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AGENDA 

TOWN OF MAY 

BOARD OF SUPERVISOR MEETING 

February 6th, 2025 at 7:00 p.m. 

 

• Call to Order 
 

• Board Minutes 
• Review and approval of January 9th, 2025 Board Meeting Minutes  

• Review and approval of January 22nd, 2025.  Special Closed Meeting Minutes 

•  

• Financials by Treasurer 
• Treasurer review and Board approval of Treasurer’s Report and checks 

 

• Planning Commission 
• Rural Residential District Study Update.  Chair Chad Nelson 

• Rural Residential District Study - Board Discussion. Ordinance 2024-02.   

• Planning Commission Member Updates  

1. Mitch Otterson and Chad Nelson. Renewal of term.  Term expiring 01/28 

2. David Langer.  Moved from alternate to member.  Term expiring 01/27 

3. David Mandel.  Appointed as alternate member. Term expiring 01/28 

 

• 201 Sewer System  
• System updates 

 

• Engineering and Roads 

 

• Old Business  

 

• New Business 
• Watershed District Permitting 

• Resolution 2025-01.  Appointing Election Judges for March 11, 2025. Township Election 

• Certificate of Compliance.  John Pazlar 

 

• Adjourn 



Town of May Official Board Minutes                            January 9th, 2025 

  Page 1 

 

  TOWN of MAY 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

OFFICIAL TOWN BOARD MINUTES 

January 9, 2025 
 

 

The Board of Supervisors of the Town of May convened their regular monthly meeting on Thursday, 

January 9th, 2025, at the May Town Hall.  Those present included:  Board members John Pazlar, Steve 

Magner, and Don Rolf.  Clerk/Treasurer Bobbi Hummel; Planner Nate Sparks; Attorney Dave Snyder, 

and those with business before the Town. Deputy Clerk/Treasurer Marsha Olson and Engineer Mark 

Erichson were absent. Chair John Pazlar called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.  

 

 

MINUTES 
Pazlar moved, seconded by Rolf to approve the minutes from the December 5th, 2024 Board Meeting. 

All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

Pazlar moved, seconded by Rolf to approve the minutes from the December 17th, 2024 Special Closed 

Meeting. All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

Pazlar moved, seconded by Rolf to approve the minutes from the December 27th, 2024 Special Meeting. 

All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

Pazlar moved, seconded by Rolf to approve the minutes from the January 7th, 2025 Special Closed 

Meeting. All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

 

CHECKS AND TREASURER’S REPORT 
Treasurer Marsha Olson presented the Treasurer’s report, showing total cash and investments of 

$2,540,420.29 of which $584,120.62 is in investments. $1,957,908.40 is committed.  $582,511.89 is non 

committed.  

 

Pazlar moved, seconded by Magner to approve the cash control statement from 12/01/2024 to 

12/31/2024.  All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

Checks #22364 to #22386 and EFT02254B, EFT0225F, and EFT0225S are also presented. 

 

Pazlar moved, seconded by Rolf to approve the Treasurers Report. All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Planning Commission Chair provides updates on their meeting last week.  The members looked at the 

comprehensive plan as it relates to the currently allowed uses in the rural residential district with a 

CUP/IUP.  Each use was categized into 3 options; keep, strike, or modify with performance standards. 

The decisions were consistent with the recommendations for Planner Sparks, except one. Next steps are 

to have further discussion on some and ask the planner to prepare a set of ordinances to review.  
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Comments were held until the end of the meeting; 10-12 comments were received.  Written comments 

were also received.  A longer conversation around mobile homes was needed.  There was conversation 

on consistency with the comprehensive plan and looking at uses that could perhaps be combined.  At 

the next Planning Meeting Sparks will provide further details for consideration. 

 

201 SEWER SYSTEM 
No updates. 

 

ENGINEERING AND ROADS 
No updates. 

 

OLD BUSINESS 
Cannabis 

The township passed an ordinance last month regarding cannabis/growing cannabis.  If changes are 

necessary as things progress, it will be discussed again.  Nothing in the ordinance was out of the norm.  

