ONEIDA COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT — PUBLIC HEARING
Tuesday, March 10, 2015
1:00 P.M. — County Board Room, Second Floor
Oneida County Courthouse, Rhinelander Wl 54501

Chairman Harland Lee called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. in accordance with the
Wisconsin Open Meeting Law.

Roll call of Board members present: Phil Albert, “here”; Bob Rossi, “here”; Harland
Lee, “here”; Guy Hansen, “here”; John Bloom, “here”; Norris Ross, “here” and
Ed Hammer, “here”.

County staff members present: Karl Jennrich, Zoning Director and Julie Petraitis,
Program Assistant

Other individuals present:  See Sign in Sheet.

Chairman Harland Lee stated that the meeting will be held in accordance with Wisconsin
open meeting law and will be tape-recorded and sworn testimony will be transcribed.
The Board of Adjustment asks that only one person speak at a time because of the
difficulty in transcribing when several people are talking at once. The Board of
Adjustment is made up of five regular members and two alternates both alternates
being present today, who will take part in the hearing until the public hearing is closed,
at which time the alternates will not take part in the deliberation. Anyone wishing to
testify must identify themselves by name, address and interest in the appeal and shall
be placed under oath.

Chairman Harland Lee stated that the Board will hear testimony from the appellant/agent
first and then the opposition. Following that, the appellant and opposition will have an
opportunity for rebuttal and then closing statements. The public hearing will then be
closed from further testimony. Consideration and additional questions can be asked by
the Board members of the appellant or the opposition during deliberations. You may stay
for the disposition of the appeal. Upon conclusion of the deliberation of the Board, the
Chair will call for a motion and a second, and a roll call vote will be taken for the decision
of the Board.

Chairman Harland Lee swore in Karl Jennrich, Zoning Director; Duane Domaszek and
Judy Domaszek, appellants; and Billy Fried, Town of Minocqua Supervisor.

Secretary Phil Albert read the notice of public hearing for Appeal No. 15-003 of Duane and
Judy Domaszek, owners requesting relief from a discretionary enforcement letter dated
October 20, 2014 from Karl Jennrich, Zoning Director, regarding steps to be taken to
comply with Section 9.70, Highway Setbacks. These activities are contrary to the Oneida



County Zoning and Shoreland Protection Ordinance, as amended October 12, 2014. The
property is located at 10094 Hwy 70 further described as part SW NE and part SE NE,
Section 9, T39N, R6E, PIN MI 2141, Town of Minocqua, Oneida County, Wisconsin.

The Notice of Public Hearing was published in the Northwoods River News on February
24 and March 3, 2015. Mr. Albert provided the proof of publication; and noted that the
media was properly notified.

The Oneida County Board of Adjustment Rules of Procedure, Section 178.05(12),
Chapter 17, Oneida County Code of Ordinance, provide that a timely appeal shall stay all
proceedings and furtherance of the action appealed from, unless such stay would cause
imminent peril to life or property.

The Board of Adjustment will conduct an onsite inspection of the property involved in
this appeal beginning at approximately 10:00 am prior to the hearing. Pertinent
property boundaries and locations of existing and proposed structures shall be clearly
identified. A representative or the appellant must be present. The inspection shall be
open to the public.

Copies of appeals and related documents are available for public inspection during
normal business hours at the Planning and Zoning Office, Oneida County Courthouse,
Rhinelander, WI 54501. The Oneida County Zoning and Shoreland Protection
Ordinance is available on the Internet at http://ww.co.oneida.wi.gov/.

Secretary Albert stated that all media outlets were notified of the public hearing and the
onsite inspection was conducted at approximately 10:00 — 10:25 a.m. on March 10,
2015. The owners, Duane and Judy Domaszek were at the site along with Planning and
Zoning Staff, Jeff Krueger; and all Board members including alternates.

Prior to the public hearing the Board conducted an onsite inspection at 10094 Hwy 70 further
described as part SW NE and part SE NE, Section 9, T39N, R6E, PIN M| 2141, Town of Minocqua.
In terms of observations by the Board the property boundaries were not marked as it was not
necessary as it was the structure that was in question. The highway road right-of-way was
marked re-measured at the time to determine that the structure was exactly 100’ from the
center of Highway 70. In terms of the well and sanitary it was not necessary for them to be
marked. The outline of the construction was adequately marked in that the construction was
already complete; it was not necessary to be marked. The existing structure, 16 x 12 x 9 was
measured to be exactly 100’ from the Highway 70 right-of-way. In terms of topography; it is
adjacent to the parking area for a zoo. No erosion issues were noted. The existing structure is a
block inner structure with a rock surface. The block inner surface structure is there to maintain
the integrity of the rock fascia. Other observations, size of the structure and height appear to be
greater than was envisioned by Planning and Zoning staff. Any other questions that did arise
were if there were any permits required by or for DOT or involvement of DOT.




