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AGENDA
TOWN OF MAY

BOARD OF SUPERVISOR MEETING
April 1, 2021
1. Call to order

2. Approve Agenda

3. Board Minutes
a. Review and approval of March 4, 2021 Board Meeting Minutes
b. Review and approval of March 30, 2021 Board Workshop Minutes

4. Financials
a. Approval of Checks and Treasurer’s Report/Review of Bank Statements
b. 2020 Audit Report

5. Planning Commission
a. Martins Subdivision
b. NNG Station at 180" Street
c. Review membership and appointments

6. 201 Sewer System

7. Engineering and Roads

a. Street Sweeping
Gravel Application
Calcium Chloride Application
Washington County — Road Striping
May Avenue Bridge Repairs

°o oo

8. Violations/Complaints
a. 13xxx 177" Street — Town Code Violation — Building

9. Old Business
a. Norell Avenue/CAHS 3 Road Project
b. Town Code Fee Schedule Review

10. New Business
a. Town Hall/Park

11. Adjourn



TOWN of MAY
WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA
OFFICIAL TOWN BOARD MINUTES
March 4, 2021

The Board of Supervisors of the Town of May convened their regular monthly meeting on
Thursday, March 4, 2021, via virtual telephone/video conference. Those present included: Board
members John Adams, John Pazlar, and Bill Voedisch; Clerk/Treasurer Linda Tibbetts; Deputy
Clerk/Treasurer Marsha Olson; Town Attorney David Snyder; Town Planner Nate Sparks; Town
Engineer Mark Erichson; Building Official Jack Kramer, Planning Commission Chair John
Arnason; and those with business before the Town. Voedisch called the meeting to order at 7:01
p.m.

Minutes, Checks, Treasurer’s Report
Adams moved, seconded by Pazlar, to approve the minutes of the February 4, 2021, Regular Town
Board Meeting. By Roll Call Vote: Adams: YES: Pazlar: YES: Voedisch: YES. Motion passed.

Voedisch moved, seconded by Adams, to approve the minutes of the February 11. 2021, Budget
Meeting. By Roll Call Vote: Adams: YES: Pazlar: YES: Voedisch: YES. Motion passed.

Adams moved, seconded by Voedisch, to approve checks for March 4, 2020, of 20690-20719
along with electronic funds transfers EFTS0321 and EFTF0321 to the State of Minnesota
Department of Revenue and the Federal IRS, respectively, as presented. By Roll Call Vote:
Adams: YES; Pazlar: YES; Voedisch: YES. Motion passed.

Pazlar presented the Treasurer’s Cash Control Report showing a balance of $1,069,938.87, of
which $556,926.88 is investments. Pazlar moved, seconded by Adams, to approve the Treasurer’s
Report as presented. By Roll Call Vote: Adams: YES; Pazlar YES; Voedisch: YES. Motion

passed.

Olson reported when the FY2020 was closed out, there was a negative balance in the Fire Fund
due to an unknown increase in the Stillwater Fire Contract at the time of the 2020 budget planning
in 2019. She is requesting a Fire Fund transfer from the General Fund to the Fire Fund to clean
up the negative figure of $11,696.00.

Pazlar moved, seconded by Voedisch, moved to transfer $11,696.00 from the General Fund to the
Fire Fund for the FY2020. By Roll Call Vote: Adams: YES: Pazlar YES: Voedisch: YES. Motion

passed.

Planning Commission

River Grove, a Marine Community School, Amendment to CUP

The school filed an application to amend its current CUP on December 10, 2020 to expand the
uses allowed on the property. After an extension, the township has until April 17, 2021, to render
its decision.
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John Arnason, Chair of the Planning Commission, was present at the Town Board Meeting to
present the commission’s findings from their February 25, 2021 meeting. The sole agenda item at
the meeting was the River Grove, a Marine Community School, application to amend its
Conditional Use Permit. Arnason reported this application came before the Planning Commission
at their January 28, 2021 monthly meeting for a Public Hearing. Arnason noted at the Public
Hearing, the feedback was favorable from residents and parents of the school for the passing of
the requested increase in students to 300. There were concerns from citizens regarding
roads/traffic. The Planning Commission continued the meeting to February 25, 2021 to allow time
for township staff to work with school staff to iron out areas of concern. The school provided the
requested information before the February 25" meeting; however, town staff was not able to
review it before the meeting. Arnason said town staff had concerns related to the application on
some matters such as parking, limitation on the number of special events, use of the facility by
outside users, and storage of buses and fuel tank. Those items were reflected in town staff
recommendations on conditions. Arnason noted the largest issue relating to the application relates
to the road and septic system. On the septic system, the school hired a consultant to conduct an
assessment of the existing system. Washington County Public Health reviewed that assessment
and issued a letter to the township with the county’s concerns for the current septic. Arnason
reported town staff and Washington County Public Health agree on concerns about the current
septic system used at the school. There was some concern that the system might not meet the
current usage and much less the proposed expanded usage. However, the school disagrees with
those concerns and claims the school’s current septic system meets the requirements of usage.
Nevertheless, at the Planning Commission meeting, the school said they do not have an issue with
the septic system to be brought into compliance because they are environmentally minded.

On the road issue, Arnason reported the school retained a consultant to perform a traffic study
which concluded the capacity generated by the school would not exceed the capacity of gravel
roads. Therefore, the school did not feel paving the roads would be required. The town engineer
took a different view and recommended the gravel sections of the road should be paved and the
existing paved sections of the road should be improved. Nevertheless, the school reported to the
Planning Commission they were willing to work with the town to contribute to improving the
roads. However, in the context of road improvements, the school said the township needs to take
into consideration additional traffic from other activities in the area, including the proposed
expansion of county parks and the like.

The Planning Commission did entertain comments from the public at the February 25, 2021
meeting and those comments were in support of the application; however, residents around the
school were concerned that the road is not adequate for the current and future traffic from the
school. The same residents were concerned about safety from the traffic generated from the
school.

Arnason reported to the Town Board that at the end of the February 25, 2021 Planning Commission
meeting, a motion was made and passed 6-1, to recommend approval of the application with the
following conditions:
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1. Special events shall be limited to two per year. The maximum number of visitors
allowed to attend a special event would be limited to 300.

2. Outside users shall be eliminated from the permit and given separate consideration
to analyze their usage and impacts. The School would be the only permitted user of
the site including Summer, weekends, and evenings.

3. The bus parking area and fuel storage shall be moved to an independent location
outside of the parking lot.

4. No parking shall be permitted along the internal access drives.
5. All comments from the Town Engineer shall be met.
6. The school will work with Washington County to ensure the septic system meets

county requirements.

7. The school shall work with parents to increase the use of bussing and/or carpooling
to reduce and/or minimize the ADV count.

8. The school shall work with the township to address necessary improvements to the
roads leading to the school and their maintenance.

9. That the school is not changing May Township rather continuing May Township
as it was historically.

10.  The proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of
the town or cause serious traffic congestion or hazards nor will seriously depreciate
surrounding property values and that said use is in harmony with the general
purpose and intend of the Town Code and the Comprehensive Plan.

11. Increase student population by 25 students per year over the next four years.

The Planning Commission member descending on the motion was in favor of giving township
staff more time to review documentation received from the school and to follow up on the
remaining questions.

Voedisch, who was in attendance at the February 25, 2021 meeting, remembered the Planning
Commission giving five conditions, and yet he was unaware of the six that followed the five.
Arnason responded that all eleven conditions were apart of the motion that was adopted.

Voedisch announced the Town Board meeting is not generally used for public comment after the
Planning Commission has provided a recommendation. However, he wanted to open discussions
with the school representatives.

Voedisch called on Dan Miller, River Grove’s Board Chair, to comment. Miller thanked Voedisch
for his work with the school saying without him the school would not be where it is today. Miller
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said they are open to conversations and are exciting about moving the school’s application forward.
He noted tomorrow afternoon the school has a special board meeting planned to add the second
kindergartener class to get the extra 25 students. They will be adding 11 May Township children
and an additional 11 are from Marine, Scandia, and Stillwater Township. Miller noted this speaks
to the fact that River Grove is May Township’s local school and its education of May Township
kids. He noted the 60 plus people that have reached out to the township in support of the school
expansion.

Voedisch said the school wanted to have their lottery for enrollment in early February to include
the additional requested students which didn’t happen due to the application held up at the Planning
Commission. Voedisch noted that if the township approved the school’s application tonight, they
would hold a second lottery for enrollment of 25. Miller said the lottery was held in February and
they have a list of names on a list for the additional 25 students if the township approves. Voedisch
noted the local kids getting into the school is something he feels is important to the township.

Voedisch asked if attendees of the board meeting would like to speak who did not speak or were
not at the last meetings.

Voedisch noted a Resolution that was drafted by the Town Planner wherein individual comments
from board members were sent to Sparks. Therefore, the Resolution before the board tonight is a
compilation of the Planning Commission recommendation and board member recommendations.
Voedisch said he is going to go through the Resolution point-by-point for discussion purposes as
well as to give each board member a chance to comment on specific areas.

Voedisch noted he wanted the wording to show that “this is not a two months process, but a year
and a half process.” There has been a lot of work on behalf of the town that went back to the initial
application. He wanted this wording to show that it has been a long process, rather than a two-
month process because even though they did withdraw their 2019 application, the township did
direct the school to come back with a smaller application which they did. That is proof of due
diligence on behalf of the township. Voedisch dictated to the clerk “whereas, after the withdrawal
in 2019, the town suggested to the applicants that they come back with an application for expansion
that was smaller than what they submitted and that the application in 2019 asked for a headcount
increase of 49%. The application in front of us now has an increase for a headcount of 28% and
thus the applicants followed the direction.” Voedisch wanted to stress that this has not been an
eight-week process, rather a much longer process.

Voedisch added language regarding the Met Council and the town’s Comp Plan which should
answer any question about whether this application adheres to the Comp Plan and he listed the
mitigating things that make the school’s application work.

Traffic

Voedisch said the biggest complaint he ever received was the school traffic on north/south Oldfield
and he would get calls. He wants it noted that the condition of the original CUP was the school is
not allowed to use north/south Oldfield. He also wanted to be noted in the Resolution that the
Concordia Language Village used signage to keep traffic off north/south Oldfield to good effect
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and the school must do the same. Voedisch wants a firm directive to the school to use signage to
keep traffic off north/south Oldfield.

Voedisch asked Miller if he was okay with the condition in the Resolution of “the school shall
work with parents to increase the use of bussing and/or carpooling to reduce and/or minimize the
ADV count.” Miller agreed with this condition.

