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TOWN of MAY 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

OFFICIAL PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
January 28, 2021 

 
The Planning Commission for the Town of May held their regular monthly meeting on Thursday, 
January 28, 2021, via video/telephone conference. Members in attendance were Chair John 
Arnason, Steve Magner, Don Rolf, Chad Nelson, Walter Peterson, Lester Rydeen, Alternate Jason 
Husveth, and Alternate Mitchell Otterson. Member Jyneen Thatcher was present via phone and 
did not vote. Also present were Town Clerk/Treasurer Linda Tibbetts, Board Members William 
Voedisch, John Adams, and John Pazlar, Town Attorney David Snyder, Town Engineer Mark 
Erichson, and Town Planner Nate Sparks. Planning Commission Chair Arnason called the meeting 
to order at 7:02 p.m. 
 
Notices of the Planning Commission Public Hearings (Road Frontage Ordinance; Froiland 
Variance; and River Grove CUP Amendment Application) were posted at the Town Hall, posted 
on the township’s website, and published in the township’s legal paper, the Country Messenger.  
Notice of Special Board Meeting was posted at the Town Hall and posted on the township’s 
website.   
 
Minutes from November 19, 2020, Planning Commission Meeting 
Arnason moved, seconded by Rolf, to approve the November 19, 2020 minutes as presented. By 
Roll Call Vote: Arnason: YES; Magner: YES; Peterson: YES; Rydeen YES; Rolf: YES; Nelson: 
YES; Alternate Otterson: YES; and Alternate Husveth: YES. Motion passed. 
 
Road Frontage Ordinance 
Sparks explained the Lot Frontage Ordinance is essentially an ordinance that is correcting 
confusion in the Town Code.  Essentially what this proposed ordinance does is takes the different 
lot width standards that are found through the Town Code and places them within the zoning 
district so they are easier to locate.  
 
Sparks explained that in Minnesota a lot of 20 acres or more in size with 500 feet in width can be 
divided without local government approval. Residents that want such a division can just show up 
at Washington County and have it recorded without township input. It used to be that this was 
primarily used for selling farmland but now it is more common to see this in the form of selling 
buildable lots. Sparks outlined that in a lot line adjustment the Town Board would still review the 
lot and decree if it is or isn’t a buildable lot.  
 
If this ordinance is adopted by the town board, language on road frontage would be added in each 
specific zoning section in the Town Code. It would replace conflicting language that says lot width 
is one thing at the front setback line, and different at the right-of-way line.   
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Sparks noted the proposed ordinance would not place the lot width standards in the General 
Business District, as these are intended to be residential standards for lots. Nevertheless, standards 
could be placed in this district, if desired. The lot width standard currently in code is 160 feet of 
frontage on a road for lots less than 4 acres in size and 300 for lots greater than 4 acres. Then the 
ordinance says lots have to be 150 feet in width at the front setback line. Lot width is proposed at 
60 feet on a cul-de-sac, as that is the County’s requirement. Some of these standards do not exactly 
correspond and could be revised. 
 
Peterson noted on Page 3 of the proposed Ordinance, “minimum side yard setback from an interior 
lot line is 20 feet.” He questioned whether that should be 25 feet or did it change? Sparks responded 
that the 20 feet is already in the Town Code and it is not something that the proposed ordinance is 
changing. 
 
Arnason opened the public hearing without objection at 7:10 p.m.   
 
No questions or comments were received during the public hearing.   
 
Arnason closed the public hearing without objection at 7:10 p.m. 
 
Arnason moved, seconded by Rydeen, to recommend to the Town Board to adopt Ordinance 2021-
01 regarding the revised road frontage ordinance as presented. By Roll Call Vote: Arnason: YES; 
Magner: YES; Peterson: YES; Rydeen YES; Rolf: YES; Nelson: YES; Alternate Otterson: YES; 
and Alternate Husveth: YES. Motion passed. 
 
Dan Froiland Variance/Subdivision 
Sparks outlined a variance/subdivision request from Daniel Froiland at 15051 Ostrum Trail North. 
The property is about 75 acres in size and Froiland wishes to split the lot into two lots; one lot that 
is approximately 35 acres and the other about 40 acres. One of the lots would have road frontage, 
the other does not have road frontage. Both parcels have buildable areas, one up where the existing 
house is the area proposed to be split off. The first issue in the second parcel is road frontage; 
however, there is an easement over the neighbor’s driveway. Froiland is seeking relief from the 
variance requirement and seeking relief to allow this to have the shared driveway since the Town 
Code states both road accesses need to be from a public road. The other issue is, at the time of the 
building permit, there would need to be a shared-driveway agreement between the parties.  
The driveway would need to meet the share driveway standards before any construction. If the 
Planning Commission would recommend this ordinance to the Town Board, Sparks would 
recommend doing so with granting an easement over the Ostrum Trail right-of-way because that 
is a prescriptive easement.  
 
Rolf asked if the township has heard from the neighbor with the easement of the shared driveway, 
Carole Reynolds of 14787 Ostrum Trail North? Sparks informed the members that Reynolds has 
made contact with the township and is working with Froiland. The subdivision in and of itself is 
one of the statutory exceptions that the only reason this is before the township for consideration is 
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the building official is not obligated to issue a building permit because it does not meet zoning 
code and this variance would rectify this issue. The shared driveway easement is valid and a 
shared-driveway agreement would be required, and the Planning Commission can make that a 
condition of approval that they have a shared driveway agreement before any issuance of any 
building permits.   
 
Magner asked for clarification on if the Planning Commission would recommend this variance to 
the Town Board the variance would create a lot, but ultimately the lot might not be developable 
because of an issue between the two property owners. Sparks concurred. Froiland can create the 
lot and the lot creation is not before the Planning Commission rather the variance for the shared 
driveway to a lot that doesn’t have frontage and also for a building permit to be issued on a lot that 
doesn’t have the requisite frontage.   
 