 

Resident Zach Cole comments that the final draft of the rules from the state is set to be released on 

Monday.   
 

Arcola Tree Farm Escrow  

A major subdivision from a few years ago, there is an outstanding escrow.  There has been dispute about 

the amount owed.  Multiple iterations were received and it generated a lot of billable time.  It is difficult 

with this much time passed, to gather the detail/explanation/notes the builder is now requesting. Our 

Planner has provided as much documentation as he can find in review and the builders desire for more 

detail is at a dead end.  The continued time and effort to get the detail has been extensive.  The options 

are write-off the balance, require the builder to pay it in full (potentially a litigation issue), or come up 

with a compromise.  This matter has been heard as a hearing, this is an adjudication of rights. Attorney 

recommends the Board open the hearing again for the applicant to speak, then the Board can make a 

determination.    

 

Pazlar motions to open the hearing at 7:30 p.m.  Seconded by Rolf.  All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

Mr. Bob Appert presents a revised timeline of events. The process started in 2021; an application was 

submitted for developing Mr. Richard Dana’s 260 acre parcel early 2022. There was only 1 access point, 

the Planning Commission rejected the proposal because of the access point and the yield count 

calculation.  Application 2 was submitted, with an adjusted yield.  The second application was rejected 

in February, 2022.  A third application was submitted in March 2022, also rejected.  5 months later an 

invoice was received for $11,000.00.  The charges that made sense to Mr. Appert were paid.  He 

requested detail on the remainer.  A payment of $1500.00 was paid, another payment of $1900.00 was 

paid. He asked for more detail on line items.  The township took off some misc. charges.  June 2024, 

clarifications were received and a few months ago he was present at the hearing.   He would still like 

more detail on the charges. 

 

Pazlar appreciates the comments, there is a difference of opinion and the attempts to bridge the 

difference has failed and we are currently at a dead end.  After hearing all the testimony, it goal is to 

make a decision tonight. 
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Snyder suggests that it be clarified that Mr. Appert’s is complete with his comments and reminds the 

Board that the fees are those of the Planner, Attorney, and Engineer on this project proposal.   

 

Mr. Appert adds that his experience/communication with Mr. Sparks has been poor.   

 

Pazlar motions to closed the hearing, seconded by Rolf.  All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

Pazlar can solicit the builder’s opinion with the 3 options, but the decision must be announced as the 

judgement.  Pazlar askes if the builder would be interested in paying $5,000.00 on the outstanding 

balance (the township writing off $2623.70).  Mr. Appert’s requests that Mr. Sparks (Township Planner) 

pay the balance or reverse the numbers and Mr. Appert will pay $2623.70.   

 

Pazlar can not recommend those options as a protector of township tax dollars. He respects the desire 

for records, by the same token, there are a lot of eyes on township expenses.  Pazlar reviews invoices 

line by line each month to look for errors.  Pazlar’s 15-year opinion of Planner Sparks is that is work 

scrupulous and he is honest.  The work for this type of major subdivision was a complex application and 

it generated a lot of billable time, as the nature of escrows.   

 

Appert suggest it be divided in thirds between him, the township, and the Planner.  This is denied by 

Pazlar.  The Planner should not be absorbing the costs.  If there was any notion that the billings from 

Sparks weren’t legitimate, Pazlar would have challenged it.  He is confident that every dollar of the 

invoices is valid.  

 

Snyder reminds the Board that sometimes the things unseen is as important as the things we see.  For 

example, much of the work involved in reviewing the applications and addressing the issues were never 

billed.  The last 2 months of discussion and review have not been billed, nothing has been added to the 

open escrow.  The hope was to not make a contested situation worse.   

 

Rolf recalls the various applications, the development was large, a lot of township staff time was needed 

and the township received many resident calls.  Work with Mr. Sparks for the last 20 years has been 

positive. 

