 
existing development and in close proximity to incorporated municipalities and municipal 
services; 2) provide for the long term orderly growth and expansion of municipalities;  3) 
allow for the efficient extension of municipal services in the future. 

• Per Zoning Ordinance Section 5.06, the Agricultural (AG) District is intended to provide 
areas to be utilized for agriculture and agriculture related uses and low-density 
residential areas. Agricultural uses within the Shoreland Management District, or other 
overlay districts, shall also adhere to Agricultural Use Standards of the Shoreland 
Management Ordinance or applicable overlay districts. 
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Factor #2 Whether the Amendment is sufficiently compatible so that existing 
development does not suffer undue negative impact and there will be no 
significant deterrence to future development; 

Finding #2 The proposed Rezoning will change the zoning classification of the subject site 
from Rural Residential (RR) District to Agricultural (AG) District. Being that the 
subject site is already developed and bordered by the AG District to the east 
and south, the County finds no evidence to suggest that there would be any 
negative impact or deterrence to future development in the general vicinity of 
the subject site. The County further finds that the proposed Rezoning may in 
fact positively impact the general vicinity and future development of the 
general vicinity in that the proposed Rezoning, if approved, would not allow the 
subject site to be subdivided into as many lots / building sites as is currently 
allowed in the RR District being that the AG District requires larger lots and 
greater dimensional standards than the RR District. 

 
Factor #3 The Amendment will not cause traffic hazard or congestion; 
Finding #3 The subject site gains access from Vibo Trail, a well-established Township 

Road. The Sunrise Town Board, serving as Road Authority, did not express any 
concerns related to traffic or congestion following its review on April 17, 2025. 
Therefore, the County finds that the Rezoning itself will not have any negative 
impact on conditions such as traffic hazard or congestion.  

 
Factor #4 The Amendment, in the opinion of the County, is reasonably related to the land 

use goals of the County and the needs of the greater community; and 
Finding #4 Chapter 9, Land Use / Growth Management Element, of the 2017 Chisago 

County Comprehensive Plan includes a Growth Management Plan Map which 
appears to identify the subject site as Agriculture / Limited Development. 
Chapter 9 also discusses the County’s desire to preserve the County’s rural 
character and desire to support compatible agricultural and rural residential 
development. The County finds that the proposed Rezoning of RR District to AG 
District is compatible with the County’s Growth Management Plan Map 
designation of Agriculture / Limited Development, and further finds that the 
proposed Rezoning will aid in preserving the County’s rural character and 
supporting compatible agricultural and rural residential development in the 
County. The County further finds that the proposed Rezoning is consistent with 
the intent and purpose of the Sunrise River Overlay (SO) District by ensuring 
larger lot sizes, assuming the subject site was ever proposed for subdivision,  
which will aid in protecting and preserving the existing natural, scenic and 
recreational values of the Sunrise River and providing for development 
activities which do not detract from those values.   
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Factor #5 The Amendment is consistent with the intent and purposes of the 
Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and other relevant official land use 
controls.  

Finding #5 The proposed Rezoning meets the intent of the land use goals identified in the 
Comprehensive Plan as described in Finding #4 above. Further, the subject 
site meets all dimensional standards for the Agricultural (AG) District and  
Sunrise River Overlay (SO) District as established by the Zoning Ordinance. 
Therefore, the County finds that the proposed Rezoning is consistent with all 
Chisago County land use controls. 

 
REVIEW PROCESS  
The Technical Review Committee met with property owner Adam Stenberg on April 9, 2025. 
The group discussed differences between the RR and AG Districts and potential impacts to 
the subject site, as well as discussing impacts of the SO District classification. The Committee 
did not identify any immediate concerns with the proposed Rezoning. 
 
The Sunrise Town Board considered the proposed Rezoning at its April 17, 2025 meeting and 
recommended approval with no comments or recommended conditions. 
 
The petition was submitted on March 28, 2025 and deemed complete on April 2, 2025. Based 
on a legal opinion provided by Assistant County Attorney Fuge in September 2022, 
Amendments to the County’s official controls are not subject to the State mandated 60-day 
rule / review period and there is no established timeframe in which a petition to Amend the 
County’s official controls must be decided. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION  
Staff believes that the proposed Rezoning complies with and is consistent with the intent of 
the County’s Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance. Barring any new or unknown 
evidence of compliance discovered after the completion of this report or during the course of 
the public hearing, staff recommends approval and has prepared a resolution for the 
Commission’s consideration.   
   
OPTIONS 
1. Recommend that the County Board approve the Rezoning as presented or amended. 

2. Should the Planning Commission determine that the proposed Rezoning does not comply 
with and/or is not consistent with the intent of County’s Zoning Ordinance or 
Comprehensive Plan upon completion of the public hearing and/or upon discovery of any 
new or unknown evidence, recommend that the County Board deny the Rezoning based 
on factors deemed appropriate. (Note: The Commission will need to include specific 
finding(s) for denial in its motion, using Zoning Ordinance Section 8.09 for reference.) 