Froiland told the Planning Commission that he and Reynolds have had several discussions about 
the easement/shared driveway and they have come to a logical agreement wherein they would 
share any improvement and maintenance costs.   
 
Arnason opened the public hearing without objection at 7:22 p.m.   
 
Monti Moreno of 14890 Ostrum Trail North asked that, based on the previous discussion regarding 
the proposed updated road frontage, was the actual width needed for a driveway changed from 150 
to 125 feet? Arnason noted the previous agenda item did not make changes in physical standards 
currently in the Town Code. Sparks said the width of frontage is dependent upon lot size and in 
the current instance, the width is 300 feet. Moreno further asked about a minimum of ten acre lots. 
Sparks said minimum acreage is one unit per 10 acres and in the current instance, the lots are 40 
and 35 acres in size.   
 
Voedisch asked the Planning Commission to bring their attention that driveways are built the way 
people want to build them, however, once they become shared, the Town Code has a standard that 
dictates which includes drivable width, hard surface of 12 feet, shoulders of 2 feet on each side, 
and water management where needed. That standard is what the town engineer holds and any 
shared driveway would need to follow. Voedisch said on a condition of approval, the Planning 
Commission should mention that one of the conditions that the driveway be brought up to the 
town’s shared driveway standard.   
 
Arnason closed the public hearing without objection at 7:27 p.m. 
 
Peterson asked Froiland if there was a written agreement between him and Reynolds. Froiland 
responded that the road was improved by Reynolds in August of 2020. Froiland’s planner, Milo 
Horak, has inspected the width of the driveway which is approximately 12½ feet. The agreement 
would come to light when a building permit is requested.   
 
Arnason outlined the criteria found in Section 704.03-E of the Zoning Ordinance as follows: 
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1. The proposed variance is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
2. The proposed variance is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this Ordinance. 

 
3. The applicant for the variance established that there are practical difficulties in complying 

with the zoning ordinance. "Practical difficulties," as used in connection with the granting 
of a variance, means: 

 
a. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not 

permitted by the zoning ordinance; 
 

b. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not 
created by the landowner;  

 
c. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; and 

 
d. Economic considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties. 

 
4. A variance shall not be granted for a use not allowed under the zoning ordinance for 

property in the zone where the affected person's land is located. 
 

5. The Town may impose conditions in the granting of variances. A condition must be directly 
related to and must bear a rough proportionality to the impact created by the variance. 

 
Arnason moved, seconded by Rydeen, to recommend to the Town Board they approve Froiland’s 
variance/subdivision based upon the findings that the variance/subdivision meets the above-listed 
criteria and that the approval is conditioned upon 1) the restriction that the applicant cannot further 
divide the parcels without the benefit of the required amount of road frontage; 2) the applicant 
grant the easement with respect to the Ostrum Trail right-of-way and 3) that no building permit 
would be issued without the written driveway agreement provided to the town and that the shared 
driveway must meet the town standards. By Roll Call Vote: Arnason: YES; Magner: YES; 
Peterson: YES; Rydeen YES; Rolf: YES; Nelson: YES; Alternate Otterson: YES; and Alternate 
Husveth: YES. Motion passed. 
 
River Grove, a Marine Community School’s Requested Amendment to CUP 
River Grove, the Marine Area Charter School has made an application to amend their conditional 
use permit (CUP) to allow for increases in the approved capacity of the site. The school is seeking 
an increase to the following: 
 

1. Maximum number of people days per year (47,000 to 60,000) 

2. Maximum number of people on-site at any one time (235 to 350) 
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3. Allowance for events with up to 500 people on site 

4. Maximum number of vehicles visiting per day (100 with 6 being buses to 250 with 8 being 
buses 

5. Allow use of all seven buildings in the campus (currently restricted to five specific 
buildings) 

In 2019, the school made an application to increase the number of people days to 70,000 but 
withdrew the request. The proposed increases are related to the school seeking to expand the 
number of students to 300 by the year 2023. Elementary schools are a conditional use that is 
permitted within the Conservancy District. 
 
Sparks reported in 2017 the township received an application that was approved by the town board 
to turn the former Concordia Language Village which was the former Wilder Camp at Wilder 
Forest into an elementary school. At that time, the standards were that for the school to be allowed 
up to 47,000 people days per year, that is the total number of individuals visiting the site annually, 
and the maximum number of people on-site at any one time was set at 235 and that the maximum 
number of vehicles visiting per day was 100 and up to 16 buses, with an occupation of five of the 
six camp buildings. The amendment is generally to allow for 60,000 people days per year, 350 
people on site maximum per day except for an allowance for special events of up to 500 people 
on-site and that the maximum number of vehicles visiting per day would 250 with 8 being buses 
and would occupy all seven buildings in the campus.   
 
Wilder Forest is located on Ostlund Trail with the usage of Oldfield Road East/West to enter. The 
township needs to review the impacts of the usage of township gravel roads and determine if the 
application meets the township’s CUP review criteria and also fits within the guidelines of the 
Comprehensive Plan. One of the things the town needs to review is what impacts the expansion 
has on the health, safety, and general welfare of the occupants of the surrounding lands, what the 
impacts of the existing and anticipated traffic conditions, does the site have adequate parking 
facilities, what is the effect on the utilities, property values, and scenic views in the surrounding 
area, and is the use generally consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
When Wilder Forest was used as the Concordia Language Village, it was allowed up to 112 
maximum people on site per day with a total of 22,000 people days per year. Currently, River 
Grove is allowed up to 235 maximum people on site per day and 47,000 people days per year. 
River Grove is seeking to increase to 350 people on site per day with a total of 60,000 people days 
per year. Sparks noted to the Planning Commission to keep in mind that the site was originally 
intended to be used seasonally for a summer camp and that the use was where people would be 
dropped off in buses and staying for some time, more than 24 hours. With River Grove, it is a 
different pattern and the township needs to review that the different types of patterns wherein 
people are coming and going more frequently and the levels that are associated with it fit within 
what the parameters were when it was originally approved.  
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According to the site plan document included in River Grove’s application, there are 106 parking 
stalls on site which buses occupy about 12 spaces which reduces the parking spaces for 
automobiles to 94 stalls.  Sparks noted what might be helpful is if the bus parking area was moved 
so that the full parking area can be used. When emergency vehicles enter, there should not be 
parking on the side of the entrance road or therefore outside of the parking lot. Further, there should 
be overflow parking for events.    
 