 

Magner recalls the township staff time and funds needed to process the requests.  Multiple applications 

were received with multiple flaws from the start.  He does not share Mr. Appert’s opinion of the 

situation.  In the future, the township will not process applications without receiving escrow funds up 

front, this applicant was let run with several versions of an application.  He would like the matter to be 

resolved and is in support of offering the lesser number suggested by Pazlar and close the issue. 

 

There is a fair number of activities on applications that happen in the background that never get billed 

but help the application move forward.  The township should do a better job of paying attention to this. 

 

Pazlar motions that the amount owed is $7623.70 on the escrow and recommends that the Board presents 

the alternative to submit a sum of $5,000.00 to the township within 60 days.  The township absorbing 

the remaining amount of $2623.70.  If not paid in 60 days the total balance will be owed.   

 

Rolf amends the motion to make the amount due in 30 days.  Pazlar accepted.  Motion seconded by 

Rolf.  All in favor.  Motion passed. 
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NEW BUSINESS 
 

Metropolitan Counsel.  Gail Cederberg 

May Township is part of District 11 of the Metropolitan Council, a regional planning group of the 7 

counties of the twin cities area.  District 11 includes Lino Lakes, Columbus, Forest Lake, May Township, 

Scandia, Afton, White Bear Lake, and Woodbury.  Currently Met Council is formulating a 2050 

comprehensive plan, most likely adopted in February.  The goal is to build a sustainable future for 

everyone in the metro area.  Met council provides long range planning, parks and trails, and transit 

planning (piloting micro transit), and regional water resource management.  From the 2040 to the 2050 

plan, May Township will remain rural with not changes the land use designation, no changes to the 

wastewater system (no plans to come into May Township).  Overall, everything is looking the same. 

Maintaining the 1:10 density levels and less development.   

 
Meeting adjourned at 8:20 p.m. without objection. 

 

 

 

______________________________  _____________________________  
Bobbi Hummel    John Pazlar 

Clerk/Treasurer             Board Supervisor, Chair 
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 TOWN of MAY 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

SPECIAL/CLOSED MEETING MINUTES 

January 22, 2025 
 

 

The Board of Supervisors of the Town of May convened a closed meeting on Tuesday, January 7, 

2025 at 2:30 p.m.at the May Town Hall.  Those present included:  Board members John Pazlar, 

Don Rolf, and Steve Magner; Town Planner Nate Sparks; Town Attorney Dave Snyder; Attorney 

Paul Reuvers; and Clerk/Treasurer Bobbi Hummel.   

 

Notice was posted on the township’s website and at the Town Hall more than 72 hours prior to 

January 7, 2025.  

 

The sole purpose of this special meeting was to pending litigation on Court File No. 24-CV-03747 

– Liberty Classical Academy v. Town of May. 

 

Chair Pazlar called the meeting to order at 3:50 p.m.  

 

Pazlar motioned to adjourn the regular meeting to a closed executive session, seconded by Rolf.  

All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

Pazlar motions to close the executive session, seconded by Rolf.  All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

Pazlar motions to open the regular meeting, seconded by Rolf.  All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

The discussion regarding Liberty Classical Academy v. Town of May is complete.  The Town took 

no action. 

 

Pazlar motions to close the regular meeting.  Seconded by Rolf.  All in favor.  Motion passed. 

 

Meeting adjourned at 4:52 p.m. without objection. 

 

 

 

 

Submitted:    Approved:  

 

 

 

______________________________  _____________________________  

Bobbi Hummel    John Pazlar 

Clerk/Treasurer             Board Chair  































PLANNING MEMO 

 

To: Town of May Board of Supervisors 

 

From: Nate Sparks, Town Planner 

 

Date: February 4, 2025 

 

Re: Rural Residential District & Land Use Study – Proposed Ordinance 

Amendments – Planning Commission Recommendation 

 

BACKGROUND 

The Town has been going through a public process in reviewing the Rural Residential Zoning 

District.  The Planning Commission held an open listening session at the November meeting, 

then reviewed the code in detail at the December meeting.  For January, the Commission 

discussed ordinance amendments and recommended a framework of revisions.  If the Board 

concurs with the revision framework, the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing in 

February and forward a final ordinance to the Town Board in March. 