3. Continue the public hearing to a specific date in order to receive additional public 
testimony prior to making a recommendation on the proposed Rezoning. 
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4. Table the request to allow for submission of additional supporting documentation and/or 
further review and consideration. Rezonings and other Ordinance Amendments are not 
subject to the State-mandated 60-day review period, allowing the Planning Commission 
to table the request without the concern of a review period expiring. 

 
It’s important to note that, when 
considering and acting on any petition 
for Amendment or Rezoning, the County 
is exercising its legislative authority. The 
adjacent image, known as the “pyramid 
of discretion”, illustrates that the County 
has the most discretion when making 
land use decisions at the base of the 
pyramid, including Amendments and 
Rezonings, and less discretion as the 
decision-making moves up the 
pyramid. In other words, the County has 
greatest discretion when creating local 
laws and the least when administering 
those laws. With the current petition for 
Rezoning, the Planning Commission has 
the broadest discretion to consider how 
the request moves forward.  

 
ACTION REQUESTED 
Motion to adopt Resolution No. PC2025-0501, a resolution recommending approval of the 
Rezoning of PID 09.00314.00 from Rural Residential (RR) District to Agricultural (AG) District, 
with Findings of Fact as presented or amended.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
1. Petition / application materials 

a. Petition / application 
b. Site maps 

2. Zoning Ordinance Section 5.08 (existing zoning classification - RR District) 
3. Zoning Ordinance Section 5.06 (proposed zoning classification - AG District) 
4. Aerial photo (1) – subject site  
5. Aerial photo (2) – vicinity map 
6. Aerial photo (3) – existing zoning 
7. Draft Resolution No. PC2025-0501 













Ord. No. 2024/1218-1  Page 1 of 2 

Chisago County, MN 
Zoning Ordinance 
Section 5.08 Rural Residential (RR) District 
 
A. Purpose. 

The Rural Residential District is intended to provide a transition area between lower 
density rural areas and those more urban in nature which will: 1) accommodate lower 
density residential development in areas of existing development and in close proximity 
to incorporated municipalities and municipal services; 2) provide for the long term 
orderly growth and expansion of municipalities;  3) allow for the efficient extension of 
municipal services in the future. 
 

B. Permitted Uses.  
1. One (1) single family dwelling per lot except when Accessory Dwelling Unit 

ordinance requirements of Section 4.10 are met, allowing an additional dwelling 
unit. 

2. Up to one (1) legally established Accessory Dwelling Unit, in accordance with 
Section 4.10.  

3. Duplex meeting lot area per unit requirement.  

4. Townhome meeting lot area per unit requirement. 

5. Accessory structures in accordance with Section 4.09.  

6. Wildlife areas, forest preserves, and public parks for passive recreation, owned or 
operated by a government agency or nonprofit organization and other open 
space uses.  

7. Daycare and residential facilities as defined in Minnesota Statutes 245A.14. 

8. Temporary storage containers in accordance with Section 4.19. 

9. Energy storage facility.  

10. Short Term Rental Unit pursuant to Licensing Ordinance 060320-1 as amended.  

11. Horse keeping at a maximum density of one (1) horse per two (2) acres. 
 

C. Conditional Uses.  
1. Bulk gas or fuel facilities. 

2. Cemeteries. 

3. Places of assembly and associated accessory structures. 

4. Local government administration and service buildings. 

5. Hospitals, convalescent homes, nursing homes, and medical clinics, where public 
utilities are available.  

6. Veterinary clinics.  
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7. Schools or other educational facilities, where public utilities are available.  

8. Community sewage treatment facilities.  

9. Public parks for active recreation owned or operated by a government agency or 
nonprofit organization, and other open space uses including museums or other 
buildings of historical significance as determined by the Zoning Administrator.  

10. Temporary or seasonal roadside stands for sale of agricultural products raised 
on the premises upon which the stand is located, not to exceed one (1) stand per 
parcel.  

11. Planned unit development in accordance with Section 7.19. 

12. Bed and breakfast establishments, as a principal or accessory use, for structures 
determined by the Zoning Administrator to be of historical or architectural 
significance.  

13. Retail sales of live bait and tackle with frontage on General Development Lakes. 

14. Major Home Occupations in accordance with Section 4.04. 

15. One (1) permanent storage container or shipping container.  

16. Commercial recreation areas that are similar to public recreation areas 
including private campgrounds with a campsite density limit of one (1) campsite 
per two (2) acres, golf courses, swimming pools, resorts, and crafting uses such 
as quilting and scrapbooking. Restaurants and/or liquor establishments when 
clearly incidental and associated with the primary commercial recreation use. 

17. Recreational Camping Area in accordance with Section 7.21, D. 

18. Other uses determined by the Zoning Administrator to be similar to those listed 
as conditional uses. 
 

C. Interim Uses. 
1. Parking of recreational vehicles and placement of recreational structures on 

unimproved property per Section 4.14. 