Sparks reported that regarding traffic, the site is accessed from Ostlund Trail with access from 
Norell Avenue and Paul Avenue, both county roads. Oldfield Road East/West is an acceptable 
route off Norell Avenue. However, Oldfield Road North/South is not to be used for Wilder Forest 
traffic; however, school traffic is using this road. The idea in this rule is that Oldfield Road 
North/South should be spared the traffic because it is a residential neighborhood with a road of 
gravel in nature. Oldfield Road East/West is listed as a “scenic road” in the Comprehensive Plan 
which is a subset of a local road category. These roads are intended to be gravel and allow for trees 
close to the road surface to create a canopy of the scenic atmosphere. Ostlund Trail itself is 
classified as a local road and the entrance/exit road accessing Wilder Forest is about 20 feet in 
width. These are dimensionally substandard for common two-way traffic. Local roads are intended 
to move low volumes of local traffic at low speeds over short distances, not necessarily to be for 
regional traffic being directed through an area. Typically, higher traffic generating uses are not 
found on such lower classification roadways. This needs to be considered – whether the township 
roads can handle the traffic in the sense where the traffic is being generated from and also that the 
volumes of the traffic and the town engineers created a report which was submitted upon review 
of a traffic study from the applicant which made some recommendations that perhaps there need 
to be some road improvements if this application is to be viewed favorably.   
 
Sparks noted another part of the application to review is the number of outside users allowed. The 
concept, which has been carried forward for many years and is also used on other similar types of 
sites within the town types of uses of the concept of these “people days” where you are limiting 
the total number of visitors that can come to a site within a period. Another thing to consider is if 
the school would allow weekend use, we would need to know who that is and what they are doing 
there to ensure that they meet the requirements of the CUP. If this moves forward, the CUP would 
need to have the Marine Mills Folk School removed as it has come to the township’s attention the 
Folk School no longer uses the Wilder Forest facilities.   
 
There are seven buildings on the site, five originally used for the school. River Grove would like 
to move into the other two buildings. This will need to be added to the CUP.   
 
Regarding events, Sparks noted the school would like to have a certain number of events per year 
where they would allow up to 500 people. The issue here is largely related to parking and 
emergency access.   
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Sparks noted, as to the content of River Grove’s application, some pros and cons need to be 
reviewed and compared to the criteria in the Town Code and the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Sparks noted that in reviewing a CUP application, both the Planning Commission and Town Board 
shall consider the effect of the proposed use upon the health, safety, and general welfare of the 
occupants of the surrounding lands, existing and anticipated traffic conditions, parking facilities 
on adjacent streets and land, the effect on utility and school capacities, the effect on property values 
and scenic views in the surrounding area and the effect of the proposed use on the Comprehensive 
Plan. The Planning Commission and the Town Board must ascertain that the proposed use will not 
be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of the Town, nor will cause serious traffic 
congestion nor hazards, nor will seriously depreciate surrounding property values, and that said 
use is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this Code and the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Related to the expansion, Town Staff has identified some compatibility concerns with the higher 
levels of usage. The traffic levels and parking demand have increased to a level that may be viewed 
as no longer compatible with this site and its environs. The road system within this area is built 
more for local traffic usage. Previous users of the site had primarily limited traffic by using buses. 
The School uses buses but still has traffic generation above what may be capable of the local road 
system. Also of concern is the suitability of the existing portions of the roads leading to this site. 
The roads are narrower than typical two-way traffic standards in places and may merit 
improvement. How to balance this existing situation with the proposed expansion is an important 
consideration. As it stands, it is somewhat difficult to ascertain how the increased levels of traffic 
and activity may be compatible with the existing road system as is. 
 
Arnason asked River Grove’s spokesperson for the Planning Commission, Dan Miller, who is on 
the school’s board, if he wanted to add comments.   
 
Miller introduced on the school’s behalf: Drew Goodson, the school’s director; Kou Vang from 
JB Realty, who is the school’s lead project manager; Jay Squires, the school’s legal counsel; Jeff 
Bednar from SRF Consulting who prepared the school’s traffic study; and Kelly Urista from the 
Wilder Foundation. Miller thanked May Township for its past support of River Grove pointing out 
that if May Township had not approved the school following the closure of the local community 
schools in the area, a lot of families would not have had an option in northern Washington County. 
Further, Miller noted River Grove has learned a lot in the last four years as a school, particularly 
when it comes to charter school finances. This is what brings River Grove to asking for their CUP 
amendment.   
 
Miller said the two main reasons for their CUP amendment request are financial stability and 
serving as many local families as possible. He stressed that charter schools do not have large 
budgets. There is no benefit through local government taxes such as referendums. Further, Miller 
pointed out that enrollment is the “lifeblood” of any charter school.  
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The school has had many conversations with its financial advisors, with other charter schools, and 
with the school’s authorizer about what leads to success. Miller believes that a K-6 charter school 
needs to be in the 300-350 student range to ensure viability. Also, Miller said it comes down to 
finances when looking at teacher salary and being able to hire and maintain a program that families 
expect the school to provide.  
 
Miller stressed River Grove’s need to support local families and pointed out the school’s robust 
waiting list of 60 for future students because the school is “the future of education.” Under the 
school’s current CUP, Miller said they are only able to provide one kindergarten class for next 
year and it is difficult when there is a waiting list “pool of 40 students” and there are only 20 spots 
available.  Miller said the Planning Commission should be hearing from local families in their 
support of the CUP amendment through phone calls, emails, and letters.   
 