 

If the Town Board wishes to take a different direction on any aspect, it may do so. 

 

PROPOSED ORDINANCE FRAMEWORK 

Based on the Planning Commission’s direction, the general intent is to maintain consistency 

with the current Comprehensive Plan.  This includes generally removing most non-residential 

and non-agricultural uses from the district.  However, this also results in a few other necessary 

modifications.  The general direction being followed results in the following changes: 

 

1. Defer Land Use policy to the text and maps within the existing Comprehensive Plan 

2. Delete uses identified by the Comprehensive Plan as incompatible 

3. Create a Public Zoning District for governmental, institutional, and park uses and apply 

this District to the Town Hall/Town Park property and Long Lake Conservation Area 

4. Limit Essential Services to those that need to be in the RR District due to proximity to 

the gas and power lines 

5. Make Home Occupations an administrative permit, limit incompatibility on Small 

Business Permits by reducing the number of employees to two 

6. Eliminate commercial feedlots, allow sales stands without special approval 

7. Allow temporary dwellings without special approval 

8. Standardize grading/land reclamation permits across all districts 

9. Standardize antenna/tower permits across all districts 

 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

The Planning Commission’s above framework includes the following: 



 

Rural Residential Conditional Uses: 

Animals - Commercial Training 

Antennae or Towers over 35 Feet in Height Except Wind Energy Conservation Systems 

(WECS) 

Care Facility 

Cemeteries 

Churches 

Essential Service - Government Uses Buildings and Storage (as defined in Section 

702.01) 

Essential Services - Transmission Services, Buildings and Storage (as defined in Section 

702.01) 

Feed Lots - Commercial (See Section 705.19) 

Grading 

Home Occupations (Meeting Criteria) (as defined in Section 702.01) 

Incidental Repair 

Interim Uses (See Article 709) 

Land Reclamation (See Section 705.13) 

Mobile Home - Care Facility (Section 709.02 (B)(3)) 

Mobile Home - Temporary Farm Dwelling (Section 708.01(G)) 

Parks 

Recreation Areas - Commercial 

Recreation Areas - Private or Semi-Public 

Resorts 

Roadside Sales Stand (Seasonally Operated) 

Schools - Public and Private 

Storage - Open (Section 705.10) 

Storage - Accessory to a Permitted Principal Use (Section 705.10) 

Structure - Temporary or Interim Use 

Temporary Farm Dwelling (See Section 708.01(G)) 

Wildlife Reserves, Public or Private 

  

Rural Residential Interim Uses: 

 

Agri-Entertainment, specifically limited to corn maze, hay rides and “pick your own” produce 

Kennels (business/commercial),  

Mobile Homes, Recreational Vehicles or Trailers 

Small Businesses 

 

POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVES/DISCUSSION 



The Planning Commission discussed some alternative options that could be considered for 

certain uses.   

 

Institutional Uses 

These uses were proposed for removal due to the noted incompatibility with the 

Comprehensive Plan, which states “institutional uses are inappropriate” in this designation.  It 

is also noted that these types of uses have large parking lots, additional lighting, different 

traffic generation, large gatherings of people, and other such impacts which are not technically 

compatible with the purpose of the Rural Residential designation. 

 

One concept the Planning Commission discussed was to allow churches and schools 

(institutional uses) as conditional uses provided the uses were scaled to the property size.  This 

could take two forms: allowing only “small assembly uses” or allowing this use provided it 

had a similar impact. 

 

One such approach would be to limit the size of the uses to “small assemblies.”  This would 

limit the size of churches, for example, to a capacity of about 250 people.  There would still be 

a parking lot, lights, and other such impacts, but the size of the facility could theoretically be 

limited.  Schools could be limited to demonstrate that the number of students was the 

equivalent of this number in terms of traffic generation/septic size.  This is a fairly common 

approach to regulating the size of institutional uses in residential areas.  