Parking, Bus Storage, Fuel Tank

Voedisch wanted to discuss the parking lot at the school as well as the fuel tank and bus storage.
He questioned the need for 100 parking spaces. Town staff recommended 100 parking spaces in
the parking lot to accommodate special event parking. They further recommended that the buses
not be parked in the parking lot to allow for the 100 parking spaces. Miller said he disagrees with
town staff’s thought that the school doesn’t have 100 parking spaces. Miller reminded Voedisch
during a tour they took last week together that there was enough space. He said moving the buses
off-site is a significant hardship that is being asked of the school. He reminded the town board
that the school is not a large district and they don’t have access to a bus garage. They cannot put
a referendum forward. Miller said a bus garage would be great, but that would be a significant
expense for the school. He said where the fuel tank is located in the parking lot and where the
buses park does not encroach on parking spaces. Sparks said that the school’s claim is not accurate
because the school’s site plan shows several parking spaces and the school claims the parking
spaces occupied by the buses and when you take the number of parking spaces and subtract the
number occupied by the buses it becomes under 100 which is not enough for special event parking
which would trigger an overflow parking area needed to be constructed. Sparks noted the previous
overflow parking is not usable. Sparks said the school needs a constructed overflow parking lot
or a place for the buses to park outside of the main parking lot. Voedisch said Miller has spoken
to him about the parking lot. Arnason noted that town staff recommended that the bus parking
should be moved to an independent location outside of the main parking lot to provide the 100
parking spaces during special events. Voedisch argued that the recommendation does not make
sense. Pazlar interjected asking Voedisch if he has a change or addendum regarding this condition,
he should make his point. Voedisch is proposing the recommendation of the parking lot be vacated
of all buses for special events be removed. Voedisch agreed with Miller that the buses have no
place to go. Adams asked Voedisch to specifically say what he wants in the Resolution. Voedisch
dictated to the clerk “that the buses not be in the parking lot during the two events so that the 100
parking spaces can be provided” and the other 363 days of the year the buses are parked in the
parking lot.

Regarding the fuel storage being moved out of the parking lot area, Voedisch had an issue with
this recommendation by town staff. Erichson said the idea of moving the fuel tank out of the
parking lot was his recommendation. He said it is more related to the size of the fuel tank and the
MPCA regulations. He looked into it and a fuel tank is not registered for that location. Voedisch
said the fuel tank is far enough off the parking lot where it could not possibly be struck by a vehicle.
Voedisch showed a picture he took of the fuel tank and noted it was located on a bed of rock.
Voedisch wants all references of the fuel storage stricken from the resolution.
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Septic System
Voedisch next wanted to discuss the septic system. There was a recommendation that the school

work with Washington County Public Health to ensure the septic system meets county
requirements. The township had received a letter from Washington County Public Health noting
concern for the current septic system used at the school. Adams wanted a condition in the
resolution that the septic system is subject to and with the approval of Washington County Public
Health to be compliant by the start of the next school year. Voedisch said he has concerns that
having a condition to have the school have their septic system into compliance by the next school
year is not feasible. Voedisch asked Miller to comment on Adams’ requested condition. Miller
said he is willing to work with the county and start that process as soon as possible. This also
needs to fall on Wilder Forest as they are the landowner and the school is a tenant. Miller said the
septic is Wilder Forest’s responsibility. Kou Vang, the school’s project manager, said it has been
made clear at multiple meetings that the school and Wilder Forest are willing to work with the
county to ensure that the system, as it is right now, complies and to make whatever modification
is necessary so that the system can comply. In terms of timing, Vang said it takes time to get the
inspections completed, pull together drawings, scopes, bids, and complete work. Vang said having
this completed by the 2021-2022 school year feels “tight.” Vang said if this condition can get
pushed out until the school year of 2022-2023 would make it more feasible.

Voedisch said at the Planning Commission meeting, a representative of the school said the agency
that will oversee the school’s septic system is Washington County, not the township. Voedisch
claimed the Planning Commission did not include the septic system in their recommendation to
the board. However, Voedisch noted the Resolution before the board includes a condition that the
school’s septic system needs to comply. Arnason interjected that at the Planning Commission
meeting, a member said the town does not have the authority over the septic system. Washington
County has the authority and does determine what septic requirements are and determines whether
the system meets it. Also, at the Planning Commission meeting, Arnason said a representative of
the school stated the school has no problem complying with Washington County regarding septic
requirements. Nevertheless, Arnason did say the Planning Commission did make a
recommendation to the Town Board that a condition be that the school work with Washington
County to ensure the septic system meets county requirements. Kelly Urista from Wilder Forest
did mention a plan/proposal to upgrade to a new septic system that would have the capacity to
meet 300 students. Arnason said Wilder Forest’s desire to do that work would be when the
property is sold because they could use funds from the sale to fund the septic system. Arnason
concluded that the Planning Commission did say the septic should be in compliance and if not,
hoped it would be done before the 2021-2022 school year.

Pazlar said a letter received February 22, 2021 from Washington County Public Health had
language to the effect that until the system is brought into compliance the county would not allow
the expansion of the use. His concern is if the Town Board approves the expansion and children
for the 2021-2022 school year are approved to attend, if by summer the county does its testing and
finds the school is not in compliance, there will be children out of luck for 2021-2022 school year.
Pazlar opined the school and the county could come together quickly to determine if an expanded
use will be allowable. Pazlar feels the septic is enough of a concern wherein he would like to hear
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what the school’s contingency plan is, after working with the county this spring, their plan if the
septic needs to be upgraded before the 2021-2022 school year.

Brian DeSmet, the school’s engineer, said he has been involved in septic projects in the past, and
typically the goal is to get on a schedule with the county on upgrading the system. The school
realizes that the septic system is not good for the long-term interest of the school. He opined
stretching the time requirement out and allowing the school to properly plan, design, and construct
the system, and stretching it to the 2022-2023 school year is reasonable. DeSmet said the school
would work with Washington County to ensure that the operation of the current septic system over
the next school year would be acceptable. This might include additional monitoring and DeSmet
said he would be open.

Erichson said when he spoke with Washington County, no one from the school had reached out to
Washington County Public Health. They have a concern related to the existing capacity of the
existing system. The compliance of the system would be required before additional children are
added. According to Washington County, they are not comfortable that the septic system is
compliant and that the septic system can accommodate any additional students. Erichson
encouraged the school to reach out to Washington County Public Health to start a conversation.

Voedisch asked Jay Squires, the school’s counsel if he could remember what he said at the
Planning Commission meeting in February in regard to him saying the school will work with
Washington County and follow all directives relative to the septic system. In other words,
Voedisch would like to get the discussion out of particular timeframes. Voedisch would like the
school to work with the county and follow their directives and timelines. Squires said he shared
with the Planning Commission that “Washington County under state law is the body that has
regulatory authority over septic issues, including over the school property.” Squires said he
reviewed and is familiar with the county’s septic ordinance. He stressed the school intends to work
with the county. The underlying standard in the state according to Squires is that septic systems
need to be protective of groundwater and that is what guides the county in its regulation of systems.
When the school works with the county, Squires said they will identify things that need to be done
in the short and long term, but also the county has discretion under its ordinance and state law to
work with the property owner to define the period of time for those remediations to occur. Finally,
Squires noted that the township requiring the school to work with the county to meet all the
requirements of the county is a condition that satisfies all the township’s concerns.

Voedisch agreed with Squires. He would like to get back to the Planning Commission’s
recommendations to see the exact language. Arnason said the exact language was “the school will
work with Washington County to ensure the septic system meets county requirements.” Voedisch
would like to add to that “and in a timeframe dictated by the county” as he wants more specificity.
Voedisch agreed with Squires that the county is the authority over the septic.

Adams interjected with his concerns over the current septic system. If the system fails, there might
be effluent on the ground and odor in the air. He should think that asking the school to comply
with county recommendations by the 2021-2022 school year is a challenge but before there is an
increase in the usage of the system, it would be wise to have any needed work completed.
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Voedisch said by adding language it would insert the township in what the county is supposed to
be doing. Adams noted the county has not been active in this area of the township and therefore
it falls to the board as the land and groundwater are located in May Township. Arnason suggested
it may or may not be reasonable to have the school make a number of long-term improvements or
redesign or reconstruct the system between now and the next school year.

Miller asked if it would give Adams comfort if the school had some sort of timeline of when the
county is engaged so it is not opened ended. Miller said he believes the septic system at the school
is in working condition. Nevertheless, if the town would feel more comfortable, language could
be added that set out a timeline to be in compliance with the county, such as “we will engage the
county and whatever they want the school to do they will do.”

Voedisch wanted to make sure the county and the school are in communication regarding the septic
system as soon as possible. Adams disagreed saying that is “putting the cart before the horse.”
Adams said the system needs to be in compliance by the 2021-2022 school year. Adams noted if
there is a failure of the system, it was a system that was originally approved for day camp and now
there has been four years of a school. Adams is concerned if the system fails while school is in
session. Voedisch disagreed with Adams saying the school will make sure the tanks will be
pumped on a regular basis until they can rebuild the septic system. Voedisch said the township is
getting too involved with the septic system and it needs to be the county that puts conditions on
the septic system, not the township. Pazlar said Adams makes important points especially relative
to the sensitive watershed. Pazlar opined a compromise might be changing the condition wherein
prior to the 2021-2022 school year the school demonstrates to the township that they have
productive interactions with the county where a plan and timeline has been agreed upon to upgrade
the septic system to bring it into compliance.

Squires offered language to the Resolution wherein it would say “the school will meet county
requirements for the septic system prior to the beginning of the 2021-2022 school year.” Squires
said it would address the timeline Adams concerns there be a timeline to ensure the increase of
enrollment is accounted for by the county’s process and it puts the burden on the school to
promptly meet with Washington County to flush the issues out and get to the point where whatever
work needs to be completed has been identified by the 2021-2022 school year.

Pazlar said if the school would commit to working promptly with Washington County Public
Health on the septic system, there is no reason to have discomfort with the current language in the
Resolution being “the school will work with Washington County to ensure the septic system meets
county requirements.” Squires said his suggested language addresses a very specific outcome and
adds an additional requirement that it be prior to the beginning of the school year.

Voedisch said “county requirements” could mean that if the school gets to 300 students the county
could recommend the school updates the septic system and the school would have to build a system
large enough to accommodate 300 students. Right now, without the county’s approval, the next
25 kids could be accommodated. Voedisch said if a specific timeline is mentioned in the
Resolution, he wants it to say “2022-2023" school year to be compliant. He noted if the current
system fails next year, they would have to replace the system which would be well before the
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2022-2023 school year. Squires wanted the last line of “upon approval from the Town up to 25
additional students may be allowed on-site”” removed from the Resolution.