SWORN TESTIMONY-APPELLANT.

Chairman Lee informed the appellants of the procedure of the public hearing. He
reminded him of the three criteria of the appeal that need to be met in order for the
Board to grant a variance.

Mrs. Domaszek introduced herself and her husband.

Mr. Domaszek began his testimony by stating that last June he got a Flamingo and
Lemur building permits from the Town. His shrubs around the sign had died and were
ugly. He went in to Zoning in Minocqua and asked Kathy if he could put a planter
around his sign to finish off around the sign. She told him it was fine as long as he didn’t
touch the sign. He asked if he needed a permit to put up a planter. She told him there
were three things he needed to meet: $2,500.00 in value; 200 sq. ft. or less in size and
be off the right-of-way. He called a guy from the DOT who got him a map of the
Highway. The guy told him he doesn’t know why but for some reason a normal highway
right-of-way is between 30’ and 50’ right-of-way along any highway.

Mr. Lee: Measured from where?
Mr. Domaszek: From the middle line.
Mr. Lee: From the center line?

Mr. Domaszek: Right. And he said “for some reason from one end of your property to
the other end of your property there is a 100’ right-of-way.” | asked him what that was
about. The guy stated it was from a long time ago. Mr. Domaszek called his mason and
he figured out for a 12x16 planter that goes around the sign, no floor or roof, just a
planter that goes around the sign; he figured out how many blocks | would need and he
figured out what it would all take and he came up with $700 and some odd blocks, it’s
all in the paperwork —on my receipts at S1 and some cents a block was $800 and some
dollars plus some mason sand and we had the rock at the Zoo. | said okay, let’s put a
planter up and let’s make sure we’re off the right-of-way. When we measured, we
measured with a laser finder that’s used in finding distances and we came up with 103’,
again that’s just a laser from the middle of the thing it wasn’t a tape that was done. So
we put it off the right-of-way. We built our planter and the reason we built the size we
did is to hide the poles and irons underneath that hold up the sign. We are a high
profile facility. When | asked Kathy about a planter she said “we actually encourage
planters to beautify for the County because of, we want to keep everything beautiful in
the area”. So | wanted to hide the post in the middle that holds the sign up. So that’s
how we designed that and we also, | think it was 3 % - 4 foot, that height is where the
planter starts, where the dirt would be and the dirt goes down it’s got wheat poles and
stuff for the rain and stuff. But anyway, it was designed for when we bring in the
African grasses that we had planned. We put some African grasses by our giraffe yard
that we knew that could take this climate and the three particular African grasses are



between 5.5 and 6 foot high. We designed the planter so when it comes out of the soil
5 to 6 foot high would be at the bottom of our billboard so it would have the African
look to beautify our sign. We have over 100,000 visitors a year and a lot of these visitors
come and take pictures, just like | do when | go to different zoo’s, they take pictures
where they stand in front of it and take pictures of their families and stuff so they show
where they were at. That’s basically it.

Mrs. Domaszek: | know, folks, when you were out before you did see a door in there.
That door is also to protect all of the electrical stuff. It's a safety issue. The extra
parking lot is used very heavily by school busses so that door was put in there and it’s
locked, obviously, when we’re open for business and that’s to keep everything secured
back there and be able to get to it if we ever have any electrical issues.

Mr. Domaszek: One more thing | just want to say. | held a position on the State of
Wisconsin Bear and Cougar committee designing different displays and they told me you
never want to stifle ones creativity in any display and so, again, | went back and there
are no measurements saying how big or how small a planter should be. We could not
find anything. | didn’t want to overdo anything. | don’t want to cause any problems |
just want to beautify around my sign with grasses and stuff.

Mr. Lee: Any questions that the Board has for Mr. or Mrs. Domaszek?

Mr. Albert: At one point you apparently had a conversation with Jeff Krueger at the
Planning and Zoning Office in Minocqua in terms of the planter, as you call it. How did
you describe the planter to him at that time in terms of question of permit or the right-
of-way issue? Did you have drawings? Did you have sizes? Did you have dimensions?