 

The second approach would be to allow the scaling of a use to fit the size of the lot.  The Town 

did this in the Conservancy District where uses were required to have the general same 

traffic/septic impact as it would if it were a single family residential development.  With the 

smaller size of the properties in the Rural Residential District, this may result in conflicts.  

This would result in a traffic study for the use having to depict that it generates the equivalent 

number of trips as the number of houses that would fit on the lot.   

 

With both approaches, it would seem that the Town could be frequently challenged.  With both 

approaches the Town would likely be challenged on the grounds that adjacent roadways can 

handle the traffic and that the line being drawn was arbitrary.  These lines would end up 

getting pushed.  Therefore, it may be more prudent to utilize the lines drawn in the 

Comprehensive Plan.  However, if the Commission wants to further explore these options, it 

can be done. 

 

Regardless, the Planning Commission’s basis for recommending exclusion of these uses from 

the Rural Residential District was based on the Comprehensive Plan’s text. 

 



Public Uses 

By removing parks and public uses from the Rural Residential, the Town should be creating a 

new Public/Semi-Public type zoning district.  A rezoning puts the Town in a better position to 

say “no” to a use that would have unfettered public access than a conditional use permit.  It 

would also require the use to be acknowledged by the Comprehensive Plan, which has a 

“public” designation.  Institutional uses could also be placed in this district, as the 

Comprehensive Plan states such uses can locate within this designation. The area that would be 

zoned in this district, would have to be identified as being Public/Institutional in the 

Comprehensive Plan.   

 

Essential Services 

The Town currently has “essential services” as a broad topic from governmental buildings to 

electrical substations.  This needs to be narrowed down to gas and electric substations and ones 

that require location in the area due to the presence of infrastructure.  Governmental buildings 

would be in a separate district. 

 

Proposed Section 702.01 (68): 

 

(68) Essential Services - (Public Utility Uses, Transmission Services, Buildings and Storage). 

Transmission service such as electrical power lines of a voltage of 35 kv or greater, or bulk gas 



or fuel being transferred from station to station and not intended for en route consumption or 

other similar equipment and accessories.  

 

Essential Services – Utility Substation – A utility use whose function is to reduce the 

strength, amount, volume, or configuration of utility flow from a bulk wholesale quantity to 

small retail quantities. These uses include electric or gas substations, telephone switching 

and relay facilities, water and sewage pumps, and lift stations.  This does not include battery 

energy storage systems. 

 

Home Businesses 

The Town currently allows home based businesses in two forms: home occupations by a CUP 

and small business permits by an IUP.   

 

“Home occupation” means any gainful occupation or profession engaged in by the occupant of 

a dwelling at or from the dwelling when carried on only within a dwelling unit and not in an 

accessory building and not involving exterior storage of equipment or additional parking or 

signage or exterior display of goods or drive-in traffic, which traffic is excessive in the sole 

discretion of the Town.  Based on the ordinance requirements, it is hard to discern why this 

would need a CUP, as nobody would be able to tell this is occurring on site.  It would be 

recommended that this be revised to be a simple registration with the Town. 

 

Meanwhile, “small business permits” can be granted for almost any business, except those that 

fail the somewhat subjective ordinance review criteria and/or require non-livestock related 

sales.  Up to 5 employees are permitted.  It may be appropriate to revise this code to disallow 

any exterior storage and limit the number of employees to a lesser amount. 

 

Agricultural uses are not included in these ordinances, currently.  These modifications would 

result in fewer conflicts.   

  

Agricultural Uses 

The Town allows feedlots as a CUP.  There is also a CUP provision to exceed the number of 

animal units allowed for a property.  The state requires a feedlot registration for over 50 animal 

units and a feedlot permit (generally) for over 1,000 animal units.  The Town currently has 

three registered feedlots.  One has 112 animal units, another has 501, and the third has 78.5.  

There are two others that are registered but currently have no animals.  None of these are 

remotely close to exceeding their animal unit count, as they are all on large tracts of land. 