Fran Miron, Washington County Commissioner, said Washington County Public Health takes its
work regarding septic systems very seriously as the county gets its authority from the State of
Minnesota and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. The county has certain guidelines and
requirements where county staff is trained to enforce. Miron assured the township that the county
will manage the project appropriately. Further, Miron said the county could provide reports to the
township. Nevertheless, Miron is confident the county will do its job diligently regarding the
school’s septic system.

Pazlar asked if it would be acceptable to Adams to update the Resolution language to reference
the 2022-2023 school year based on Miron’s input. Adams opined risk in pushing out compliance
to 2022-2023 school year. It is very hard to quantify without input from the county. Adams wants
the septic system review and in compliance sooner, rather than later. Pazlar suggested increasing
communication with Washington County Public Health regarding moving this forward
immediately. Pazlar stressed that although the county is the governing agency over septic, May
Township is a stakeholder.

The school currently has 196 students and if approved by the board, the student count for 2021-
2022 school year would be 225. Voedisch said from his review of the letter from Washington
County Public Health, it made no mention of the number of students.

The board was agreeable to changing the language regarding the septic system to “the Applicants
will complete with Washington County, including the items on the attached letter (Exhibit D) dated
February 22, 2021, to bring the septic system into compliance with Washington County
requirements prior to the beginning of the 2022-2023 school year. The septic work will be subject
to review and approval of the Town.”

Engineering Conditions

Voedisch asked Erichson if all his engineering concerns are addressed in the Resolution. There is
a condition currently in the Resolution that is “all comments from the Town Engineer shall be
met.” Voedisch feels this is too broad for the school. Arnason said one exception would be the
paving of the gravel and the mill/overlay on an already paved roadway. When the Planning
Commission wanted to back out of the paving requirement, that would be an exception to
Erichson’s recommendations. Erichson said his comments are addressed with the two conditions
of “all comments from the Town Engineer shall be met” and “the school shall work with the town
to address necessary improvements to the roads leading to the school and their maintenance.”
Voedisch removed the first condition from Erichson of “all comments from the Town Engineer
shall be met.”

Roads

Voedisch asked who included the condition in the draft of the Resolution that states “the applicant
agrees to pay for 100% of the costs for required road upgrades, improvements, and maintenance
as recommended by the Town Engineer. Upon securing the required funds in a manner acceptable
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to the Town Board, the School may increase the number of students to the proposed maximum in
the manner requested in the application.” Adams said this is his language. He asked what the
town would be changing the road for, the school. Voedisch interjected that the town could be
changing the road for the county’s two new parking lots. Adams said those parking lots are in the
future and now in the current situation and the only reason the town would be making any changes
to the roads now would be the traffic from the school. Therefore, it is Adams’ opinion that 100%
of any road upgrades would be for the benefit of the school. Voedisch disagreed saying every
home on those roads would increase in value if the roads were improved. Voedisch asked Erichson
what the typical way property pays for improvements and what kind of measurement is used.
Erichson responded there are several scenarios that municipalities encounter when discussing road
improvements. There might be assessments to the benefiting properties, however, May Township
has never entertained this option. When a large use enters an area of a community, a development,
a corporation, a school in this case where that use triggers assessments to the user. The increase
in traffic generated by a particular use might necessitate the paving of a roadway. Voedisch said
if the township looked at upgrading the roads with paving, wouldn’t the measurement be used to
assess the frontage feet per property? Erichson said he has worked in communities where a
development, corporation, school would...Voedisch interrupted Erichson asking him to be specific
about the measurement used to assess properties. Erichson replied there are different methods
used and assessment policies related. Some are by a specific unit/buildable unit, others are
measured by the front foot. However, Erichson opined the current situation is not the same as
assessing property owners for improvements. He advised the township to look at the current
situation as the school’s use necessitating the need for improvements. Voedisch claimed to have
the school pay for 100% of improvements to the road would be an incredible benefit for the
homeowners on the roads who wouldn’t have to pay anything for the paving. Adams disagreed
with Voedisch’s analysis. The people living on Ostlund moved to the area for a reason, the paving
of the road would be a detriment to the value of the property. Adams has been through this scenario
before wherein a gravel road was paved which decreased the value of the home because there is
increased traffic moving faster. Adams said we cannot categorically state that paving a road would
increase the value of the property. Adams opined that the current and only reason for
improvements to the roads is because of the school.

Voedisch asked Snyder if improvements to a gravel road would decrease property values. Adams
said it is a multifactorial problem wherein no one should be making a blanket statement that paving
a road would increase property values. Voedisch disagreed saying if the town’s assessor was at
the meeting, he would agree with him. Adams interjected saying that might be a “rule” in the
assessment world but it is not necessarily the case in the current situation because we are talking
about a school. Voedisch argued that assessing properties is universal, not multifactorial.

Voedisch brought up the potential assessments of the paving of Panorama and how the residents
will benefit from this paving and will be paying for the paving.

Pazlar said in his history with the township, there has never been a notion to pave the roads. In
fact, for a number of years, the township talked about the efficacy of removing the current
pavement on the section of Ostlund. Pazlar noted if he was a resident of the roads near the school,
he would not want it paved, he would want it to be a gravel road. Pazlar stressed the discussion
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about paving the roadway or not is because there is an increased use which is coming from the
school. This notion that the few people that live on Ostlund/Oldfield should pay for the paving of
the road because of increased school traffic, in Pazlar’s opinion, is a completely different scenario
than paving Panorama. The residents should not suffer the costs of road maintenance because of
a school, development, corporation, etc. that is the main user of the roadway. Pazlar claims the
significant new use should pay for the cost of road maintenance, not the rest of the taxpayers of
May Township.

Voedisch’s recommendation is to use a product called Base-One instead of paving wherein a
machine would grind up the current pavement and use it, along with a solution, to pack down a
new road. Voedisch was planning on using Base-One in 2020 but because of the pandemic, he
never did. This could work on all 27 miles of gravel roadway.

Adams interjected that it isn’t his intention to ignore any potential solutions outside of paving
because paving of both roads would be a very expensive process. He reiterated back to the main
discussion that the reason for the improvements to stabilize the roadway is because of the school.
Miller said paving the roads is a cost is financing the school does not have. He asked if the township
would be acceptable to some sort of short-term middle ground where the school educates its
drivers, put up signage, and pay for grading costs. The school’s engineer had pulled the township’s
budget and determined it would cost around $8,000 to grade the Ostlund/Oldfield. Miller said the
school is willing to pay $8,000 for grading and in the future the township could conduct long-
range planning to evaluate the road in the existing conditions which could potentially include
Washington County. Miller said in keeping the township rural, if the school is covering grading
costs, he asked if that is something the township would be comfortable with in addition to lowering
the speed limit. Miller is willing to talk to Washington County Sheriff’s Office about patrolling
the area.

Pazlar responded to Miller that paving for the grading is reasonable. Pazlar’s interpretation of the
current condition in the Resolution does not suggest paving rather maintenance and improvements
that need to happen as the school approaches the maximum population requested. The notion
behind this condition is to review current conditions of the road and research future options for the
integrity of the roads. Adams agreed — he does not want the roads to be paved. Pazlar continued
saying that under the current roadway condition, the future of the roadway is unknown, and finding
out the options and moving forward is the way the township should be moving in finding the lowest
cost solution.

Squires said the condition reads that the road upgrades, improvements, and maintenance areas
recommended by the Town Engineer and he said Erichson recommends the road be paved. He
feels the current language takes the discretion away from the Town Board and vests it into the
hands of the Town Engineer which Squires hopes is not the town’s intent. Squires reiterated what
Miller said which is that the school would be willing to contribute to essentially what would be
100% of the maintenance costs of sections of road calculated by the school’s consultant or $8,000
a year annually. He further mentioned the township keep in mind the plans in determining how
much the school should be committed.
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Pazlar said the Town Board cannot be overly broad as the board has a fiduciary responsibility to
the residents of the township to provide language that would protect them from having the brunt
of one road’s improvements. Pazlar said language that claims we “would work together” on the
road does not mean anything to him. He mentioned the potential cost of $800,000 for the road to
be paved is the township’s entire budget. He wants to see an agreement between the town and the
school if there are significant costs in the future to bring the road to a safe standard that the
taxpayers are not left on the hook.

Voedisch opined the road improvements contain too many variables to commit the school to an
exact percentage. Further, he said the school is in session 200 out of 365 days a year and they
should not have to face the burden of 100% of improvement costs. Adams disagreed. Voedisch
wants to see language to the effect that “the school participates financially on the repair and
maintenance of the road as reasonably directed by the town.” Voedisch said he will not support
100%.

Adams strongly disagreed with Voedisch’s argument. He wants to see strong “meaning” behind
a condition that the school is committed to and participation of a particular amount for particular
items and, therefore, Adams opines it should be 100%. He again reiterated the reason the road is
deteriorating is due to the school.

Voedisch could support 55% but no more based on the number of days the school is open and
used, 200 out of 365 days. Pazlar clarified that the school is planning to run summer programs
and therefore Voedisch’s calculations are incorrect. Miller said the summer program would only
be two weeks in the summer and be less than 30 students and it is only due to Covid and education
loss. Goodson said historically they have had teachers on campus throughout the summer. This
particular year due to learning loss the school has been given grants to hold an education boot
camp. Pazlar asked for clarification from Goodson that what he is saying would mean in 2022 the
school would not have plans for summer programs. Goodson said probably not however, with the
educational format changing so much in the past year, he said it would not be fair for him to
promise either way. Further, he said the school’s calendar is typically 165-170 school days and
10 staff days.

Even though this shouldn’t be a part of the township’s determination, Voedisch mentioned charter
schools do not have the ability to levy for increased costs — they are governed by the state. He said
they are negotiating with Wilder Forest to buy the place at the same time they would be dealing
with a new septic system and he doesn’t want them to tack onto their burden 100% of road costs.

Adams said 100% of road costs are reasonable because the only reason the roads are degrading at
a high rate is due to the increased traffic from the school. Pazlar asked Erichson, based on his
experience with other municipalities what his recommendation is regarding the current situation
of debate over the percentage of road costs. Erichson responded there are a number of
methodologies and the main factors are traffic volume and what drives the use. The number of
“peak rate” is used as the driving number to determine distribution. He said simply looking at the
days of school where traffic is present, such as the number of cars and the number of school days
would determine versus the average number of trips per day when school is not in session which
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is generated by the property owners of the road would yield over 80% of traffic generated by the
school. Erichson said most would look at the driving use, which is the school, and would award
100% of all costs to said driving use.