Mr. Domaszek: | had drawings but it never got to that point. He had called up and left a
thing on our answering machine so | called him back. He said “just so you know the
Zoning may have issues” but they never said what kind of issues at that point and he
said “do you want to hold things up” and | said my docent that does our rock work
comes from Stevens Point, over two hours away, to construct the thing so | told my
docent to finish off the rock work because of safety issues. That was just before Zoo
Boo and we do over 4,000 people at Zoo Boo. | couldn’t have...there are little metal
tabs that are in the cement block to secure the rock and all those were outside of that.
Again, when you’ve got that many people around that area and kids running around |
didn’t want any safety issues. Nothing was brought up as far as what type of issues
zoning had at that point.

Mr. Albert: As follow up to that you also received a letter from Karl, sent on October 20,
informing you that there were issues in terms of the size and the location but you

continued on to finish the rock...

Mr. Domaszek: That was the rock work, yes. But, my wife is saying...

s



Mrs. Domaszek: When did this letter occur? |think the structure was already...

Mr. Domaszek: |think it was completed by that time.

Mr. Albert: When was it completed?

Mr. Domaszek: It was completed by that time. Umm...

Mrs. Domaszek: Probably within...

Mr. Domaszek: When was this? October?

Mr. Hansen: 20™.

Mr. Lee: There are two letters. One is October 20 and the other is December 23.

Mr. Domaszek: Right. Our Zoo Boo, the project was way completed before that.
Because our Zoo Boo was, | believe, the 13" Jast year or 12" and that’s why | wanted
everything completed and that’s why | told the mason guy that he had to have the rocks
up there. | can’t have any edges out or anything for safety issues before Zoo Boo. So he
came several times on weekends and on his own time and finished the rock work so it
was done before Zoo Boo and then the letter came on the 20™.

Mr. Ross: Approximately when is Zoo Boo? Is that July or ...

Mr. & Mrs. Domaszek: October.

More than 1 person talking here.

Mr. Lee: It's a Halloween thing.

Mr. Domaszek: October 12. It’s an event for Halloween at the Zoo.

Mrs. Domaszek: | don’t know an exact date but | would think it would be way before
that.

Mr. Ross: | just wanted a time reference.
Mr. Hammer: If | may ask a question? You’ve indicated the structure is 12 x 16. Is that
the block itself or is that...because when we measured it on site we came up with 18 x

15.4.

Mr. Domaszek: The 12 x 16...
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Mr. Hammer: Is the block?

Mr. Domaszek: That’s what | had on the blueprint, you should have the blueprint. That,
yes, that was...the 12 x 16 is what | handed to the mason guy to do.

Mr. Hammer: Ok. So then with the stone...that’s why we’ve got the discrepancy.

Mr. Domaszek: That’s why you’ve got the discrepancy.

Mr. Hammer: Because of the more stone. The structure is really 18 x 15.4.

Mr. Domaszek: And that’s why when the mason guy did the laser it was 106’ or 105’
and then with the stone it came out to like 103’ according to our laser after it was

complete. We didn’t just go to 100’ and then put the rock on.

Mr. Hammer: So when you were doing the initial design, looking at the idea of keeping
it under 200 sq. feet, looking at the size of blocks you chose 12 x 16.

Mr. Domaszek: Right. Exactly because it came up to underneath that 200 sq. ft. That
was my initial plan, yes.

Mr. Lee: Anything else? Anyone else?

Mr. Albert: Well, the square footage issue, you claim that Kathy informed you that it
couldn’t be greater than- a planter couldn’t be greater than 200 sq. feet yet it appears
that if it’s...if you take 12 x 16 x 9 that’s 1700 sq. ft.

Mr. Hammer: That’s cubic.

Mr. Albert: Cubic, ok.

Mr. Hammer: The 12 x 16 would be less than 200.

Mr. Domaszek: Excuse me. When Kathy... she didn’t say anything about, because there
was nothing to tell me about, square footage of any planter. When | asked her the
square footage was for a structure that | would need a permit for. That’s why | kept it

under the 200. Does that make it clearer?

Mr. Hammer: Which in fact, though, with the addition of the stone it ends up being
more than 200. Ifit’s 18 x 15.4.

Mr. Domaszek: Right. | didn’t plan on that. That had nothing to do with permitting.
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Mr. Hammer: I’'m just saying what I’'m understanding from that.

Mr. Albert: You mentioned this morning that you had talked to the DOT local office
regarding the distance from the right-of-way and the right-of-way and that’s who told
you that it was 100 feet from the center of the road?