 

The Town could state that feedlots that require a permit (not registration) from the PCA and/or 

are defined as confined animal feeding operations by the EPA are not permitted.  Registered 

feedlots could still require the conditional use permit.  Perhaps, this could be only when 

exceeding the animal unit count on properties taxed as agriculture. 

 



The roadside sales stand could be permitted simply as a permitted accessory use without the 

required setbacks and required to be near the front entrance of the property.  To have the sales 

in another structure or the interior of the site could be allowed as a small business permit in the 

limited sales event periods permitted for livestock sales. 

 

Historically, the Town has treated horse uses as agriculture.  The only exception is when the 

horse use is offering a service such as “We Can Ride” on the site.  In those instances, the Town 

has required a small business permit.  However, if it is just boarding, training, breeding, etc, it 

was considered to be agriculture.  The Planning Commission should confirm if this is still the 

intention. 

 

Temporary Structures 

There is intended to be an allowance for people to reside in a mobile home or similar type 

structure when their house had a fire or is in need of significant work.  This should be permitted 

as either an IUP or just with a contract with the Town.  This may be appropriate to have as a 

permit that goes to the Town Board without the need for a public hearing.  If this is not 

possible, it would be appropriate to have as an IUP. 

 

Grading/Land Reclamation 

The Town currently grants grading permits administratively in some cases.  Then there’s also 

“land reclamation” permits which require a CUP.  The grading permit ordinance will include 

the definition of land reclamation and then state a threshold of the amount of area being 

disturbed, removed, or brought in where a permit is required. 

 

Antennas/Towers 

Staff is researching the required standards for antennas and towers for private communications.  

The ordinance proposal is to have the standards apply to all towers throughout the Town. 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

The Planning Commission endorsed the above framework and would like comments from the 

Town Board.  If the Town Board concurs, Staff will prepare an ordinance form and the 

Planning Commission will hold a public hearing. 

 

Staff recommends the Town Board motion to hold authorize staff to prepare the ordinance form 

and for the Planning Commission to hold the public hearing on this matter for their February 

meeting. 
  



Potential Ordinance Language: 
 

Essential Services Definition- 

 

Section 702.01 (68): 

 

(68) Essential Services - (Public Utility Uses, Transmission Services, Buildings and Storage). 

Transmission service such as electrical power lines of a voltage of 35 kv or greater, or bulk gas 

or fuel being transferred from station to station and not intended for en route consumption or 

other similar equipment and accessories. 

 

Essential Services – Utility Substation – A utility use whose function is to reduce the 

strength, amount, volume, or configuration of utility flow from a bulk wholesale quantity to 

small retail quantities. These uses include electric or gas substations, telephone switching 

and relay facilities, water and sewage pumps, and lift stations.  This does not include battery 

energy storage systems. 

 

Roadside Sales Stand -  

 

On Agricultural property, one seasonally operated temporary roadside sales stand may be 

permitted as follows: 

 

1. The sales stand shall be located on property with a residence. 

2. The sales stand shall not exceed 320 square feet in floor area. 

3. The sales stand shall may be placed in the front yard, provided it is not closer than 25 feet 

to the public right-of-way. 

4. The sales stand shall not be greater than 100 feet from the front lot line. 

5. The products sold at the sales stand shall be grown on the premises. 

6. The sales stand shall be accessed via the legally permitted driveway to the property. 

7. The sales stand shall be operated by the resident on site. 

8. Parking areas shall be provided. 

9. Sales from a permanent accessory building or residence or on a sales stand greater than 

100 feet from the right-of-way shall require a Small Business Permit. 

 

Small Business Permit – 

 

Reduce the number of employees to one.  State that agricultural sales not meeting the roadside 

sales stand requirements need to meet the livestock sales event standards. 