Goodson wanted to emphasize that the school is a very small entity — they are not a typical school.
The annual budget is between 2.5 to 3 million dollars. Goodson stressed the school does not have
the typical financial resources that in a typical school.

Miller asked if there was an option for putting the yearly road maintenance costs into the
Resolution. The school’s consultant estimated between $8,000-$10,000 in annual road
maintenance costs the township pays for that road. He thinks there are things the township can do
such as lower the speed limit and increasing sheriff patrol.

Voedisch offered 70% of the road improvement share. He wants to see a Resolution passed that
is “bulletproof™ that would be reasonable to the school. Adams is supportive of the school and his
number one concern is protecting the township. He cannot see reducing the 100% to 81%. He
stressed the reason the road is the way it is due to the school traffic. Further, he stressed any future
Washington County planning of expansion to Square Lake Park is “up in the air” and not concrete.
Therefore, the township needs to look at the here and now and that would be the school’s traffic
that is the main factor to the road’s deterioration.

Pazlar agrees 100% with Adams’ logic regarding his percentage of road improvement and
maintenance. If Washington County expands Square Lake Park off of Ostlund, we can take that
into consideration. However, the here and now, it is the school driving the traffic. Therefore,
Pazlar would be agreeable to a percentage of 70. Adams disagrees and is sticking with 100% as
the logic behind that number is inescapable.

Goodson wanted to know what the condition of the road was when the school started in 2017. He
feels the road was already in disrepair when the school started. Voedisch agreed with Goodson
insofar as it relates to the paved portion. It was noted the paved portion was paid for by Wilder
Forest.

Pazlar reminded the board that, just coming from the annual budget process, the town is really in
tough financial shape so the town needs to be prudent in agreeing to something that would be
putting taxpayers on the hook for the road. Pazlar stressed it is “a form of municipal malpractice”
if the township is not careful with regard to the roads and pushes off costs to taxpayers at the
benefit of the school.

Squires interjected that if the unanimous intent of the Town Board is not to pave the road, he would
ask that the Resolution would express this intent. Therefore, he would specifically like to see in
the Resolution wording that says no paving as approved by the Town Board. Squires said the last
sentence of the proposed condition is problematic: “upon securing the required funds in a manner
acceptable to the Town Board, the School may increase the number of students to the proposed
maximum in the manner requested in the application.” He feels it requires the posting of security
for an unknown and unidentified cost because the town doesn’t know what they are going to do
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with the road. Squires reiterated that the school will be informing potential students tomorrow of
the increase.

Voedisch said the school could get grants, loans, or fundraising to fund the roads. However,
Voedisch questioned Adams as to why we would want to do have language of the school
submitting security. Adams reiterated; the board needs to protect the town taxpayers. He doesn’t
expect to pave, but what if it turns out that paving is set forth as an option in the future and
Washington County hasn’t come through with Square Lake Park expansion. Voedisch doesn’t
feel it is fair to have the school locate funding and further opined this has nothing to do with
protecting the township. Adams said he doesn’t care how the funds are secured but the fact that
they are secured. Voedisch wants the Resolution to state that “the school will participate in
maintenance as a manner prescribed.” If they can’t, the school would violate the terms of the CUP.

Pazlar asked if Voedisch had a response to the notion that the township would somehow eliminate
one or more potential remedies for the future of the roads and create a liability? What if there is
an issue of safety and the town incurs liability if the roads are not maintained? Is it Voedisch’s
notion that the township would selectively have the school commit to certain types of maintenance
and remedies and not others? Voedisch is not in favor of any language that states the school needs
to post security. Further, he stressed the school needs to face the reality that a good share of the
cost of upgrading the road and maintaining the road has to fall on the school.

Inspection
Voedisch had a condition included in the Resolution that stated, to the effect, that the town had a

right of entry to conduct periodic inspections for compliance to the CUP. Miller asked that
language be added to allow for “reasonable notice” for a school safety issue. Miller said he cannot
allow people to show up and poke around without notice. Voedisch was agreeable to adding
“advanced notice” to the condition of periodic inspections. Squires asked to add the word
“reasonable.” Miller wants an agreement that someone will not randomly show up on the property.

Adams offered amended language of “upon securing the required funds in an amount acceptable
to the board, the school may increase the number of students to the proposed maximum in the
manner requested in the application.” Voedisch said it was redundant, but would concur. Squires
questioned what this language would mean for the 2021-2022 school year as the school moves to
increase student population and this issue is not yet defined. Squires offered the CUP as collateral
“hanging over the head of the school” if there is a tangible requirement and the school does not
meet it, their CUP is much more valuable than an escrow sum the school would post to the
township. Voedisch requested striking the sentence that explains any security requirement.
Adams objected saying he is not comfortable with removing any mention of a security
requirement. Voedisch wants the line “upon securing the required funds in a manner acceptable
to the Town Board, the School may increase the number of students to the proposed maximum in
the manner requested in the application” stricken from the road condition. Adams disagrees with
removing the line.

Snyder advised the board that the subject matter the town is discussing is cost-sharing/cost-
contribution which is a common and frequent discussion between municipalities and schools.
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Some requirements apply to specific cost-contribution and those include 1) the cost which is
asserted to be paid by the school must be specified with particularity, 2) the cost must have a
demonstrable nexus between the school’s use and the need created and the cost imposed. Snyder
noted the US Supreme Court has ruled a demonstrable and articulable connection between what I
being asking to paid and the impact created. Most of the questions regarding cost-contribution to
roads are addressed through detailed conversations between staff, a decision-maker, and the
school. Snyder said these conversations start with the municipality stating what the particular cost-
contribution that arises from the school’s use. Thereafter, the school responds and discussion
ensues and it becomes a dialog about what is fair, reasonable, and connected. However, if the
school declines to have discussions, it will be an unproductive conversation. Snyder stressed the
board needs to look at interim plans which would include a plan and an upgrade plan wherein steps
that help to sustain the road. Further, the long-term upgrade plan would thereafter be discussed
which might include paving and contributions from others outside the school, such as Washington
County. Snyder said a reasonable number might not be found by tossing around percentages
because those do not necessarily capture actual data about what the impact is and is not. Finally,
Snyder said the town stands to inherit a significant burden in connection with the use of the road
for purposes for which it has not been used before. Lastly, Snyder directed the board to work with
the school in the future through open conversations to come to an educated agreement viewing all
aspects.

The interim phase is the periodic upgrades to the road, enhanced maintenance, additional signage,
graveling and dust control. The permanency phase involves paving and it involves direct school
contribution but it may also be beneficial and mitigated by the anticipated participation of
Washington County. Snyder stressed the county’s role is not in the current but a plan can be carved
out with potentials for county involvement.

Adams was firm on 100% costs to the school for the road. He doesn’t see any problem with
accepting this with the understanding that the particularity and other details as described by Snyder
happen between the town and school moving forward. Snyder stressed that no matter lottery
periods for student enrollment are held, the suggestion would be the school’s CUP have the final
language. It would be the town staff recommendation to take time to draft the CUP amendment
to specify what is settled upon. Any sensible observer of this process, according to Snyder, would
be left with the conclusion that the township wants to find a way to make this move forward.
Nevertheless, these housekeeping duties need to be worked out to make the town and school
successful in this process.

Voedisch determined the condition in the Resolution should state “The Applicants agrees to pay
for 70% of the costs for required road upgrades, improvements, and maintenance as recommended
by the Town Engineer and as approved by the Town Board. Upon securing the required funds in
an amount acceptable to the Town Board, or execution of an assessment agreement in form and
content acceptable to the Town Board for that amount, the Applicants may increase the number of
students to the proposed maximum in the manner requested in the application. Notwithstanding
anything in this paragraph to the contrary the Applicants are permitted to add the initial 25 student
enrollment increase for the 2021-2022 school year as allowed in this Resolution.”
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A condition was created as such “the cost contribution set forth in Paragraph 9 above required of
the School shall not be altered nor shall the School population be increased beyond the additional
25 students permitted by this permit unless this permit is amended in writing by vote of the Town
Board after detailed consultation and collaboration between the Town and its Applicants which
process should be completed at the earliest possible time but no later than the start of the 2021-
2022 school year.”

Previous Resolutions
Voedisch said Resolution 2018-09 regarding outside users of the school, was put in place to allow
Marine Folk School to hold classes in Wilder Forest. Voedisch would like to rescind 2018-09 in
the current Resolution.

After nearly four hours of discussion and debate between the township and the school, as well as
neighbors, on roads and septic, the board compiled a list of conditions:

1. The terms of Resolution 2017-03 remain in effect except as may be modified
herein.

2. The permit is hereby amended to allow for up to 60,000 people-days per year, a
maximum of people on-site at a time of 350, and a maximum number of vehicles
per day of 250.

3. Special events shall be limited to two per year. The maximum number of visitors
allowed to attend a special event would be limited to 300. No more than 100 cars
shall be parked on the site.

4. Outside users shall be eliminated from the permit and given separate consideration
to analyze their usage and impacts. The Applicants would be the only permitted
user of the site including Summer, weekends, and evenings.

5. For special events, the buses park outside the main parking lot so parking can be
made available for 100 vehicles.

6. No parking shall be permitted along internal access drives.

7. The Applicants will complete with Washington County, including the items on the
attached letter (Exhibit D) dated February 22, 2021, to bring the septic system into
compliance with Washington County requirements prior to the beginning of the
2022-2023 school year. The septic work will be subject to review and approval of
the Town.

8. The Applicants shall work with parents to increase the use of bussing, carpooling
and transit hubs in order to reduce and/or minimize the ADT count.

0. The Applicants agrees to pay for 70% of the costs for required road upgrades,
improvements, and maintenance as recommended by the Town Engineer and as
approved by the Town Board. Upon securing the required funds in an amount
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

acceptable to the Town Board, or execution of an assessment agreement in form
and content acceptable to the Town Board for that amount, the Applicants may
increase the number of students to the proposed maximum in the manner requested
in the application. Notwithstanding anything in this paragraph to the contrary the
Applicants are permitted to add the initial 25 student enrollment increase for the
2021-2022 school year as allowed in this Resolution.

The Applicants shall direct the traffic from the west and south to the site from CR
55/Norell Avenue and Oldfield Road, and from the north and east via CR 7/Paul
Avenue and Ostlund Trail. Directional signage shall be installed as determined by
the Town, at the expense of the Applicants.