Miller explained the way River Grove came to the final numbers they are requesting.  Miller said 
the numbers they have now are a compromise of what they brought to the township in 2019. In 
that year, they asked for a maximum headcount of 75,000 that equates to 350 students. Since that 
time, Miller has talked with students, teachers, parents, and experts on what River Grove number 
needs to be at to succeed and to maintain their financial viability.  He said May Township should 
be proud of the success story in River Grove.  They have been well managed financially and the 
future does look bright for the school according to Miller.  Miller said Sparks had a lot of areas to 
go through and he didn’t want to jump in point-by-point but wants to stand for questions.   
 
Arnason agreed that the school is a unique resource and the town is proud of the association it has 
had with the school.  Arnason noted that back in 2017 when the township approved the CUP it 
was shortly after the 834 school closures, the school being at Wilder Forest was a short-term 
solution and the idea was after 834 parted with the Marine Elementary building that River Grove 
would move there. Nevertheless, Arnason said River Grove “is where it is” and it has been a 
success shown by the school’s waiting list and the local input from families.   
 
Arnason asked the large number of participants in the Planning Commission meeting that wish to 
speak that if they had sent a letter, email, or made a phone call to the township regarding River 
Grove’s application, in light of time, he asked that only people comment that have not had a chance 
to submit.   
 
Arnason noted the main issues with considering approval of River Grove’s application relates to 
traffic, parking, and impacts on the roadways. Since this is proposed to now be a permanent 
location as opposed to the short-term solution until moving to another facility, and also because of 
the proposed increase in enrollment and traffic flow numbers, he stressed the need for careful 
consideration.   
 
Arnason asked for questions from Planning Commission members.   
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Rydeen said he would like to hear from Sparks regarding the roads. Rydeen wants information on 
if the road could be built up as a gravel road to handle the traffic or if the road would need to be 
paved to handle the increase in traffic.  Sparks said he could not comment on whether or not the 
road should be paved or gravel. Sparks directed Erichson to comment. Erichson noted in the traffic 
study, Page 31, which identifies the traffic volumes and potential buildouts for the roads. The 
traffic study identifies 40 vehicles per day on Oldfield Road East/West and 40 vehicles per day on 
Ostlund Trail coming from the East. Back in March 2020 on a non-school day and without the 
Minnesota Food Association use, Erichson conducted a study of vehicle count and identified 41 
on Ostlund Trail from the East and 28 vehicles per day on Oldfield Road East/West. With full 
buildout of the school, there would be 320 vehicles per day which outline a significant impact on 
the roadway, particularly the gravel sections. Those roadways are identified as local low-volume 
roadways. The change anticipated from 40 to 320 vehicles is significant which will have an impact 
on the roadways. Erichson said you typically do not see schools with access coming from gravel 
roadways, particularly generating the level of traffic identified. With 320 vehicles per day, it will 
significantly increase maintenance on the roadways. Erichson said, in his career as a public works 
director and a municipality engineer, high-traffic gravel roadways are problematic for cities, 
townships, and counties. Erichson said it would be his recommendation the gravel roadway should 
be paved to accommodate River Grove’s increase in vehicle traffic. Erichson said the township 
currently does not have gravel roads with 320 vehicles per day count. In closing, Erichson said his 
recommendation is for the roadway to be paved which is not an uncommon requirement when it 
comes to schools.   
 
Rydeen wants to know if the school has thought of any other type of incremental scheduling to be 
able to accommodate the increase in traffic. Miller responded that River Grove has not discussed 
incremental scheduling.  He stressed the school needs to keep its classroom size small while 
keeping its enrollment where it needs to be for financial strength.   
 
Arnason asked Miller if it would be feasible to offer distance learning to increase enrollment by 
continuing on a hybrid basis for a longer period to reduce the number of people on-site. Miller 
responded that from multiple family surveys, families want to return to traditional learning. 
Further, he said it would be a financial investment in creating a second school to accommodate 
distance learning and he would have a hard time committing to such.   
 
Bednar said the biggest question before the Planning Commission has to do with the capacity of 
the gravel roads. He has seen in other communities an ADT (average daily trips) as 600 daily trips 
before they consider paving a road. He noted an example in the township of May Avenue, north 
of the railroad tracks, that back in 2005 the ADT on that section of roadway was 225. Therefore, 
he claims if the township uses an ADT of 200 for a threshold to pave the road, that would mean 
May Avenue would need to be paved as well. Bednar said in his opinion gravel road capacity is 
not a “fixed” number like it is when we are dealing with paved roadways with signalized 
intersections. It comes down to what the local authority is willing to take on for maintenance costs.  



Town of May Official Planning Commission Minutes            January 28, 2021  Page 10 
 

 
 
 

Bednar said the township needs to come to grips with what the capacity of a gravel road is and the 
levels or thresholds of high-traffic volumes on a traffic road. Arnason noted the point of ADT 
variances is a point of difference between communities.   
 
Arnason agreed that traffic management ties right into whether or not the township has the capacity 
for a school. May Township is intended to be a rural community and the question is a use of a 
school in the township consistent with the town’s rural character.   
 
Arnason asked Miller what percentage of River Grove students ride a school bus? Are there 
practical ways to increase that percentage so that there are fewer individual drop-offs and pickups? 
Miller said it has been an ongoing conversation at the school. They currently have four buses and 
would like to increase to more buses; however, they need more money therefore they need more 
enrollment. Miller said shorter commute times are a primary point when a family decides to have 
their child ride a bus as opposed to being dropped off.  Goodson mentioned that in 2020 the 
school’s ridership is lower at 30% just because more families are choosing to drive their kids to 
school rather than via bus. However, pre-Covid-19, their bus ridership was between 60%-70%, 
depending upon the day of the week. Goodson said the biggest driver is the amount of time children 
spend on the bus thereby increasing buses would decrease commute via parent. He said if a child 
is on the bus an hour plus is detrimental to that child. Goodson hopes to add a bus or two which 
would decrease time, increase ridership, and decrease parental drop-off. He stressed the need for 
financials via increased enrollment to complete this objective.  
 