2. Commercial Solar Energy Systems in accordance with Section 7.31, B.2.b. 

3. Mineral Extraction in accordance with Section 7.27. 

4. Other uses determined by the Zoning Administrator to be similar to those listed 
as interim uses. 
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Chisago County, MN 
Zoning Ordinance 
Section 5.06 Agricultural (AG) District 
 
A. Purpose. 

The Agricultural District is intended to provide areas to be utilized for agriculture and 
agriculture related uses and low-density residential areas. Agricultural uses within the 
Shoreland Management District, or other overlay districts, shall also adhere to 
Agricultural Use Standards of the Shoreland Management Ordinance or applicable 
overlay districts. 
 

B. Permitted Uses.  
1. Agriculture uses.  

2. Farm structures which are accessory to agriculture uses.  

3. Sump type livestock and/or poultry manure storage systems or other systems of 
manure storage that are of like and similar nature that prevent feed lot runoff 
provided they meet the standards for feed lots adopted by the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency.  

4. Farm drainage systems, flood control and watershed structures and erosion 
control devices meeting all County, state and Soil Conservation Service minimum 
standards.  

5. Greenhouse or nursery.  

6. Forestry and sod farming.  

7. Wildlife areas, forest preserves, public parks for passive recreation owned or 
operated by a government agency or nonprofit organization, and other open 
space uses such as a community garden.  

8. Temporary or seasonal roadside stands for sale of agricultural products raised 
on the premises upon which the stand is located not to exceed one (1) stand per 
farm.  

9. Minor Home Occupations in accordance with Section 4.04.  

10. One (1) single family dwelling per lot except when Accessory Dwelling Unit 
ordinance requirements are met, allowing an additional dwelling unit. 

11. Up to one legally established Accessory Dwelling Unit in accordance with Section 
4.10.  

12. Essential services in accordance with Section 4.05. 

13. Daycare and residential facilities as defined in Minnesota Statutes 245A.14.  

14. Livestock feed and poultry lots subject to the requirements of the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency regulations. 

15. Non-commercial horse barns containing no living quarters. 
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16. Manure storage systems. 

17. Temporary storage containers or shipping containers in accordance with Section 
4.19. 

18. Slaughterhouse and meat processing facilities. 

a. Slaughterhouse and meat processing facilities shall be licensed and 
regulated by the applicable Minnesota and federal governing bodies and 
comply with all applicable state and federal health and safety 
regulations. 

b. Maximum processing capacity of no more than twenty (20) animal units 
per week. 

c. Minimum lot size of twenty (20) acres.   

19. Short Term Rental Unit pursuant to Licensing Ordinance 060320-1 as amended.  

20. Cannabis Cultivation Facility subject to the requirements of Section 4.20.  
 

C. Conditional Uses.  
1. All residential subdivisions, except as provided in Section 6.05. 

2. Bulk gas or fuel facilities. 

3. Cemeteries. 

4. Places of assembly and associated accessory structures. 

5. Local government administration and service buildings.  

6. Community sewage treatment facilities.  

7. Commercial recreation areas that are similar to public recreation areas 
including private campgrounds with a maximum campsite density limit of one 
(1) campsite per two (2) acres, golf courses, swimming pools, resorts, and 
crafting uses such as quilting and scrapbooking. Restaurants and/or liquor 
establishments when clearly incidental and associated with the primary 
commercial recreation use. 

8. Agriculture oriented businesses such as grain and feed sales, sawmills, 
implement sales, implement repair and the processing and packaging and retail 
sales of agricultural products, excluding cannabis and cannabis products.          

9. Veterinary clinics and nonprofit animal shelters.  

10. Commercial grain storage and/or drying.  

11. Solid waste facilities in accordance with Section 7.26. 

12. Regional pipelines, power transmission lines and towers over fifty (50) feet in 
height.  

13. Bed and breakfast establishments, as a principal use or accessory use, in 
structures determined by the Zoning Administrator to be of historical or 
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architectural significance. 

14. Clubs and lodges.  

15. Commercial wireless telecommunication services, including towers and 
antennae, which meet the requirements of Section 9, provided that towers and 
antennae do not exceed one hundred ninety-nine (199) feet.  

16. Agriculturally and animal-oriented educational facilities.  

17. Supervised living facilities, as defined by Minnesota Statutes, of not more than 
fourteen (14) residents.  

18. Shelter facilities. 

19. Public parks for active recreation owned or operated by a government agency or 
nonprofit organization and other open space uses including museums or other 
buildings of historical significance as determined by the Zoning Administrator. 