The Applicants shall provide an annual report to the Town depicting conformance
to the terms of this approval.

The Town has the right of entry, with advanced notice, to conduct periodic
inspections to confirm compliance to these and existing terms of the CUP terms.

Any change to the terms of this approval, Resolution No. 2017-03, or the approved
site plan shall require an amendment to this CUP.

The cost contribution set forth in Paragraph 9 above required of the School shall
not be altered nor shall the School population be increased beyond the additional
25 students permitted by this permit unless this permit is amended in writing by
vote of the Town Board after detailed consultation and collaboration between the
Town and its Applicants which process should be completed at the earliest possible
time but no later than the start of the 2021-2022 school year.

Voedisch moved, seconded by Pazlar, to adopted Resolution 2021-05. a Resolution Approving the

Application for a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) Amendment to Expand the River Grove

Elementary, a Marine Area Charter School (“MACS”), as presented. By Roll Call Vote: Adams:

YES: Pazlar: YES: Voedisch: YES. Resolution adopted.

201 Sewer System

No report.

Engineering and Roads

No report.

Violations/Complaints

13xxx 177% Street — Town Code Violation — Buildings

No report.
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Old Business

Norell Avenue/CAHS 3 Road Project
No report.

Square Lake Park Master Plan

Connor Schaefer, from Washington County Public Works, the lead on the Square Lake Park
Master Plan, was present. At the February Town Board Meeting, Schaefer presented an update to
the Square Lake Park Master Plan asking for support from May Township. At the February Town
Board Meeting, the board passed a motion of support. Tibbetts presented the Town Board with
Resolution 2021-03 memorializing the town’s support for the Master Plan.

Voedisch moved, seconded by Pazlar, to adopt Resolution 2021-03, a Resolution Supporting the
Washington County Square Lake Special Recreation Feature Master Plan, as presented. By Roll
Call Vote: Adams: YES: Pazlar: YES: Voedisch: YES. Resolution adopted.

New Business

Town Code Fee Schedule
No report.

Comprehensive Plan 2040

Voedisch moved, seconded by Pazlar, that the Comp Plan be amended by recreating the location
tables in the front of the table of contents just like the Comp Plan 2030. By Roll Call Vote: Adams:
YES:; Pazlar: YES; Voedisch: YES. Motion passed.

Washington County Land and Water Legacy Program

June Mathiowetz with Washington County was at the meeting to present the Wilder Forest and St.
Croix River Project Update. A copy of Mathiowetz’s PowerPoint Presentation is attached to these
minutes.

Resolution 2021-04 — Virtual Annual Meeting

Tibbetts presented a Resolution to allow the township’s Annual Meeting to be conducted virtually
and not in person on Tuesday, March 9, 2021 at 8:15 a.m. Voedisch moved, seconded by Adams,
to adopt Resolution 2021-01, a Resolution to Conduct the Annual Meeting Remotely, as presented.
By Roll Call Vote: Adams: YES; Pazlar: YES; Voedisch: YES. Resolution adopted.

Voedisch moved, seconded by Pazlar, to adjourn the meeting. By Roll Call Vote: Adams: YES;
Pazlar: YES: Voedisch: YES. Motion passed.
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Meeting adjourned at 11:16 p.m.

Submitted: Approved:
Linda Tibbetts John Adams
Clerk/Treasurer Board Supervisor
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Town of May, Minnesota

December 31, 2020
Auditor Communications:;

Dennis Hoogeveen, Principal %
Lucas Chase, Manager

Croats Qpportunities

nAllen LLP

Audit Results

ftonLarso

©2019 Cli

Unmodified (i.e. “clean”) opinion on financial statements

Audit provides reasonable, but not absolute assurance

Significant accounting estimates — depreciation of capital assets
and estimate of proportionate share of PERA’s net pension
liability

Audit Adjustments and uncorrected misstatement

— No uncorrected misstatements in the current year

— CLA assists in cash to accrual entries necessary to draft the
financial statements

— Material adjustments between funds to allocate special
assessments portion of County settlements

e No disagreements or difficulties with management
e No Minnesota legal compliance findings

@ Create Opportunities 2
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Financial Results

General fund — fund balance decreased $63,313 for an ending total
fund balance of $191,683.

Unassigned fund balance of the General Fund as a % of expenditures
is very healthy at 70.4%.

Decrease in General Fund revenue due primarily to a $52,629
decrease in property taxes due to a decrease in the General Fund
property tax levy.

There were no major capital projects paid for out of the Capital
projects fund in the current year, so there was an increase in fund
balance of $31,719 in 2020.

The Road and Bridge Fund revenues increased $154,772, which was
the primary cause of its $155,809 increase in fund balance. Revenues
increased primarily due to an increase in the allocation of the tax levy
to the fund and receiving $72,463 in FEMA revenues in 2020.

@ Create Opportunities
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Financial Results (continued)

Government-wide Statements

$2,000,000
$1,500,000

$1,000,000 -‘./%
$500,000
$0

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
—— Cash & Investments —®—Expenses — — Expendable Net Position
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Financial Results (continued)

General Fund Revenues

©2019 CliftonLarsonAllen LLP

$450,000
$400,000
$350,000
$300,000
$250,000
$200,000 | I
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
¢ 2016 2017 2018 2019
® Miscellaneous 17,627 14,623 4,958 5,875 6,189
Investment Earnings 561 559 911 1,079 923
M Fines and Forfeits 415 413 310 117 575
Charges for Service 674 53 1,517 2,723 2,504
M Intergovernmental 1,513 958 1,005 1,092 942
M Licenses and Permits 76,357 203,874 159,032 95,535 87,583
Special Assessments - 98,070 112 - -
W Property Taxes 108,056 119,579 169,071 170,249 117,620
@ Create Opportunities 5
4
Financial Results (continued)
General Fund Expenditures
$350,000
$300,000
$250,000
$200,000
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
S-
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
M Public Safety 507 360 2,550 4,718 5,131
W General Government 243,423 306,094 332,289 260,044 261,701
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Financial Results (continued)

e Taxes receivable per year

— 2020: $18,097
2019: 516,017
2018: 522,110
2017: 528,379
2016: $25,667

e $780,664 collected on $783,552 levy for 2020 (approximately 99.6%

collection rate)

e $741,967 collected on $746,664 levy for 2019 (approximately 99.4%
, , Y pp Y

collection rate)

@ Create Opportunities
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Financial Results (continued)

General Fund Revenues & Expenditures
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M Revenues

205,203

438,129

336,916

276,670

216,336

M Expenditures

243,930

306,454

334,839

264,762

266,832
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Financial Results (continued)

©2019 CliftonLarse

Unassigned Fund Balance - General Fund
$300,000 160.0%
$250,000 140.0%
120.0%
$200,000 100.0%
EE Unassigned Fund Balance
$150,000 80.0%
$100.000 60.0% % of Annual Expenditures
40.0%
$50,000 20.0%
$0 0.0%
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Internal Control Communications

©2019 CliftonLarso

e Material Weaknesses

— Oversight over the financial reporting process and
material audit adjustments

— Limited segregation of duties

0 Accounting System — limits the amount of controls that can be
implemented.

0 Coding of Special Assessment Settlements and Gravel Taxes —
segregation of duties and related controls did not detect coding
errors that were corrected as part of the audit. Due to turnover at
the Town and not being able to get the County to send detailed
settlement reports to new Town staff.

The Town must weigh costs and benefits in
responding to these internal control comments
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Upcoming Accounting Standard Changes

©2019 CliftonLars

e Governmental Accounting Standards Board
Statement Nos. 87 & 96 (Implementation dates
moved due to GASB 95)

— #87 Applicable December 31, 2022

0 Requires recognition of certain lease assets and
liabilities for leases that were previously
classified as operating leases

— #96 Applicable December 31, 2023

0 Requires recognition of certain assets and
liabilities for certain subscription-based
information technology arrangements

@ Create Opportunities y "
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Questions and Feedback

Thank You!

Dennis Hoogeveen, Principal
Ph. 612-397-3063

Dennis.Hoogeveen@claconnect.com

©2019 CliftonLar

Lucas Chase, Manager
Ph. 612-397-3267

Lucas.Chase@claconnect.com
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Memo

TO: Town Board
FROM: Town Clerk

RE: Planning Commission Appointments

With Steve Magner being elected to the Town Board in March and with Jyneen Thatcher’s desire
to retire from the Planning Commission, there are two openings in the Planning Commission.

Arnason, John Planning 15149 0O1d Guslander Trail
(01/23) Commission Chair | Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047
Husveth, Jason Planning 17085 Olinda Trail N

(01/24) Commission (Alt) Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047
Nelson, Chad Planning 12768 170th Street North
(01/22) Commission Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047
Otterson, Mitchell Planning 13670 Manning Trail North
(01/23) Commission (Alt) Stillwater, MN 55082
Peterson, Walter Planning 17185 Olinda Trail North
(01/22) Commission Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047
Rolf, Don Planning 14260 131st Street North
(01/24) Commission Stillwater, MN 55082

Rydeen, Lester Planning 13528 170th Street North
(01/23) Commission Marine on St. Croix, MN 55047
Thatcher, Jyneen Planning 12999 Keller Avenue North
(01/22) Commission Hugo, MN 55038
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178 E 9TH STREET
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Memorandum

To:

Board Chair and Supervisors, Town of May
Linda Tibbetts, Town of May Clerk

From: Katie Koscielak, Project Engineer

Mark Erichson, Town Engineer

Date: March 24, 2021

Re:

Engineering Staff Report — April 2021
WSB Project No. 017112-000

2021 Calcium Chloride Application: Staff has solicited quotes to apply calcium chloride to the
gravel roadways throughout the Town from Northern Salt and Envirotech Services. Both quotes are
for 2 applications although the providers are aware that only one may be needed based on
conditions prevalent at the time. The map of the roadways to be treated is included. Roads are
proposed to be treated as directed by the Town this spring and a second application may be applied
if directed in the late summer of 2021. The following quotes were received:

Northern Salt — $155,120
Envirotech Services - $168,000

The quote received from Northern Salt in 2020 was $132,580 and when discussed in February for
budget planning purposes, Northern Salt indicated an increase of 5% due to annual freight
increases from the railroad. The increase from 2020 to 2021 is actually 17%. Northern Salt
indicated that the freight and material costs have increased significantly more this year than in
previous years, likely due to the limited availability of material and rising oil prices.

Board Action — Consider awarding the 2021 Calcium Chloride Application contract to Northern Salt
in the amount of $155,120.