Arnason asked what the long-term proposal/solution in terms of leasing the property versus buying 
the property. He noted in River Grove’s application a desire to purchase the property to have 
ownership and control. Arnason opined that even if the school were to get to a point of enrollment 
of 300 students is it economically or financially feasible or is it a “pie in the sky” kind of wish? 
Miller responded that it is “absolutely feasible” and he directed Vang to respond, as Vang is an 
expert on charter schools across the country. Vang responded that he doesn’t look at schools for 
facility projects unless they have an enrollment of 300 or above. He finds that a good number is 
around 300-350 which allows schools to pick up the economy of scale due to the charter school 
funding structure. Vang said River Grove’s purchase of Wilder Forest is very likely that if the 
school wants to go down that path that it would be feasible, obviously it would depend upon the 
price of Wilder Forest. Arnason asked if there is an option for the school to purchase Wilder Forest 
at this point? Vang said there is no option for purchase due to a lease. Arnason asked what the 
lease timeline is? Goodson responded River Grove is in year three of a five-year lease.  Goodson 
stressed that Urista of Wilder Forest is very supportive of River Grove and the school is in the 
process of extending the lease. Goodson said charter schools have a period of six years they need 
to wait before they can purchase a property. Miller said he is confident in the ability of River Grove 
to remain at Wilder Forest long-term.   
 
Arnason noted in the application that the school noted they could get to a population of 300 
students using the existing facility not needing to add any buildings. He asked if it is realistic to 
have 300 students in the current square footage of the buildings? Miller responded that the school 
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is looking long-term as its goal has always been, since day one, to have two sections per grade. 
Short-term, River Grove can “open up spaces” for classrooms. He noted the buildings are not 
efficiently designed for a school. Nevertheless, Miller said there are some things River Grove can 
do to add additional spaces to the campus or even potentially add on to buildings.  
 
Nelson asked what the engineers would rate Oldfield Road and Ostlund Trail on a scale of 1-10. 
Erichson responded that a 300 ADT is just as problematic as those roads with 600 ADT. The bigger 
point that Erichson wants to address is ongoing maintenance and costs are one factor, but the user 
experience is another. There is oftentimes the consideration of when to grade a gravel roadway, 
weather, road conditions, temperature, etc. need to be taken into consideration.   
 
Nelson said when one thinks about the degradation of a gravel road as such talked about on Ostlund 
Trail or Oldfield Road, he wants to know about ongoing maintenance costs associated with gravel 
versus a paved surface, is there some type of guidance Bednar can provide for the return on 
investment that a community like May would have to endeavor or endure?  
 
Nelson is concerned with the school’s growth and potential long-term on the roads. Bednar said 
he has not gone into a detailed evaluation of the maintenance routine and practices that May 
Township uses on its roadways. The best answer he can provide, going back to the report Mark 
Erichson referenced, indicated that maintenance costs rise pretty substantially once you get to an 
ADT volume of 200 vehicles per day. Erichson said maintenance costs plateau after 300-400 ADT 
volume. There are a few ways to look at the maintenance of a gravel road but the bottom line is 
when it is bad, it is bad whether it happens at 200, 300, 400, or more ADT.  
 
Nelson said residents on Oldfield Road made it known the road was “not in good standing” and 
additional school traffic was a concern. He feels going to 220 and possibly 350 is a 
concern.  Rydeen said when Wilder Forest first came for a permit from May Township one of the 
things put in the initial CUP was when the campus was built Wilder Forest had to pave the road 
which they did.   
 
Arnason wanted to know why the traffic increase seems to be disproportionated to the requested 
increase the people days requested by River Grove? Vang responded that he didn’t have an answer 
and maybe the school wasn’t understanding as to the calculation of that proportion. He will go 
back and recalculate and send information to staff to forward to the commission.   
 
Vang wanted to talk about parking. He spent many days looking through May Township’s zoning 
code and unlike other zoning codes in other municipalities, May Township does not have guidance 
on parking and parking requirements. However, May Township does adopt the State of Minnesota 
zoning requirements. He does understand there are certain times in the year when events happen 
where parking is needed greater than what is being provided. However, in other municipalities for 
educational use, he sees one parking stall per FTE, and at full enrollment, River Grove is expected 
30 FTE so the required parking spaces would be 30 stalls. If it is a high school, he sees 1 stall per 
10 students of driving age. Vang, in his opinion, said the school has a significant amount of 
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parking, three to four times more than the requirement. Vang wants to make sure the road is safe 
and there is no parking on the side of the road for events and stuff of that nature. He thinks the 
school can do programatic changes in a manner that will stagger the events to be able to park on 
the existing 106 stalls. They require 100 parking stalls for 30 FTE, in Vang’s opinion, which seems 
too liberal.   
 
Squires wanted to make sure the Planning Commission is focused on the application at hand. He 
wanted the Planning Commission to know the school currently has a CUP to operate as it operates 
currently. What is before the Planning Commission right now is the proposed incremental 
expansion of students.  
 
He thinks it is important as it relates to the traffic issue which seems to be the focus of the 
discussion because, as the Planning Commission considers the standards for this request and 
whether this increase in student traffic creates serious traffic concerns, he informed the Planning 
Commission they have to focus on the increase that is attended to this additional number of 
students, not going back to scratch. He told Nelson that Erichson’s chart shows 40 ADT and is 
absent from the school. He directed the Planning Commission to refer to Figure 4 in the SRF report 
which shows the existing ADT for the CUP that operates currently.  
 
 
Arnason said while he understands Squires’ point on the Comprehensive Plan in permitting an 
elementary school to be in a conservancy district, he would not concede that this CUP application 
“closes the door” on whether or not this is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  A very 
significant proposed increase in enrollment and numbers of people at a higher level of intensity 
use.  
 