20. Retail sales of live bait and tackle with frontage on General Development Lakes. 

21. Sculpture parks including those with production and educational facilities. 

22. Cabinet/woodworking shops. 

23. Wind energy conversion systems (WECS) in accordance with Section 7.30. 

24. Rural Retail Tourism businesses in accordance with Section 4.17. 

25. Solar Energy Systems in accordance with Section 7.31. 

26. Horse barns as a principal or accessory use.                        

27. Major Home Occupations in accordance with Section 4.04.  

28. Energy storage facility. 

29. One (1) permanent storage container or shipping container. 

30. Recreational Camping Area in accordance with Section 7.21, D.   

31. Other uses determined by the Zoning Administrator to be similar to those listed 
as permitted and conditional uses. 
 

D. Interim Uses. 
1. Commercial and Residential Kennels. 

2. Light construction equipment storage areas associated with a legal home 
occupation. 

3. Extraction of minerals, sand, gravel, rock, or any material from the earth and 
asphalt processing operations in accordance with Section 7.27. 

4. Personal use airstrips. 

5. Contracting businesses owned and operated by persons residing at the property.  

6. Temporary farm employee housing. 
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a. Purpose.         
The purpose of this subdivision is to recognize and accommodate the 
need for farmers to provide short-term seasonal farm employee housing 
in order to operate. It is the stated goal of this County to protect long-
term agriculture as a vital element to the County's economy and it is the 
policy of Chisago County to minimize the loss of prime farmland for 
residential purposes. This subdivision recognizes the need for seasonal 
farm employees in turf and vegetable farms and seeks to provide 
reasonable standards for public safety, health, and general welfare while 
acknowledging the temporary seasonable nature of the housing.  

b. Interim Use Permit Required.                                                                                  
An Interim Use Permit shall be required for Temporary Farm Employee 
Housing in an AG District. For purposes of this Section, unit(s) shall mean 
either: 1) individual living quarters within a separate building(s) or; 2) 
individual living quarters within one building.  

c. Performance Standards.                                                                                                  
All Temporary Farm Employee Housing shall conform to the following 
standards:  

i. The unit(s) shall comply with lot setback requirements for the zoning 
district.  

ii. The primary use of the property shall be agriculture.  

iii. The occupants of the unit(s) shall have at least one (1) person 
engaged in agricultural employment on the parcel of land where 
such unit(s) is located.   

iv. The unit(s) need not be located on the same parcel as the principal 
dwelling.  

v. Such permit shall be non-transferrable. 

vi. Once the agricultural use of the property has ceased, the unit(s) 
must be removed. 

vii. The unit(s) may not be sold or removed from property unless such 
removal is made to comply with item (e) above or until the permit 
holder determines that the temporary farm housing is no longer 
necessary. If the permit holder terminates their use of temporary 
farm housing, the permit holder shall notify in writing the Zoning 
Administrator that the permit is no longer being utilized.  

viii. The unit(s) may only be occupied from May 1 to November 1 each 
year.  

ix. The unit(s) shall not be rented and staying in the units shall not be a 
condition of employment.  

x. The number of units allowed under this Section shall be based on 
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demonstrated need by the applicant. The Planning Commission 
may require any information it deems appropriate from the 
applicant to support the need for the number of units being applied 
for.  

xi. If the unit(s) is built as individual units they shall be separated from 
each other and from other structures by at least twenty (20) feet, 
except where units are angled, when the minimum distance may be 
reduced to ten (10) feet. Multiple units may be required to have 
greater separation.  

xii. Each application shall include plans showing designated parking 
areas, outdoor lighting, recreational areas, and other structures or 
amenities associated with the permit.  

xiii. The units shall be built in compliance with the State Building Code.  

xiv. Each unit shall provide for an individual sewage treatment system in 
compliance with the Chisago County Sewage and Wastewater 
Treatment Ordinance. Sections 4.06, 4.07, 4.08 and 4.09 of this 
Ordinance do not apply to Interim Use Permits under this subdivision.  

7. A singular accessory structure for personal use and storage and without the 
presence of a principal use structure in accordance with Section 4.08. 

8. Parking of recreational vehicles and placement of recreational structures on 
unimproved property in accordance with Section 4.14. 

9. Sanitary facilities in detached accessory buildings.  

10. Temporary storage containers in accordance with Section 4.19.  

11. Commercial Solar Energy Systems in accordance with Section 7.31, B.2.b. 

12. Other uses determined by the Zoning Administrator to be similar to those listed 
as interim uses. 
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RESOLUTION NO. PC2025-0501 
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF CHISAGO COUNTY, MINNESOTA, 

RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF THE REZONING OF PID 09.00314.00  
FROM RURAL RESIDENTIAL (RR) DISTRICT TO AGRICULTURAL (AG) DISTRICT 

 
WHEREAS, property owners Adam Stenberg & Sharalyn Stenberg and applicant Ronald 
Swanson submitted a petition dated received March 28, 2025 and considered complete on 
April 2, 2025 for the Rezoning of one parcel from Rural Residential (RR) District to Agricultural 
(AG) District; and 
 
WHEREAS, the approximate 13-acre subject site is located at 37454 Vibo Trail in Sunrise 
Township; and 
 
WHEREAS, the subject site is legally described as: 
 