2021 Street Sweeping: Staff has solicited quotes to complete sweeping operations along
bituminous roadways throughout the Town. The listing of the roadways to be swept is included and
roads are proposed to be swept in April. Quotes were solicited from Mike McPhillips, Inc.,
Dustbusters, and Allied Blacktop. The following quotes were received:

Allied Blacktop — $6,890
Mike McPhillips - $8,502
Dustbusters — did not submit

In addition to the roads annually swept, sweeping will also be completed at the bridge on May
Avenue as identified in the bridge inspection completed by Washington County in February.

Board Action — Consider awarding the 2021 Street Sweeping contract to Allied Blacktop in the
amount of $7,200, to also include costs necessary to complete the street sweeping at the bridge.

2021 Gravel Application: Staff has solicited quotes (per ton, delivered) to provide gravel to the
Town for application in 2021 from Miller Excavating, TA Schifsky, and Dresel Contracting. The
Town has approved a budget of $27,500 for gravel application in 2021. We have updated the
gravel grid to identity those that were done in 2020. Staff will recommend roadways to receive
additional gravel in 2021 following the annual road tour. The following quotes were received:

K:\017112-000\Admin\Docs\Staff Reports\017112-000 DSN 032421 Staff Report - April Board Meeting.docx



Engineering Staff Report — April 2021
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TA Schifky - $13.50 / ton (delivered)
Dresel Contracting - $13.74 \ ton (delivered and Dresel must complete the grading)
Miller Excavating - $11.65 / ton (side dump delivered) and $12.65 / ton (dump delivered)

Board Action — Consider awarding the 2021 Gravel Application contract to Miller Excavating in the

amount of $11.65 / ton (side dump delivered) and $12.65 / ton (dump delivered).

4. 2021 Storm Sewer Cleaning: Staff has solicited a quote to clean (vac) the existing storm sewer

catch basins located along Panorama Avenue. The locations of the catch basins and storm system

to be cleaned is attached. The quote received from American Vacuum Excavating was in the
amount of $1,950.

Board Action — Consider awarding quote to American Vacuum Excavating in the amount of $1,950

to clean the existing storm sewer catch basins along Panorama Avenue.

5. 2021 Road Tour: Annually, the Township along with Town Staff tours the Township roads to review

their condition. In the 2020 road tour we identified a number of items:
Signs to be replaced

Pothole repairs

Culvert/Storm sewer repairs and drainage concerns
Culvert/Storm sewer cleaning

Verify crack fill and maintenance improvements

As part of this year’s road tour we will review the above items and note any additional items needing

attention.

Board Action: Identify a date and time to hold the 2021 Road Tour.

K:\017112-000\Admin\Docs\Staff Reports\017112-000 DSN 032421 Staff Report - April Board
Meeting.docx
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Town of May
Paved Roads to Sweep, 2021

Off Partridge Rd (CR 51)

Partridge Court
122" including Parade and Paris

Around Big Carnelian

130%™ St - Going in and out just the edges, but there is wider sand as you turn
right and head to the cul-de-sac.

Panorama Hill down from 130" St

1318t and Parade - These are found further down Panorama; go up the hill off
Panorama to the right, sweep going up 131%!, then take a left and sweep going up
Parade

130 St Lane

Ozark Trail (West side of the lake, the paved portion on the other side of the
creek)

Off Highway 95

Hunter's Ridge Second Addition. The drive-in is through Hunter’s Ridge First
Addition which is all in Stillwater Twp, so don’t sweep and keep driving to the RR
tracks. Once across the tracks sweep up to the intersection of Quail Ave N and
Quail Avenue Ln N. The rest is pretty clean so quit after you have cleaned up
the intersection and maybe 100 feet up each leg of Quail.

124" West off 95. Sweep into the split, then take a right on Queens and there is
a lot of sand about 1,000 feet in; double back and sweep down Quail to the
culvert and back up the other side a ways. | guess the deal is we don’t need to
sweep the whole subdivision

Arcola Trail - The paved part goes in 500 feet or so; sweep all of that.

Off CR 7 (Square Lake Trail)

Paragon

The Moonlight Bay Hill; it turns to private at the split at the bottom so just do the
hill.

Northbrook; this is OK all the way in until you get maybe 200 feet from the cul-de-
sac so start sweeping there and the cul-de-sac

Ozark Ave and Ozark Ave Court (Maywood South)

Morgan Ave off 150t — it's pretty clean going in but the cul-de-sac has a lot of sand

Northridge off CR 4

Katie Koscielak, Project Manager
612.282.3641






Public Works Department

WaShngton Dpnald J. Theisen, P.E.
== Coun

Director

Wayne H. Sandberg, P.E.
Deputy Director/County Engineer

February 23, 2021

Linda Tibbetts linda@townofmay.org
May Township Clerk

13939 Norell Avenue North
May Township, MN 55082

RE: Results of the 2020 Bridge Safety Inspection for Washington County, MN

Dear Ms. Tibbetts:

The 2020 Bridge Safety Inspections have been completed for Washington County, MN. Records indicate
that the following bridge belongs to your agency and was recently inspected:

* Bridge 82504 — May Avenue over Canadian National Railway

To satisfy Federal and State regulations, the structure above is inspected regularly as part of Washington
County’s Bridge Safety Inspection Program and is scheduled for the next inspection in October 2022,

Attached you will find the 2020 Bridge Safety Inspection Report in its “Unofficial” state. This report
becomes “Official” in the spring of 2021 when the Minnesota Department of Transportation reports this
information to FHWA.

No major repairs are recommended at this time, however some routine maintenance activities have been
suggested. The recommended maintenance activities are provided on pages 3- 4 of the report.

Please feel free to contact Allan Brandt, 651-430-4348 with any questions you may have regarding this
letter or the attached report.

Sincerely,

Wayne Sandberg, P.E.
County Engineer

Enc.

11660 Myeron Road North, Stillwater, Minnesota 55082-9573
Phone: 651-430-4300 + Fax: 651-430-4350 » TTY: 651-430-6246
www.co.washington.mn.us
Equal Employment Opportunity / Affirmative Action
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MINNESOTA STRUCTURE INVENTORY REPORT

Bridge ID: 82504

TNSP 64(MAY AVE) over WC LIMITED

Date: 02/22/2021

+ GENERAL +

+ ROADWAY ON BRIDGE +

+ INSPECTION +

Agency Br. No. Crew
District METRO Maint. Area
County 82 - WASHINGTON

City

MAY

0.2 MIN OF JCT CR 61

33 - 031N - 20W

Township
Desc. Loc.

Sect., Twp., Range

Latitude 45d 07m 34.13s
Longitude 92d 51m 21.61s
Custodian COUNTY
Owner COUNTY

Insp Responsibility WASHINGTON COUNT
Year Built 1978

Date Opened to Traffic

MN Year Remodeled

FHWA Year Reconstructed

Bridge Plan Location COUNTY

Potential ABC N.A.

Road Name TWNS 64
Functional Class. RURAL LOCAL
ADT (YEAR) 200 (1998)

HCADT
National Highway System N

Route Sys/Nbr TWNS 64
Ref. Point (TIS) 000+00.180
Detour Length 2 mi.
Lanes 2 Lanes ON Bridge
Control Section (TH Only)
Function MAINLINE

Type 2 WAY TRAF

Bridge Match ID 1
Roadway Key 1-ON

Deficient Status  ADEQ

Local Planning Index 97

Last Routine Insp Date 10-15-2020
Routine Insp Frequency 24

Inspector Name WASHINGTON COUNTY
Status A-OPEN

+ NBI CONDITION RATINGS +

Deck
Superstructure
Substructure
Channel
Culvert

+ NBI APPRAISAL RATINGS

+ STRUCTURE +

HIGHWAY
RAILROAD
PRESTR BM SPAN

Service On
Service Under
Main Span Type
Main Span Detail
Appr. Span Type
Appr. Span Detail
Skew 4R
Culvert Type
Barrel Length
Number of Spans
APPR: 0 TOTAL: 3
44.5 ft

136.6 ft

35.3 ft
C-I-P CONCRETE

Wear Surf Type MONOLITHIC CONC
Wear Surf Install Year
Wear Course/Fill Depth
Deck Membrane NONE
Deck Rebars NONE
Deck Rebars Install Year
4,822 sq ft
Roadway Area 4,553 sq ft
Sidewalk Width - L/R
Curb Height - L/R
Rail Codes - L/R 22 22

MAIN: 3
Main Span Length
Structure Length
Deck Width
Deck Material

Structure Area

+ RDWY DIMENSIONS ON BRIDGE +
If Divided NB-EB SB-WB
Roadway Width 32.0ft
Vertical Clearance
Max. Vert. Clear.
Horizontal Clear. 31.91t
Appr. Surface Width 34.0 ft
Bridge Roadway Width 32.0ft
Median Width on Bridge NA

Structure Evaluation
Deck Geometry
Underclearances
Waterway Adequacy

N Z a~No|t|Z Z o o

Approach Alignment

+ SAFETY FEATURES +

Bridae Railing 1-MEETS STANDARDS

GR Transition 1-MEETS STANDARDS
Appr. Guardrail 0-SUBSTANDARD
GR Termini 0-SUBSTANDARD

+ SPECIAL INSPECTIONS +

+ MISC. BRIDGE DATA +

Structure Flared NO
Parallel Structure NONE
Field Conn. ID
Cantilever ID

Foundations
Abut. CONC - FTG PILE
Pier CONC - FTG PILE
Historic Status NOT ELIGIBLE

On - Off System OFF

Frac. Critical N
Underwater N
Pinned Asbly. N

+ WATERWAY +

+ PAINT +

Year Painted
Painted Area
Primer Type
Finish Type

Drainage Area
Waterway Opening
Navigation Control NOT APPL

Pier Protection

Nav. Vert./Horz. Cir.

Nav. Vert. Lift Bridge Clear.