 

Public Zoning District- 

 

Add a Public Zoning District.  Rezone the Town Park to this district.  Move governmental 

buildings, parks, churches, schools, etc. from RR to this district all as CUPs.  Ag would be a 

permitted use.  Setbacks would be the same as the  

 

PUBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC DISTRICT 

Section 708.05: Public/Semi-Public District Established (PSP) 



 

The Public/Semi-Public District is established for the purpose of providing for public and 

semi-public uses in areas identified in the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

A. Permitted Uses. The following Accessory Uses are permitted in the Public/Semi-Public 

District: 

 

1. Agriculture 

 

B. Conditional Uses.  The following Conditional Uses are permitted in the Public/Semi-Public 

District: 

 

1. Parks 

2. Places of Assembly 

3. Schools 

4. Governmental buildings 

 

  C. Physical Standards. All construction in the General Business/Commercial District 

shall meet the following physical standards: 

1. Height. The maximum height of all buildings shall not exceed the lesser of two and one-half 

(2 1/2) stories or thirty-five (35) feet. The height limitation shall not apply to farm buildings, 

grain elevators, silos, windmills, elevator legs, cooling towers, water towers, chimneys and 

smokestacks, church spires, or electric transmission lines. 

2. Lot Area, Dimensions, and Restrictions. Lot Area shall be a minimum of 15 acres in size 

and adequate to provide for all expected improvements and for the installation of two on-site 

Sewage Treatment Systems. 

(a) Minimum Lot Width at Front Yard Setback Line – 150 feet 

(b) Setbacks. All buildings and structures shall meet or exceed the following setbacks: 

Minimum Front Yard Setback . . . . . . . . . . 50 feet 

Minimum Side Yard Setback………….. 25 feet 

Front Street in Case of Corner Lot . . . . 50 feet 

Minimum Rear Yard Setback . . . . . . . . . . . 50 feet 

 

D. Performance standards for non-park uses within the Public/Semi-Public District 

1. Minimum lot size is 40 acres. 

2. The use shall be consistent with the Town Comprehensive Plan. 

3. There shall be a screening belt of 50 feet in width to any public right-of-way. 

4. The site shall not derive an impact greater than that of the equivalent of the impact the site 

would have as a single family residential subdivision in the Rural Residential District in terms 

of traffic generation, size of septic system, visual impact, and other such standards.    

 

Feedlots –  

 

The Town does not permit feedlots that require a permit from the MPCA (1,000 animal units) 

nor are considered to be “confined animal feeding operations” by the US EPA. 



 

 

TOWN OF MAY 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

RESOLUTION NO. 2025 - 01 

 

 

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING ELECTION JUDGES FOR THE 

MARCH 11, 2025 TOWNSHIP ELECTION 

 

 

WHEREAS, the individuals of Ann Brookman, Susanna Gorodisher, Jacci Hogan, Bobbi 

Hummel, Elaine Larson, Sharon Mallman, Jean Matlock, Danielle McClellan, Andrew Mosiman, 

Jane Keller-Malenfant, Walt Peterson, Jane Pribyl, Joe Pribyl, Jean Pilla, Nancy Rosenbower, Robert 

Swinehart, Linda Tibbitts, and Mary Wallkirch-Tilly, each of whom is qualified to serve as an election 

judge, are hereby appointed as judges of election for the Township Election on March 11, 2025, to 

act as such at the polling place of the May Town Hall located at 13939 Norell Avenue North.   

 

WHEREAS, any individuals not specified above to be placed as a replacement or as 

additional election judges needed up to and including the day of the election shall be appointed at that 

time; and   

 

WHEREAS, the election judges shall act as clerks of election, count the ballots cast and 

submit the results to the county and municipality for canvass in the manner provided for in State 

Statutes for Township Election; and 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Town Board of May Township, 

Washington County, Minnesota, appoint the above-listed individuals to serve as the Township’s 

election judges and officials for the March 11, 2025 township election.   

 

 BY VOTE OF THE TOWN BOARD: PAZLAR: ____, MAGNER: ____ ROLF: ____. 

THIS RESOLUTION IS ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE TOWN 

OF MAY THIS 6TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 2025.  

 

 

 

 
_______________________________    __________________________________             

Attest: Bobbi Hummel, Clerk/Treasurer            John Pazlar, Board Supervisor 

  