Mr. Domaszek: He brought me a map. | think each one of you should have gotten that
map.

Mr. Lee: Is this the one that you submitted with your application (holding up a map)?
Mr. Domaszek: Yes, that’s what the DOT gave me.

Mr. Lee: We have that. | don’t know that it says on here any place; if it does | don’t
know where it is.

Mr. Domaszek: He pointed it out on the map but I’'m not a really good map reader, to
be honest. But he pointed it out and handed it to me.

Mr. Lee: | see where it says the location of the sign but there’s really no measurement
there. | guess if you use a scale you could figure that out, approximately. Any other
guestions at this point? Hearing none, Billy do you want to chime in?

Mr. Fried: Briefly, if | may. | submitted a letter because | didn’t know if I’d be able to be
here. | apologize. | wrote it real quickly the other night when | realized | might not be
able to make it. | just wanted to drive home a couple points. | hadn’t met Duane until |
got a phone call. I'm not sure if he contacted me as a Minocqua Town Supervisor or as
an Oneida County official but he told me what was going on and asked if | wanted to
come out. | went out there with Karl to see his planter that had been done. It then
came before our Oneida County Committee. The things that | wanted to point out that
it was my understanding that a planter is permitted by the County and that there is no
size dimension in the ordinance on what a planter is. Obviously it looks like it’s a planter
and if you’re considering it a planter | think the right-of-way and variance and all that
will go away, I’'m not sure but | think that was the understanding that Duane had. He
was going to build a planter and it was permitted by Oneida County. When it did come
to the Planning and Development Committee, which | sit on, | was disappointed that
Duane had not received notice that it was on the agenda and was going to be able to be
there. The reason being that there is a lot of speculation by us, as Committee members,
to cost; why it’s here; this and that and he could have probably cleared a lot of that up
and maybe it would have come to a different conclusion. | had inquired, after that
meeting, if we could bring it back to the Committee so that Duane could be present and
present his case and Mr. Holewinski wanted it to come to the Board of Adjustment.
Now, wearing my Town of Minocqua hat, | feel bad that a business that is growing and
what | believe is a crown jewel for Minocqua, it’s really unique, has to spend $500.00 to



try to get this matter resolved, especially when he was told a planter was okay. He built
a planter. Is it huge? Yes, and beauty is in the eye of the beholder but | certainly, as a
resident, hope that once the grass grows enough that it is not going to be such a big
looking structure. That’s just my own personal opinion. It looks like he built a planter;
he put plants and things in there. | see many instances, driving down 70 and 51, where
people have added planters or some sort of stone work to their signs that are very close
to the highway and certainly in the right-of-way. | just came here today to speak on
Duane’s behalf that | support him. Actually, our Committee pointed out that the County
probably needs to shore up on having some dimensions or something they might
require someone to provide drawings or sketches to hold them more accountable if
something like this would come up in the future. I'm not sure how it came to the
County. Did someone just drive by and thought “hey what’s going on there” or didn’t
like it, Karl can go to that. It seems like everything was moving along until he got those
letters. Thank you for your time.

Mr. Lee: Ok. One thing | should point out and that is there have been court cases, |
can’t site them like a lawyer might, but the court cases have to do with if Government
officials, in this case a County official, gives you information which is not factual, in other
words gives you information and that information turns out to be not correct that fact
has no standing in a court case regardless of what the official said. If so and so said that
you could do this and the ordinances and the laws and so forth say otherwise that’s
what the law is. Not the fact of what a government official said. | believe that’s correct,
Karl?

Mr. Jennrich: Yes.

Mr. Lee: Now we will hear from Mr. Jennrich as to the County’s side of things.

Mr. Albert: | have a question of Billy. The decision by the Committee, the Planning and
Zoning Committee, to refer to BOA, what were the grounds for that rather than dealing
with the issue at the Committee level?

Mr. Fried: From what | recall was when they looked at it and they considered it a
structure. They were making, what | believe perceptions, that it cost a certain amount
because there is some regulation over $2,500. They just felt that...| was the only one
that felt that this was a planter. Everyone else felt that it was a structure and felt now
that it was after-the-fact it needed to come to the Board of Adjustment.

Mr. Albert: Thank you.

Mr. Jennrich: | have a question before we get started. How far did you guys measure it
to the right-of-way?

Mr. Albert: One-hundred feet from the edge of the rock.
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Mr. Lee: From the centerline to the structure was 100 feet.