MN Scour Code  A-NON WATERWAY

Scour Evaluation Year

+ CAPACITY RATINGS +

+ BRIDGE SIGNS +

Posted Load NOT REQUIRED

Traffic NOT REQUIRED
Horizontal NOT REQUIRED
Vertical NOT APPLICABLE

HS 20
HS 26.00
HS 15.60

Design Load
Operating Rating
Inventory Rating
Posting
10-29-2013
Overweight Permit Codes
A:N B: N C: N

Rating Date
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02/22/2021

Crew: MINNESOTA BRIDGE INSPECTION REPORT

Insp Responsibility: WASHINGTON COUNTY

BRIDGE 82504 TNSP 64(MAY AVE) OVER WC LIMITED INSP. DATE: 10-15-2020
County:WASHINGTON Location: 0.2 MIN OF JCT CR 61 Length: 136.6 ft

City: Route: TWNS 64  Ref Pt (TIS) 000+00.180 Deck Width: 35.3 ft

Township: MAY Control Section: Maint. Area: Rdwy. Area 4,553 sq ft

Section: 33 Township: 031N Range: 20W  Local Agency Bridge Nbr: Paint Area

Main Span Type: PRESTR BM SPAN Culvert : N/A

NBI Deck: 8 Super:8 Sub:8 Chan:N Culv: N Open, Posted, Closed: OPEN

Appraisal Ratings - Approach: 7 Waterway: N MN Scour Code: A-NON WATERWAY  Def. Stat: ADEQ Suff. Rate: 92.1

Required Bridge Signs - Load Posting: NOT REQUIRED Traffic: NOT REQUIRED
Horizontal: NOT REQUIRED Vertical: NOT APPLICABLE

ELEM QTY QTY QTY QTY
NBR ELEMENT NAME INSP. DATE QUANTITY CS 1 CS2 CS3 CS4
800 CRITICAL DEFS OR SAFETY HAZARDS 10-15-2020 1EA 1 0 0 0
10-25-2018 1EA 1 0 0 0

Notes: [2020] None found.

12 REINFORCED CONCRETE DECK 10-15-2020 4,822 SF 4,822 0 0 0
10-25-2018 4,822 SF 4,822 0 0 0
Notes: 2016-2018: - Efflorescence at joint near fascia above piers.
[2020] No change.
510 WEARING SURFACE 10-15-2020 4,553 SF 4,553 0 0 0
10-25-2018 4,553 SF 4,553 0 0 0

Notes: Top of Concrete Deck with Epoxy Reinforcement
2 sealed joints above piers.
2016 - Exposed but sound aggregate throughout. 1 inch of sand & gravel on east side. Possibly more debris accumulated
along West curb line.

[2020] No change.
810 CONC WEAR SURF-CRACKING SEALING 10-15-2020 70 LF 70 0 0 0
10-25-2018 70LF 70 0 0 0
Notes: 2016-2018: - Two sealed joints above piers.
[2020] No change.
331 REINFORCED CONC BRIDGE RAILING 10-15-2020 272 LF 269 0 3 0
10-25-2018 272LF 269 0 3 0
Notes: 2016-2018: - 3 inches exposed rebar at second panel from SW and at center panels both side.
[2020] No change
823 GRAVEL APPROACH ROADWAY 10-15-2020 2EA 2 0 0 0
10-25-2018 2EA 2 0 0 0
Notes: [2020] Minor rutting in approaches but not CS2
205 REINFORCED CONCRETE COLUMN 10-15-2020 4EA 4 0 0 0
10-25-2018 4EA 4 0 0 0
Notes: [2020] Large amount of graffiti.
215 REINFORCED CONCRETE ABUTMENT 10-15-2020 112LF 112 0 0 0
10-25-2018 112 LF 112 0 0 0

Notes: 2016-2018: - Some staining at abutment beam seat. Minor crack on south abutment under second beam from west.

Three minor cracks on north abutment.
[2020] No change.

234 REINFORCED CONCRETE PIER CAP 10-15-2020 72LF 72 0 0 0
10-25-2018 72LF 72 0 0 0
Notes: [2020] Minor discoloration noted.
109 PRESTRESSED CONC GIRDER OR BEAM 10-15-2020 545LF 545 0 0 0
10-25-2018 545LF 545 0 0 0
Notes: [2020] No issues.
311 EXPANSION BEARING 10-15-2020 8 EA 8 0 0 0
10-25-2018 8 EA 8 0 0 0



Notes: Over abutments
[2020] Minor debris accumulation on abutment but no issues.
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313 FIXED BEARING 10-15-2020 16 EA 16 0 0 0
10-25-2018 16 EA 16 0 0 0
Notes: Over piers
[2020] Not inspected at arms length but no obvious issues noted.
855 SECONDARY MEMBERS (SUPER) 10-15-2020 1EA 1 0 0 0
10-25-2018 1EA 1 0 0 0
Notes: Concrete Diaphragms - 18 each
[2020] Heavy graffiti at abutments but no noticeable issues.
856 SECONDARY MEMBERS (SUB) 10-15-2020 1EA 1 0 0 0
10-25-2018 1EA 1 0 0 0
Notes: Crash Struts- 2 each - covered in graffiti.
[2020] No noticeable issues.
883 CONCRETE SHEAR CRACKING 10-15-2020 1EA 1 0 0 0
10-25-2018 1EA 1 0 0 0
Notes: Use this element to monitor the presence of shear cracking on concrete elements. Pay particular attention to the concrete
pier caps and prestressed concrete beams.
[2020] No issues.
891 OTHER BRIDGE SIGNING 10-15-2020 1EA 0 1 0 0
10-25-2018 1EA 1 0 0 0
Notes: Object markers 4 each.
[2020] All signage present. Some Graffiti.
892 SLOPES & SLOPE PROTECTION 10-15-2020 1EA 0 1 0 0
10-25-2018 1EA 0 1 0 0
Notes: 2016-2018: - minor washouts under deck drains. Animal hole on west. Slope protection rock has slumped from
pedestrian traffic. Rock slope is unstable.
[2020] No change.
893 GUARDRAIL 10-15-2020 1EA 0 1 0 0
10-25-2018 1EA 1 0 0 0
Notes: 2016-2018: - Good condition. No end terminals just turndowns.
[2020] Minor deterioration and alignment issues from impacts.
894 DECK & APPROACH DRAINAGE 10-15-2020 1EA 0 0 1 0
10-25-2018 1EA 0 0 1 0
Notes: 8 deck drains
[2018] All drains filled with multiple inches of compacted fine material.
[2020] Many drains still filled. Bottom of drain spouts are rusting.
899 MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 10-15-2020 1EA 1 0 0 0
10-25-2018 1EA 1 0 0 0
Notes: Steel Protection Angles - two each at ends of concrete deck
2016 - Both are rusted. South angle has 1 foot broken and missing.
[2020] Not sure what the 2016 note refers to. A wire is attached to the bridge and runs the length of the west side.
900 PROTECTED SPECIES 10-15-2020 1EA 0 0 1 0
10-25-2018 1EA 0 0 1 0

Notes: [2020] Nests Present

General Railroad Information as of 10/10/2016:

Notes: Canadian National Railway
Point of contact:
Justin Trush — CN Railway
951 Ugstad Rd North
Proctor, MN 55810
justin.trush@cn.ca
218-348-5338

Bridge is located at milepost 430.02 along the railway's Minneapolis Subdivision.

MAINTENEANCE RECOMMENDATIONS:
Sweep sand and gravel from deck.
Replace slope protection rock.

Remove trees and brush at all 4 corners.
Remove debris from beam seats.
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Paint over graffiti

Remove trash including TVs, bed mattresses.

Remove unknown wire hanging from west side (Is it permitted or authorized? Looks like an extension of an electrified pasture
fence. Concerned it may drop onto trains below.)

Clean and paint deck drain down spouts

Deck: [8] Minor and isolated deterioration

Appr Guardrail [0] No terminals. Guardrail turns down into ground.
Terminal :

Superstructure: [8] Minor and isolated deterioration

Substructure: [8] Minor and isolated deterioration

Appr Roadway [7] Minor sight line issue and adjacent intersection
Alignment:



Linda Tibbetts

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Rachelle Goodall <Rachelle.Goodall@co.washington.mn.us>
Thursday, February 4, 2021 8:51 AM

‘linda@townofmay.org'

Adam Bruening

Washington County / 2021 Striping - May Township

2021 Striping Letter.pdf; Attachments-Striping Letter.pdf

Follow up
Flagged

Good morning. Washington County Traffic Operations is in the process of identifying estimated striping
guantities for the 2021 striping season. If your community would like any local roads to be included in our
striping contracts we are requesting that you provide Adam Bruening with a request letter no later than April

30, 2021.

Attached is the 2021 Striping Letter with further details. If you have questions please call Adam Bruening
directly at 651-430-4398, adam.bruening@co.washington.mn.us.

Thank you,

Racthelle

Rachelle Goodall | Office Specialist

Washington County Public Works

11660 Myeron Road North | Stillwater, MN 55082
Direct Phone: 651-430-4372 | Fax: 651-430-4350

Please note | am teleworking until further notice.

A great place to live, work and play...today and tomorrow



‘ ‘ ’ I Public Works Department
as gton Donald J. Theisen, P.E.

Director

Count " Wayne H. Sandberg, P.E.

Deputy Director/County Engineer

February 04, 2021
2021 CONTRACT STRIPING NEEDS

Washington County Traffic Operations is in the process of identifying estimated striping quantities for the 2021
striping season. If your community would like any local roads to be included in our striping contracts we are
requesting that you provide us with a request letter no later than April 30, 2021. In that letter:
e Clearly label the name of your community
e Estimate (linear feet) of centerline and edge line striping
e  Mark number of pages - (1 of 3)
e Provide a 11” x 177 PDF map of your community showing the roadways to be striped with the to and from
streets marked
Mark NORTH on your map
e Please color code the streets according to what is needed:
o YELLOW for center line only
o BLUE for edge line only
o GREEN for both center line and edge line
e Please note if you would like the marking to be striped wider than 4”.

If we do not receive a letter by April 30, 2021 we will not be able to include your community in our 2021 striping
operations.

We will not know the unit cost until the contract is let. Last year’s cost for a 4” line was approximately $0.04 per foot.

In 2020, the contract called for the Contractor to stripe the marking 12 mils thick with 6 Ib/gallon of drop-on glass
beads. This year, the contract will call for the markings to be striped at 15 mils thick with 8 Ib/gallon of drop-on glass
beads, in line with MnDOT specifications. We estimate that it will end up making the price $0.05 per lineal foot for a 4”
wide marking this year. We also think that given the AADT volumes of most city and township roads that will be
striped, it will allow the newly striped marking to last longer, perhaps twice as long in many locations.

Note: the Contractor is only charged for the marking material placed, and not the gaps in between the markings.

Feedback from our contractors is that they are bidding higher prices due to communities not being ready for striping
at the same time as the nearby county roads; therefore they have built in costs for their return trips and the additional
invoicing. We recommend that you use this contract only for roads that are ready to stripe early in the season. If you
are planning sealcoating or other pavement projects for your local roadways, please include striping in those
contracts, as Washington County will no longer order our contractor to return to stripe roadways which were not ready
at the time that adjacent county highways were striped.