PID 09.00314.00  

 
WHEREAS, notice was provided and on May 1, 2025 the Planning Commission conducted a 
public hearing regarding this petition, at which it heard from the Land Services Coordinator, 
the property owner(s) and/or applicant, and invited members of the public to comment; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission considered several factors for granting Rezonings and 
made the following findings per Zoning Ordinance Section 8.09: 
 
Factor #1 Whether the Amendment will create an excessive demand on existing parks, 

schools, streets and other public facilities and utilities which serve or are 
proposed to serve the area; 

Finding #1 If the proposed Rezoning is approved, it will only allow for further development 
of the subject site in accordance with the Agricultural (AG) District rather than 
the Rural Residential (RR) District. Being that the Chisago County Zoning 
Ordinance states that the AG District is intended for agriculture and 
agriculture related uses and low-density residential areas and the RR District 
is intended to provide a transition area between lower density rural areas and 
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those more urban in nature, the County finds that the proposed Rezoning will 
result in less intense development which will reduce potential impacts on 
existing facilities and utilities. 

 
Factor #2 Whether the Amendment is sufficiently compatible so that existing 

development does not suffer undue negative impact and there will be no 
significant deterrence to future development; 

Finding #2 The proposed Rezoning will change the zoning classification of the subject site 
from Rural Residential (RR) District to Agricultural (AG) District. Being that the 
subject site is already developed and bordered by the AG District to the east 
and south, the County finds no evidence to suggest that there would be any 
negative impact or deterrence to future development in the general vicinity of 
the subject site. The County further finds that the proposed Rezoning may in 
fact positively impact the general vicinity and future development of the 
general vicinity in that the proposed Rezoning, if approved, would not allow the 
subject site to be subdivided into as many lots / building sites as is currently 
allowed in the RR District being that the AG District requires larger lots and 
greater dimensional standards than the RR District. 

 
Factor #3 The Amendment will not cause traffic hazard or congestion; 
Finding #3 The subject site gains access from Vibo Trail, a well-established Township 

Road. The Sunrise Town Board, serving as Road Authority, did not express any 
concerns related to traffic or congestion following its review on April 17, 2025. 
Therefore, the County finds that the Rezoning itself will not have any negative 
impact on conditions such as traffic hazard or congestion.  

 
Factor #4 The Amendment, in the opinion of the County, is reasonably related to the land 

use goals of the County and the needs of the greater community; and 
Finding #4 Chapter 9, Land Use / Growth Management Element, of the 2017 Chisago 

County Comprehensive Plan includes a Growth Management Plan Map which 
appears to identify the subject site as Agriculture / Limited Development. 
Chapter 9 also discusses the County’s desire to preserve the County’s rural 
character and desire to support compatible agricultural and rural residential 
development. The County finds that the proposed Rezoning of RR District to AG 
District is compatible with the County’s Growth Management Plan Map 
designation of Agriculture / Limited Development, and further finds that the 
proposed Rezoning will aid in preserving the County’s rural character and 
supporting compatible agricultural and rural residential development in the 
County. The County further finds that the proposed Rezoning is consistent with 
the intent and purpose of the Sunrise River Overlay (SO) District by ensuring 
larger lot sizes, assuming the subject site was ever proposed for subdivision,  
which will aid in protecting and preserving the existing natural, scenic and 
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recreational values of the Sunrise River and providing for development 
activities which do not detract from those values.   

 
Factor #5 The Amendment is consistent with the intent and purposes of the 

Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and other relevant official land use 
controls.  

Finding #5 The proposed Rezoning meets the intent of the land use goals identified in the 
Comprehensive Plan as described in Finding #4 above. Further, the subject 
site meets all dimensional standards for the Agricultural (AG) District and  
Sunrise River Overlay (SO) District as established by the Zoning Ordinance. 
Therefore, the County finds that the proposed Rezoning is consistent with all 
Chisago County land use controls. 

  
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF CHISAGO COUNTY, 
MINNESOTA, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends approval of the Rezoning of 
PID 09.00314.00 from Rural Residential (RR) District to Agricultural (AG) District as requested by 
property owners Adam & Sharalyn Stenberg and applicant Ronald Swanson. 
 
 

Adopted by the Planning Commission of Chisago County, Minnesota,  
this 1st day of May, 2025. 

 
    
 Chris DuBose _____________ Dave Whitney _____________  
 Eric Leivian _____________ Jolene Wille _____________ 
 Jim McCarthy _____________ Chip Yeager _____________ 
 John Sutcliffe _____________  
 
 
 
___________________________________ ATTEST: ____________________________________ 
Jolene Wille  Beth Gervais   
Chair   Land Services Coordinator 
 
 



Item No. 8a 

Staff Report 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
FROM:  Beth Gervais, Land Services Coordinator   
SUBJECT: County Board Requested Rural Retail Tourism / Wedding Venue Discussion 
DATE:  May 1, 2025   
 
 
BACKGROUND & DISCUSSION  
Following the Planning Commission’s April 3, 2025 meeting and based on the Commission’s 
discussion, staff has updated the Rural Retail Tourism Classification and Requirements Matrix 
and Draft Zoning Ordinance Section 4.17 Rural Retail Tourism Businesses for further review and 
modification.  
 