Snyder said the communication occurring between the school officials and the Planning 
Commission was not until recently positive and very helpful. This most recent suggestion that the 
only focus of the analysis is the incremental change offered by the current application is 
inconsistent with what the school’s real task. If that were the case, then every single individual 
request made from the school in future days or future years would simply be viewed in isolation 
and without regard to what has gone before. Lost in that analysis and lost in that consideration is 
the fact the township allowed the school to be placed at his location according to a CUP which 
acknowledged that it was to be at some level a temporary accommodation and thereafter, the 
township additionally agreed to permit bus parking on the site. That particular concession is 
seldom granted to schools. They do not store buses on-site, but it was yet another effort by the 
township to accommodate the school. If every subsequent request from the school is going to be 
met with the suggestion that it should be reviewed in isolation and not concerning the overall 
operation, he would encourage the Planning Commission to decline that suggestion and encourage 
the Planning Commission to continue conversations with the public and the school representatives 
overall practical aspects of this application. Further, the Planning Commission’s time for 
consideration should not be constrained by the suggestion that you simply look at the additional 
traffic added, rather the opportunity to look at all circumstances relating to the school as a whole.   
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Arnason asked Miller to explain the robust waiting list at River Grove. Miller said that information 
was submitted in their application. Goodson said they submitted a breakdown of where students 
were coming from and noted the school is growing as its open enrollment period is closing at the 
end of February. Right now, they have over 45 students on the kindergarten waiting list and only 
20 spaces for those students. They are at 67 total (which includes the 45) enrollments on the waiting 
list.   
 
Arnason opened the public hearing without objection at 9:08 p.m. 
 
Arnason noted the people who have submitted comments to the township regarding River Grove’s 
application. The list is as follows:   
 
Residents Alexa and Zach Cole at 14980 May Avenue North 
Residents Alexa Skorczwiski at 14980 May Avenue North 
Resident Anne Gardner at 12200 Saint Croix Trail North 
Non-Resident Brent Gross at address unknown 
Resident Chris Edwards at 13000 Otchipwe Avenue North  
Non-Resident Claudia Berns at 5858 Olene Avenue North 
Resident Donna von Lehe at 12675 Otchipwe Avenue North 
Resident Erin Edwards at 13000 Otchipwe Avenue North 
Resident Greg Seitz at 16320 154th Street North 
Resident Jim Seidl at 14785 Ostlund Trail North 
Residents of Square Lake Association 
Resident Julie Haugen at 14355 Oldfield Road North 
Residents Kate and Greg Seitz at 16320 154th Street North 
Resident Kate Seitz at 16320 154th Street North 
Resident Kathy Iverson at 14463 Oldfield Road North 
Non-Resident Katie Brekke at 300 Nason Hill Road 
Resident Kim Lundstrom at 12550 Morris Trail North 
Resident Kristi Rydeen at 14595 Ostlund Trail North 
Residents Laura and Scott Anderson at 14539 Old Guslander Trail 
Resident Marlene Wirth at 14840 Nason Hill Road North 
Residents Meggan and Seth Redfield at 13020 Ozark Trail North 
Non-Resident Rande Knapmiller at 10532 Otchipwe Avenue 
Non-Resident Sara Misner of Brooklyn Park 
Resident Susan Cochrane at 12270 Norell Avenue North 
Residents Travis and Melissa Marier at 15353 Square Lake Trail 
Non-Resident Victoria Asauska of Bayport 
River Grove PTO members Katherine Hardie, Co-Chair, Breena Slivik, Co-Chair, Jill Bushmann, 
Treasurer and Kate Seitz, Secretary 
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Arnason acknowledged and thanked the above-listed persons for their comments. He noted that 
the vast majority of comments have been supportive of the school.   
 
Jim Siedl of 14785 Ostlund Trail North and a member of the Square Lake Association, recently 
found out about River Grove’s application and has done some research he would like to share. He 
said Oldfield Road North/South is being used for school traffic and noted he is unable to go for 
walks due to the high volume of traffic as well as the safety concerns regarding speed.   
 
Kevin McCarthy of 10450 202nd Street North in Scandia is a parent of River Grove who recently 
moved to the area. He moved to this area specifically for his children to attend the school. He 
respects the work River Grove is doing in the community. The setting at Wilder Forest is important 
to him and his family.  He, and most of the parents, would be willing to work with the school to 
help pay for road maintenance. He hopes this is a consideration the Planning Commission will 
make from the school side. A vibrant community starts with the school.   
 
Michelle Simonet of 12445 Partridge Court North is a parent of River Grove and was raised in the 
community. She works very hard to get the school up and going by serving on the PTO as well as 
volunteered countless hours on campus and hosting numerous fundraisers. She believes the school 
and the township can work together to agree. The school is vital to the community.  
 
Patrick McCarthy of 16123 154th Street North is a parent of River Grove. When he found out the 
school was getting push back, he wanted to speak up and have his voice heard. His family prefers 
the current location of River Grove saying is it a great school.  
He is invested in the community and supports the expansion.   
 
Kelly Urista of the Wilder Foundation of 151 Lexington Parkway North in St. Paul wanted to 
comment on the discussion around the Square Lake Park and the potential parcel of Wilder Forest 
land that has the potential of being purchased by Washington County. She stressed that although 
Wilder Forest is in discussions regarding that parcel, they currently are not in any agreement with 
them regarding the purchase of that parcel which is located on the north end of Square Lake.  
 
Ted and Mona Nesse of 14577 Ostlund Court North support River Grove and feel it is a great use 
for the Wilder Forest campus.  They would ultimately like to see the modest expansion go forward. 
However, before it can move forward, Nesse said the condition of Ostlund Trail in terms of vehicle 
safety and pedestrian safety must be improved to handle the significant traffic.   
 
Greg Seitz of 16320 154nd Street is a River Grove parent and thanked the township for all their 
work with River Grove.  He lives on a gravel road and understands so insofar as the ruts, wash 
boarding, and dust and appreciates the difficulty of maintaining gravel roads. Children need to 
learn and grow at River Grove as it is a very special and unique place.   
 