Please note that the use of yellow centerline markings are not required for roads with less than 6000 vehicles per
day. However, if centerline markings are used, No Passing Zones must be properly marked. If your community
wishes to have centerlines marked on local roads, including roads with existing centerline markings, please contact
your City Engineer to determine and mark the appropriate passing zones. A summary of this procedure is also
attached, as detailed in MnDOT's Traffic Engineering Manual, Section 7-4.04. Alternatively, the entire roadway may
be marked as a No Passing Zone; however this approach will result in a substantial increase in paint usage.
Washington County’s contractor will only mark local roadways in compliance with this requirement.

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at 651-430-4398

Adam M. Bruening
Transportation Coordinator-Traffic
Attachments

11660 Myeron Road North, Stillwater, Minnesota 55082-9573
Phone: 651-430-4300 + Fax: 651-430-4350 « TTY: 651-430-6246
www.co.washington.mn.us
Equal Employment Opportunity / Affirmative Action



Attachment 1

http://www.tapconet.com/trafficcontrol/tc reflectors markers.html#pavement

Pavement Markers

An inexpensive means of re-establishing lane

—— lines after chip-sealing!

—
/ Features:

« Provides effective delineation, both day
and night.

« Self-adhesive, takes only seconds for
easy installation prior to sealing.

« Guides striping crews for accurate and
quick re-striping after sealing.

« Reduces vehicle damage and physical
injuries during resurfacing projects.

o Economical, provides cost savings in
highway maintenance programs.

« Retro-reflective tape (on one or both
sides).

N:\WORD\Bruening\2021 Striping Letter\Attachments-Striping Letter.doc
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Attachment 2

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/otepubl/tem/Chap-7-2003.pdf
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TOWN of MAY
WASHINGTON COUNTY, MINNESOTA
Ordinance No. 2018-02

AN ORDINANCE UPDATING THE TOWN’S FEE SCHEDULE AS CONTAINED IN
THE MAY TOWN CODE, CHAPTER 13 “FEES AND DEPOSITS”

Section 1. Findings

WHEREAS, the Town of May maintains a set of fees, escrow deposits and the like in Chapter
13 “FEES AND DEPOSITS” of its Town Code; and

WHEREAS, from time to time the May Town Board reviews those fees and deposits and makes
updates when conditions indicate changes are needed; and

WHEREAS, the May Town Board, along with its consultants, has recently reviewed all fees and
deposits contained in Chapter 13, and has agreed to a number of changes, as follows:

1. An increase in the Protection Escrow for Blacktop Roads

2. Change the “step” penalties for animal control incidents to be the actual fees charged
for Animal Control and Animal Shelter

3. Increase the Removal Bond amount for Communication Towers

4. Modest increase in the escrow for variances

5. Increase the fee for Grading Permits issued by the Engineer

6. Significant increases in the escrows for subdivisions

7. Increase the escrow for Road Vacation applications

8. Institute a two level escrow for Lot Line Adjustments; basic / complex
9. Increase the hourly rate for Clerk and Treasurer time charged to escrows
10. Eliminate fees associated with road crew work

11. Institute a fee for “Not Sufficient Funds” or returned checks

WHEREAS, these changes and all fees and deposits are contained in a new Chapter 13 as
attached hereto.



Section 2. Code Amendment

NOW THEREFORE THE MAY TOWN BOARD does hereby adopt Chapter 13 “FEES AND
DEPOSITS” as attached, to replace existing Chapter 13 of the May Town Code, and directs its
replacement to the published May Town Code as well the Town Code file on the Town’s web
site, and further directs its publication according to law.

Section 3. Effective Date
This ordinance shall be in full force and effect after its passage and publication according to law.
Section 4. Severability

If any part of this ordinance is held invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, this shall not
invalidate any other section, provision or part thereof.

BY ROLL CALL OTE OF THE MAY TOWN B ARD ADAMS \/éc
PAZLAR : VOEDISCH . THIS ORDINANCE IS
HEREBY AD(ﬁ’TED THIS 157 DAY OF NOVEMBER 2018

[ Docls A

st: Town Clerk, Linda Tibbets Board Chalr, Bill Voedisch




Chapter 13

FEES AND DEPOSITS

ARTICLE 1301: FEES AND DEPOSITS FOR APPLICATION
Section 1301.01: General Requirements

At the time of filing an application for rezoning, variance, special use permit, conditional use
permit, utility permit, grading permit, farm site plan permit, drainage site plan approval,
driveway permit, major subdivision, or minor subdivision builder escrow, the applicant shall
pay to the Town an amount of money sufficient to cover the Town's administrative and other
costs incurred in the processing of the application, and inspecting any work authorized by the
Town for compliance with permit conditions or legal requirements.

Section 1301.02: Deposit

The Town may require the applicant to deposit at the time the application is filed an amount
of money sufficient to pay the costs of public notices, materials and staff consultant time and
research for preparation of materials necessary to the processing of each application in
addition to the application fee. At the time of filing of the application, the applicant shall be
furnished an estimate of the amount of money necessary for deposit; and the applicant shall
deposit such amount with the Town Clerk. Additional deposits shall be paid whenever the
Zoning Administrator or Town Clerk determines the costs will exceed those initially
estimated. No action on the application shall be taken by the Town until all fees and deposits
are paid as required.

Whenever unpaid expenses incurred by the Town become delinquent, the amount due shall
be certified to the County Auditor for inclusion with the following year's tax statement.

In addition to all unpaid expenses incurred by the Town, the owner or user of the real estate
making application shall be liable for interest upon all unpaid balances at the rate of twelve
percent (12%) per annum.

Section 1301.03: Completion
Any amount of the deposit not expended or encumbered shall be refunded to the applicant
within sixty (60) days after all bills associated with the application are paid by the Town. If
any application is withdrawn or denied, any part of the deposit not expended or encumbered

shall be refunded to the applicant within sixty (60) days after all bills associated with the
application are paid by the Town.

Section 1301.04: Issuance

No permit shall be issued until all costs as provided herein have been paid.

Chapter 13 — Fees and Deposits Art. 1301: Fees and Deposits for Application
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Section 1301.05: Fee Schedule

Fees are established by the Town Board and appear below:

CODE CITE

302.01 E

303.04

310.07C

311.09

304.01

401.05

401.18

402.05 A
402.05 B

402.06 B

501.13

501.14

502.03

503.03

509
510

Chapter 13 — Fees and Deposits

PURPOSE

Town Road Protection Escrow
Gravel Roads
Blacktop Roads

Driveway Permit
Outdoor Wood Boiler (OWB) Permit
Certificate of Compliance

Moving a Structure CUP Application Fee
Escrow (escrow subject to Town Engineer’s review)

Mining [UP Application Fee
Escrow

Small Business IUP Application Fee
Escrow

Permits — Annual Renewal
Small Business (other than kennels)
Small Business Kennels
Private Kennels
Mining
Non-Profit Organizations
Cell Towers
OWBs

Animal Control Warning
Animal Impoundment and Redemption Fees
Actual costs incurred for Animal Control and Shelter

Private Kennel Application Fee
Escrow

Wild Animals CUP Application Fee
Escrow

Burning Permits

201 Sewer Hook-up (Administrative and 201 Fund

Contribution Fee Only, does not cover cost of connection)
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$500
1,500

50
40
75

100
Minimum 2,000

100
4,500

100
1,200

25
500
25
500
500
150
15

25

100
100

100
2,000

2,600
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CODE CITE

602.05 A

602.12 E

603.07 B

704.03 A

704.04 B

705.13

901.04.14
901.04.16 and
901.06.01

Chapter 13 — Fees and Deposits

PURPOSE

Utilities — Option 1: Construction Escrow
To be replenished when it drops to $1,000.00
Utilities — Option 2: Perpetual Construction Bond
Utility will be billed; pay as you go

License Fee — Utilities
(Engineer’s review taken out of escrow)

Removal Bond — Communication Tower

Variance Application Fee
Escrow

CUP/IUP Application Fee

Escrow — “Major” CUP/IUP (e.g. non-profit organizations,
wild animals, utility substations)

Escrow — Cell Tower

Escrow — “Minor” CUP/IUP (e.g. small business, WECS,
mobile home or other temporary residence,
infirmed housing)

Escrow — Private Kennel

Grading Permit
Minor (issued by Building Official)
Major (issued by Engineer, add’] escrow may be needed)

Subdivision, Minor (4 or fewer lots)
Concept Review, Application Fee
Escrow
Preliminary Plat, Application Fee
Escrow
Final Plat, Application Fee
Escrow
Subdivision, Major (4 or more parcels)
Concept review, Application Fee
Escrow
Preliminary Plat, Application Fee
Escrow
Final Plat, Application Fee
Escrow
Site Construction Financial Guarantee — 125% of Town
Engineer’s estimate

Road Vacation Application Fee
Escrow
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FEES
Cash $5,000

Bond $5,000

35,000

100
900

100

2,000
8,000

1,200
100

50
500

50
750
100

1,500

50

1,000

50
1,500
100
12,000
50
6,000

100
1,500
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CODE CITE PURPOSE

Amendment to an existing CUP/IUP: Application Fee

Escrow: One-half (1/2) the escrow of an initial application

as stated herein
Amendment to the Town’s Comprehensive Plan or Code

Application Fee

Escrow Comp Plan Amendment (map or text)

Escrow Code Amendment (text)
901.04.08 Lot Line Adjustment Escrow, Basic / Complex
1004.01.B Sign Permit Fee

POLICY FEES

CLERK and TREASURERS’ TIME that is charged back to escrows or for
requests for information requiring in excess of one-half (1/2) hour (request form
must be filed with the Town Clerk)
COPY OF TOWN CODE

COPY OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Bound Version
CD Version

“SUBSCRIPTION” TO TOWN BOARD AND PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES (JANUARY - DECEMBER)

COPIES OF PUBLIC DOCUMENTS
ASSESSMENT SEARCHES

PARK FEES when property is subdivided

NOT SUFFICIENT FUNDS OR RETURNED CHECK

FEES

100

100

1,000

750

$500 /900

35

$40/hour

50/copy

60/copy
10/copy

40/year
0.25/page
15/parcel

800/lot

50

Section 1301.05 amended effective June 12, 2002, December 11, 2002, June 7, 2006, August 10, 2009,
August 28, 2010, February 9, 2011, April 27, 2011, February 16, 2012, and April 3, 2015 by amending
ordinances: 2002-03, 2002-06, 2006-09, 2009-03, 2010-02, 2011-01, 2011-03 and 2012-01, 2014-03,

respectively.
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