The Commission will note that the current draft matrix includes highlighted cells which staff is 
requesting be further discussed. In some cases, the Commission will simply need to identify if 
the matrix standard will apply to a certain Class, while some other cases will require 
identification of specific detail / limits. Finally, staff is requesting that the Commission 
reconsider the Class 2 roadway setback as discussed at the April 3, 2025 meeting. 
Commission members will see in the April 3, 2025 draft meeting minutes (last paragraph on 
page 2) that consensus was reached to require a 100-foot roadway setback for Class 2 uses; 
however, the Commission didn’t discuss how this setback would be measured (i.e., centerline 
or Right-of-Way boundary) and the Commission didn’t discuss that various road types (i.e., 
Township Roads, County Roads / CSAHs, State Highways) have varying minimum setback 
requirements, with some minimum roadway setbacks being more than 100’. Zoning 
Ordinance Section 5.13 Dimensional Standards has been attached for reference. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
1. Rural Retail Tourism Classification and Requirements Matrix  
2. Draft Zoning Ordinance Section 4.17 Rural Retail Tourism Businesses 
3. Zoning Ordinance Section 5.13 Dimensional Standards 



D
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FT #
3 – M

ay 1, 2025 
 

Rural Retail Tourism
 C

lassification and Requirem
ents M

atrix 
 

No Minimum Acreage 

20 Acre Minimum 

40 Acre Minimum 

Maximum Total Event Attendees/Occupancy (Excluding Event 
Staff and, if applicable, Members of the Wedding Party) 

Maximum Event Attendees at Any One Time 

Maximum Class-Specific Event Days per Week 

Class 1 Low Impact-Events Permitted (Sunday through Thursday 
if Prescribed  Within Class 2 or 3 Conditional Use Permit 
Application and  Approval) 

Maximum Weekend Event Bookings per Month (Friday and  
Saturday) 

Minimum Event Venue Structure or Outdoor Gathering Space 
Setback from All Property Boundaries Except Property Boundary 
Adjacent to Roadway 

Minimum Event Venue Structure or Outdoor Gathering Space 
Setback from Roadway (Measured from Centerline) 

Setback Reduction Candidate as May be Recommended by 
Condition of the Planning Commission in Conjunction with High 
Performance Intensive Screening/Solid Screening Fence Plans 

Minimum Number of Onsite Parking Spaces 

General Designated Parking Area 

Formal Drainage Plan 

Engineered Pre/Post Development Stormwater Management 
Drainage Plan 

Limited Amplified Outdoor Music (Maximum of 2 Days per Week) 

Preliminary Pre-Application Road Authority Driveway Access & 
Traffic Review Comments and Recommendations Required 

Screening Plan (Existing and Proposed) as May be Amended By 
Condition of the Conditional Use Permit 

Boundary Fence Required – Event Area Specific as May be 
Amended by Condition of the Conditional Use Permit 

Conditional Use Permit Amendment Required for any Expanded 
Use Such as Specific Parking, Structures, or Other Substantial Site 
Features Not Itemized on the Originally Approved Site Plan 

C
lass 1 

X 
--- 

--- 
--- 

50 
--- 

--- 
? 

--- 
--- 

--- 
? 

X 
--- 

--- 
--- 

--- 
--- 

--- 
X 

C
lass 2 

--- 
X 

--- 
100 

100 
--- 

X 
? 

125’ 
100’ 

? 
? 

X 
X 

--- 
? 

X 
X 

--- 
X 

C
lass 3 

--- 
--- 

X 
200 

200 
3 

X 
? 

250’ 
? 

X 
? 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

 C
lass 1 Uses: 

Seasonal and/or predom
inantly indoor gathering, classroom

, or other low
 im

pact activities or venues of a m
inim

al attendance / 
occupancy scale, including, but not lim

ited to, country-craft / antique shops, quilting studios, pottery studios, or other sim
ilar 

uses w
ith staggered activity levels. 

C
lass 2 Uses: 

Seasonal and/or sm
all indoor and/or outdoor gathering, w

edding, and/or event venues, or other sim
ilar program

m
ed 

destination events, activities, or venues of a m
oderate scale and frequency, including, but not lim

ited to, corn m
azes, harvest 

festivals, w
ineries, and pum

pkin patches or orchards w
hen incorporating non-agriculture events / activities / attractions / the 

sale of m
erchandise.  

C
lass 3 Uses:  

Large indoor and/or outdoor gathering, w
edding, and/or event venues, or other sim

ilar program
m

ed destination events, 
activities, or venues. 
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Chisago County 
Zoning Ordinance 
Section 4.17 Rural Retail Tourism Businesses  

A. Purpose.   
In accordance with the stated goals of the Chisago County Comprehensive Plan, the 
purpose of this section is to: 
 
1. Preserve and celebrate Chisago County’s archaeological properties, rural and 

agricultural heritage, and historical landscapes.  