Voedisch said the township was under the gun in 2017 with regard the River Grove’s original 
application. It was first received in February of 2017 for a September of 2017 start date. First, the 
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application was for a temporary location in River Grove. Second, the township did not have the 
time to do road studies and parking studies as the town didn’t have time. Second, there was no way 
for the township to do all that entails the starting of a new school in that short amount of time. The 
board members at that time from River Grove stressed time was of the essence in getting the school 
into Wilder and to move to Marine Elementary when that building was available. The township 
was supportive of getting River Grove into Wilder Forest. Third, if the township had more time in 
2017, they would have done a complete review of the Comprehensive Plan relative to the school’s 
application. He does not think the township should be punished for doing something that the whole 
community needed and doing it in an expedited way. Also, he has heard the word “incremental” 
and “modest” as being used to describe the increased request of students at River Grove which he 
claims neither is true. He feels the increase is substantial growth.   
 
Voedisch asked how does this school related to a Comprehensive Plan? He answered that he went 
through the Comprehensive Plan in detail with that very question in mind. The application before 
the Town should be reviewed against the Town’s Comprehensive Plan. The Metropolitan Council 
requires each community to create and follow a Comprehensive Plan as the guiding document for 
managing the township today, and in the future. There are a few places in the Town Plan that could 
apply such including the two principal goals of the Town as being the preservation of its rural 
character, and its agricultural heritage. Voedisch said preserving our rural character appears in 
other places in the Town Plan.   
 
Voedisch asked if a school the size of what is proposed, and the traffic and activity it will generate, 
compatible with this goal?  He answered the Mission Statement in the Comprehensive Plan says 
that the town should be: non-commercial; permanently rural; provide a system of roads maintained 
at a rural level. One aspect of the town being non-commercial is to have no commercial and retail 
operations to avoid the traffic and the concentrations of people that these activities generate.   
 
Voedisch asked if the school expansion being proposed will generate the traffic and concentration 
of visitors that have been deemed incompatible with the town in business settings? Voedisch 
answered the town has expressed concerns about the school traffic being generated today and the 
impacts on two local roads, Oldfield Road East/West and Ostlund Trail. He continued by saying 
the school expansion will significantly increase vehicle traffic to a school where the number of 
students arriving by parental and/or nanny drop-off exceeds students arriving on buses.   
 
Voedisch asked if the expansion being proposed, and the resulting added traffic, compatible with 
maintaining these roads at a “rural level of service” as directed by the Town’s mission statement?  
Voedisch answered that, according to the Comprehensive Plan, with the town being designated as 
“Diversified Rural” by the Met Council, the creation of wastewater and transportation 
infrastructure must be consistent with the intent of limiting such development in the Diversified 
Rural Communities.   
 
Voedisch asked if paving of Oldfield Road East/West, and the paving of Ostlund Trail to Paul 
Avenue would handle the added school traffic be consistent with Met Council’s “Diversified 
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Rural” designation for the Town? Voedisch responded that the town’s 6th stated Land Use Goal 
is: “Protect residential areas from incompatible uses.”   
 
Voedisch asked that with the Wilder Forest site being surrounded by lands that are zoned Rural 
Residential, does this Land Use Goal allow the school’s expansion? Voedisch responded that the 
town’s 15th stated Land Use Policy is: “Adopt ordinances and approve applications that address 
and minimize potential land-use conflicts.”   
 
Voedisch asked with the site being surrounded by lands that are zoned Rural Residential, does this 
Land Use Policy allow the school’s expansion? Voedisch answered that on the Transportation 
map, Oldfield Road East/West is shown as a township “Scenic Road,” a designation that is also 
stated in the Town Code at 1102.03: B. 3. As a township “Scenic Road” this portion of Oldfield 
Road East/West must be “maintained as a rural service level (gravel)…which may not be paved.” 
If to properly maintain this portion of Oldfield Road East/West under the added vehicle traffic 
resulting from the school’s expansion means it should be paved, then the Town would need to 
remove the road’s “Scenic Road” designation from both the Comp Plan and the Town’s 
Ordinances. 
    
Finally, Voedisch said the township has a responsibility to protect residential areas from 
incompatible uses. With Wilder Forest, it is surrounded by lands that are zoned rural residential. 
The Comprehensive Plan needs to be followed by the township in making decisions.   
 
Voedisch noticed in the pie chart of where children are coming from, there are students from 
Mahtomedi, Stillwater, Scandia, Bayport, White Bear Lake, Woodbury, Prior Lake, etc. which are 
areas outside of May Township. He sent a question to the school asking if a parent from Prior Lake 
is going to transport their kids nearly 60 miles one way to go to River Grove. He was told the 
parents in Prior Lake would move to the area if their children were accepted to River Grove. 
Finally, Voedisch opined that River Grove is a very special school and he has “changed his mind” 
from thinking the school is “too busy” for May Township now thinking River Grove is critical for 
our area.   
 
Voedisch told the Town Board, Planning Commission, Town Staff the following: if we want to go 
forward with this application, we recommend to the school that they apply for an amendment to 
the Comprehensive Plan that makes the school an exception to certain pieces of the entire plan.   
 
Voedisch said, in past discussions, what percentages are drop-offs versus buses and he said Miller 
said more than come with drop-off than buses? Goodson said this year definitely as he previously 
mentioned. 
 
Adams commented on a few things he found in the traffic report from SRF. He wanted to know if 
it was 320 or 360 average daily trips. He needed more clarification. There seems to be a different 
meaning for the 300 to 500 average daily trips in the report. He questioned why it lists a 28% 
increase in people days being proposed and a 38% increase in the number of people that would be 
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coming on and off-site. He noted the chart of trip generation estimates that the existing charter 
elementary school at 193 student enrollment and future charter elementary middle school grades 
K-8. Adams is wondering if we are talking about a two-dimensional expansion both in terms of 
the number of students and an extension of the grades that they will be supporting.    
 