2. To recognize Chisago County’s scenic features, exceptional rural ambience, 
historic sites as desirable local amenities which will draw outside revenue from 
visitors, that is vital to the local economy.  

3. Enhance Chisago County’s appeal to visitors who are drawn to its rural 
atmosphere. 

4. Provide opportunities for new economic growth through Rural Retail Tourism 
businesses. 

5. Assist the County’s citizens in the transition from primarily agricultural land 
uses to an expanded variety of rural business opportunities as active family 
farming continues to diminish in Chisago County. 

B. Standards.  
Rural Retail Tourism businesses shall meet the following standards: 
 
1. Rural Retail Tourism businesses shall be located within the AG or RVC Zoning 

Districts. 

2. Rural Retail Tourism businesses shall require a Conditional Use Permit in 
accordance with Section 8.04 of this Ordinance. 

3. Rural Retail Tourism businesses shall be shown to have a unique and 
demonstrable relationship with Chisago County or its region, and its history, 
culture, traditions, arts, crafts, lore, natural resources, or other features and 
amenities, in accordance with the above stated purposes. 

4. Uses.   
Allowed Rural Retail Tourism businesses shall be identified and 
categorizedclassified as Class 1, Class 2, or Class 3 uses as requested by the 
Conditional Use Permit applicant and as determined by the Zoning 
Administrator, and may include such things as farm or other historical heritage 
attractions, single family residential rental properties for retreats, crafting, 
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weddings, receptions, small-scale, low impact special events, corn mazes, 
holiday celebrations and harvest festivals, country-craft/antique shops, unique 
local venues providing for the sale and serving of locally produced raw and/or 
value-added agricultural products, goods and services, and other reasonably 
related merchandise, and other uses determined by the Department of 
Environmental Services to be similar in nature and scope. 

 
5. Size.Rural Retail Tourism Classification Guidance and Requirements.   

The maximum number of attendees allowed at a Rural Retail Tourism site shall 
be identified in the CUP application and shall not exceed three hundred (300) 
persons and may be reduced as a condition of approval.  
Allowed Rural Retail Tourism businesses shall fall within one of the following 
Classifications as determined by the Zoning Administrator and shall adhere to 
all requirements identified for the applicable Classification within the Rural 
Retail Tourism Classification and Requirements Matrix contained herein: 
 
Class 1:    Seasonal and/or predominantly indoor gathering, classroom, or other 

low impact activities or venues of a minimal attendance / occupancy 
scale, including, but not limited to, country-craft / antique shops, 
quilting studios, pottery studios, or other similar uses with staggered 
activity levels. Seasonal and/or more frequent predominantly indoor 
gathering, classroom, or other low impact activities or venues of a 
minimal attendance / occupancy scale as prescribed below. 
(quilting, pottery shops, staggered activity levels) 

 
Class 2:  Seasonal and/or small indoor and/or outdoor gathering, wedding, 

and/or event venues, or other similar programmed destination 
events, activities, or venues of a moderate scale and frequency, 
including, but not limited to, corn mazes, harvest festivals, wineries, 
and pumpkin patches or orchards when incorporating non-
agriculture events / activities / attractions / the sale of merchandise. 
Seasonal and/or more frequent gathering, wedding, event, or other 
programmed destination events, activities, or venues of a moderate 
scale and frequency as prescribed below. 

 
Class 3:  Large indoor and/or outdoor gathering, wedding, and/or event 

venues, or other similar programmed destination events, activities, or 
venues. Seasonal and/or more frequent gathering, wedding, event, or 
other programmed destination events, activities, or venues as 
prescribed below. 
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6. Hours of operationOperation.  
Hours of operation are only permitted between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. and 
may be reduced as a condition of approval. Quiet hours shall be observed 
outside of hours of operation.  
 

7. Outdoor amplified music and fireworks shall only be prohibitedallowed in 
accordance with the Rural Retail Tourism Classification and Requirements 
Matrix contained herein.  

8. Screening Required.  
Screening shall be required for Class 2 and Class 3 Rural Retail Tourism 
businesses in accordance with the Rural Retail Tourism Classification and 
Requirements Matrix contained herein. A screening plan shall be submitted as 
part of the CUP application and shall adhere to the following general 
standards: 

 
a. Required screening shall consist of a fence, or berm and plant material 

with eighty (80) percent opacity within three (3) years of planting, while 
separate or in combination thereof shall achieve a height of not less than 
five (5) feet high and shall not extend within fifteen (15) feet of any 
driveway and at least twenty (20) feet from the street right-of-way.  

Minimum Classification Requirements & GuidanceRural Retail Tourism Classification and 
Requirements Matrix:   (Insert of draft table for demonstration) 
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b. Trees shall be setback a minimum of fifteen (15) feet from property lines 
in all districts. Distance is measured from the center of the trunk at the 
time of planting. This requirement may be waived where there is mutual 
written consent between property owners.  

9. Parking.  
All parking generated by the Rural Retail Tourism business shall be on-site in 
the AG District. The RVC District does not require on-site parking. A parking plan 
shall be submitted as part of the Conditional Use Permit application. 
 

10. Minimum Lot Size. 
The minimum lot size for the Rural Retail Tourism business in the AG District 
shall be twenty (20) acres as prescribed in the Minimum Classification 
Requirements & Guidance TableRural Retail Tourism Classification and 
Requirements Matrix contained herein.  in the AG District. The minimum lot size 
for the Rural Retail Tourism business in the RVC District shall be the minimum 
lot size for the RVC District.  

10.11. Minimum Structural Setbacks. 
The minimum structural and outdoor gathering space setbacks from property 
boundaries and roadways shall be as prescribed in the Rural Retail Tourism 
Classification and Requirements Matrix contained herein. Where no minimum 
setback is identified, the minimum required setback shall be the minimum 
setback required by Section 5.13 of this Ordinance. 
 
For Class 3 Rural Retail Tourism businesses Iin the AG District, the minimum 
setback for any structure in which the Rural Retail Tourism business is being 
conducted or any appurtenances shall be two hundred fifty (250) feet from 
residentially zoned or used properties or active established neighboring cattle 
farm animal of livestock yard or pasture. Said setback may be waived with 
written consent of the neighboring property owner(s) and if prescribed within 
the Conditional Use Permit approval.  
 
The minimum setback for the Rural Retail Tourism business in the RVC District 
shall be the minimum required structural setback for the RVC District.  

11.12. Code Compliance.  
An existing structure or SSTS which is subjected to a change in occupancy or 
GPD loading as a result of an approved Conditional Use Permit for a Rural Retail 
Tourism business shall be retrofitted and/or upgraded to conform to current 
code requirements. All existing buildings proposed for use in association with 
the business shall be certified by an architect or engineer to be in compliance 
with current structural standards for the new occupancy prior to any use of the 
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structure. 

C. The terms “small-scale” and “low-impact” shall be construed to refer to land uses 
which: 

1. Do not create an excessive demand upon existing services or amenities. 

2. Are screened or able to be screened adequately, or are sufficiently separated 
from adjacent development or land, to prevent undue negative impact to 
nearby properties. 

3. Will not have an appearance that is inconsistent or incompatible with the 
surrounding area. 

4. Will not cause traffic hazard or undue congestion as determined by the road 
authority. 

5. Will not negatively impact the neighborhood by intrusion of noise, glare, odor, 
or other adverse effects.  

D. All conditional usesConditional Use Permits for Rural Retail Tourism businesses shall be 
subject to the applicable requirements of Section 8 Administration and Enforcementof 
this Ordinance. 

 



Chisago County Zoning Ordinance 
Section 5.13 Dimensional Standards 

Effective January 1, 2025 
 

Zoning District 

 AG AP RR UFR RVC CLI PAT 

Minimum Lot Area 5 acres 40 acres 1 acre 11,500 sq. ft.* 11,500 sq. ft.* 1 acre 20 acres  

Minimum Home Site 
Area  

 21,500 sq. ft.  21,500 sq. ft.    21,500 sq. ft 11,500 sq. ft.* 11,500 sq. ft.*    21,500 sq. ft.   21,500 sq. ft.   

Minimum Lot Width 300’
 
 300’ 150’ 100’  100’  150’  300’ 

Minimum Lot Depth 300’ 300’ 200’ 115’  115’  200’  300’ 

*Required Home Site Area reduced to correspond with minimum lot area. 

Zoning District 

 AG AP RR UFR RVC CLI PAT 

Minimum Setbacks Measured from Centerline of: 

Township Roads 
where no Dedicated 
Right-of-Way Exists 

73’ 73’ 73’ 73’ --- 73’ 73’ 

County Roads, 
County State Aid 
Highways, and State 
Highways 

135’  135’  100’ 100’  ---  100’ 135’  

Minimum Setbacks Measured from Dedicated Right-of-Way Boundary: 

Township Roads 40’ 40’ 40’ 40’ ---  40’ 40’ 

Highway 8 150’ 150’ 150’ 150’ 150’ 150’ 150’ 

Minimum Side Yard Setbacks: 

Ag Structures 40’ 40’ 40’ 40’ 40’ 40’ 40’ 

Dwellings and 
Attached Garages / 
Principal Use 
Structures 

20’ 40’ 10’ 10’ 10’ 10’ 20’ 

Detached Non-Ag 
Accessory Structures 

20’ 40’ 5’ 5’ 10’ 10’ 20’ 

Minimum Rear Yard Setbacks:  

All Structures 50’ 50’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 50’ 

Maximum Height of Non-Ag Structures: 

All Non-Ag Structures 35’ 35’ 35’ 35’ 35’ 50’ 35’ 
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