Adams said the mention of a potential K-8 has him concerned and asked for an explanation. 
Goodson said the mention of K-8 was an oversight as they do not have current plans to add grades 
7 and 8. Given the capacity limits River Grove is seeking right now, that would only be sustainable 
in an elementary model. If River Grove were to add grades 7 and 8 or expand more, Goodson 
foresees that being an additional CUP amendment process. Miller said the current River Grove 
board truly does not have plans to have grades 7 and 8.   
 
Adams concluded by saying he believes there is a way to reach River Grove’s application and 
hopes that all parties can agree on how to get there.   
 
Arnason closed the public hearing without objection at 10:09 p.m. 
 
Snyder advised the Planning Commission they have options which are a) acting, b) not acting and 
sending it to the town board, or c) tabling the application pending additional discussions between 
township staff and River Grove staff. At a minimum, bringing it back to the Planning Commission 
for more discussion and detail type development and refinement so when it ultimately gets to the 
town board the Planning Commission has sent a refined proposal. Snyder noted it might be 
observed that the conventional approach of reviewing an application of this stature one month at 
the Planning Commission and the next month at the town board meeting may not be suitable for 
an application of this magnitude.  
 
Snyder said it would be important for the conventional next step of a town staff meeting with 
school staff to talk about details associated with the application.  He suggested the township and 
the applicant move away from the notion that the application simply gets viewed in isolation 
without regard to plans or development or past plans and development. A municipality in 
reviewing an application of this scale must take the time to review it comprehensively. For 
example, Snyder would be requesting staff to staff meetings to talk about long-term planning, how 
can both sides address issues, and understand what five to ten years down the road looks like. 
Other questions would be concerning road improvements or internal road development. All the 
normal things that get asked and answered as part of a school application.  That is a long way of 
saying is that part of the Planning Commissions’ deliberations tonight should include determining 
if you want to have this application in front of you again in a couple of weeks, but whether or not 
you do, the staff would recommend that here be an opportunity for township staff to meet with 
school staff to review in greater detail wherein a place for questions that can be asked that would 
be helpful for both sides.  
 
Magner asked Snyder if there was a timeframe the township needs to abide by and Snyder said he 
is monitoring it and will stay in statutory review requirements and presumably the deadline would 
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be extended to permit detailed consideration.  Snyder appreciates the school filing their application 
in December and not July for an August school deadline which allows time for further research 
and discussion.   
 
Arnason pointed out to the Planning Commission that they need to review the application and take 
into consideration the effect of the use upon the health, safety, and general welfare of the occupants 
and the surrounding lands, existing and anticipated traffic conditions, parking facilities, effect on 
utility and school capacities, the effect on property values and scenic views in the surrounding 
areas and the effect of the proposed use on the Comprehensive Plan. The findings must be made 
that the use would not be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of the town nor will 
cause serious traffic congestion or hazards nor will seriously depreciate surrounding property 
values and said use is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Town Code and 
Comprehensive Plan. Arnason would like to find a way to get this done taking into consideration 
all points listed.   
 
Arnason mentioned that back in 2017 when the township approved the initial CUP it was supposed 
to be a short-term solution and that River Grove would move to Marine Elementary but it has 
thrived and it is clear that many of the faculty, parents, and students do not want to move it from 
this current location. Some issues need to be resolved and agreed with Snyder’s recommendation 
for staff from both the township and school to work out issues of traffic and who can pay for what.   
 
Arnason stressed that he has not heard during the Planning Commission nor over the past several 
years any complaints about the school whatsoever other than its impact upon the roads and on 
traffic.   
 
Alternate Otterson said as he read through the recommendations from Sparks and if the Planning 
Commission decided to recommend the application for approval to be conditioned upon the school 
working with the planner concerning the roads, specifics on parking, he thinks those detailed 
discussions should happen between the town staff and the school staff and those final agreements 
being brought to the board, he is in full agreement with everything that has been said that the 
school is a necessity for our township.   
 
Nelson appreciated Snyder’s comments and suggestions on bringing both staff together to work 
out the details and bring reconciliation to current gray areas. He would like to see transparency to 
what the long-range vision and plans are for the school. Nelson further noted he would like to see 
resident participation to make sure the township actively listens to what they have to say about the 
road and traffic.   
 
Rydeen also appreciated Snyder’s suggestion on further research and discussion.  Further, Rydeen 
appreciates the idea of postponing any decision until further planning can be worked out and 
reported back to the Planning Commission. Rydeen would like more answers regarding the roads, 
traffic, parking, and such.   
 



Amason asked Snyder how to procedurally continue if the Planning Commission should postpone 
or table. Snyder responded there can be a motion to table the application until the next meeting. 
Amason would like to see productive meetings between parties. 

Pazlar is supportive of Rydeen and Snyder's comments and would appreciate the Planning 
Commission's tabling the application for 30 days so staffhas time to flush out specifics and report 
back to the Planning Commission in February as to provide the town board with a fine-tuned 
specific opinion with precise directions around issues raised tonight. 

Amason moved, seconded by Rolf, that the Planning Commission table River Grove School's 
application until the February 25, 2021, Planning Commission meeting with direction to township 
staff to meet with representatives from River Grove School, continue to discuss issues related to 
traffic, parking, and other details that township staff deem appropriate and further ask to welcome 
citizen participation to some degree and asking all parties to be as cooperative and transparent as 
possible and township staff provide recommendations to the Planning Commission in advance of 
the February 25, 2021 meeting. By Roll Call Vote: Amason: YES; Magner: YES; Peterson: YES; 
Rydeen YES; Rolf: YES; Nelson: YES; Alternate Otterson: YES; and Alternate Husveth: YES. 
Motion passed. 

Amason thanks all attendees for their participation in tonight's meeting and stressed the 
importance of the township taking the time to ensure all things are done to make this application 
right. 

Amason adjourned the meeting without objection at 10: 19 p.m. 

ectfully submitted, 

bblttf 
ibbetts 

LINDA M. TIBBETTS 
CIeIk. Town Ii May, County fA Wasll!ngtan 
Notarial Officer (ex-officio notary public) 

My term is indeterminate 
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