Mr. Ross: | think it’s important for everyone to know that the right-of-way on a highway
is not measured from the centerline it’s from where the highway is from the edge of the
right-of-way that is owned by, in this case, the State of Wisconsin. Yes the structure is
100’ from the centerline but | have no clue where it is from the right-of-way. The right-
of-way could be 10’ off the edge of the highway. | don’t know. So | think that’s an
important thing...that is not the right-of-way. The right-of-way is a piece of property.
Roads tend not to go in the middle of that right-of-way. Sometimes it comes very close
to the edge and sometimes it doesn’t. We did measure the structure is 100" from the
centerline. That’s what | think should be on record. It’s not 100’...

Mr. Lee: Does the ordinance say 20’ from the...

Mr. Jennrich: Right-of-way.

Mr. Lee: ...from the right-of-way. So that’s somewhere within that 100 feet.
Mr. Ross: It’s somewhere in there.

Mr. Rossi: It doesn’t say 20’ beyond the right-of-way, does it?

Mr. Jennrich: Twenty feet from right-of-way. Which the right-of-way is lot line.
Mr. Rossi: What’'s confusing me about the ordinances is it says 20’ from...

Mr. Ross: That’s another thing to me that seems to be particularly unclear at the
moment. Where is his property line? It wasn’t marked.

Mr. Rossi: It says that “provided that in no case shall a setback be less than 20’ from the
right-of-way or lot line.” Now, it doesn’t say 20" beyond the right-of-way. It says 20’
from the right-of-way. They’re measuring...its confusing whether it was the right-of-way
or to the centerline to the structure. They’re measuring 100’, more than 100’ because
the tape sagged and went over snow banks and all other things. The laser is probably
more correct. But it does not say 20’ beyond it says 20°. | think there’s a little problem
with the definition as I'm reading it, 9.73. | don’t know how you read that, Karl but
when | read it it does appear to me like it’s saying “in no case shall the setback be less
than 20’ from the right-of-way or lot line”. That does not mean 20’ from the end of the
right-of-way it says from the right-of-way. I'm confused at what you’re saying that at
the end of the right-of-way they have to be 20’ back. The ordinance actually says 20’
from the right-of-way or lot line.

Mr. Lee: Let Karl talk.
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Mr. Jennrich: Just to clarify a right-of-way. We look at a right-of-way as the end of
private ownership and right-of-way is the lot line. Basically, at least on a Highway like
Hwy 70, there should be a clearly designated right-of-way line. Some Town roads are a
little bit more difficult because it depends on how the Town took over that road. Is it a
deeded road or platted road or is it road by use? So those can be a little more difficult
but, again, it would be 20’ from the lot line. The right-of-way is the lot line. That’s the
way we look at it.

Mr. Lee: In this case, Karl, where is that?

Mr. Jennrich: That’s what | was hoping may have been measured today. They're
showing, at least on this transportation project plat #9070-03-20 which was submitted
with the appeal, that the right-of-way of Highway 70 at this location is approximately
160’ wide. That...

Mr. Hansen: Where does it say that?

Mr. Jennrich: The left hand side sort of by that intersection it shows an arrow, just
basically showing 160°. | believe it sort of shows either the section line but that may
actually be the centerline.

Looking at the map here.

Mr. Lee: In this case what you’re saying is that the whole...

Mr. Jennrich: The whole width of the road or the whole width of Hwy 70 is...

Mr. Lee: Is 150 feet.

Mr. Jennrich: 160. Where that road sits in the right-of-way, | have no clue.

Mr. Hammer: Exactly. You can get some, as you look at the power lines that are
running along there, generally speaking those power lines, the poles, are going to be
within the right of way. Those appear to be a bit further off from the structure. Again, |

don’t think we can say there’s a 100’ right-of-way.

Mr. Bloom: | think | can clarify that. The road is 160’ so the centerline you’re looking at
80’ and 80’ plus a 20’ right-of-way is 100’. There’s where you come up with your 100’.

Mr. Jennrich: If the road is in the center.

Mr. Ross: The road does not have to be in the middle of the right-of-way.
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Mr. Bloom: I'm not saying that. I’'m saying the roadway is 160’ and half of that is 80’.
That’s the centerline. You’ve got 80" and another 20’ and that’s where you come up
with your 100’, which passes.

Mr. Hammer: But you don’t know where the 80’...
| can’t understand what’s being said here.

Mr. Hansen: The Department wrote a letter that it was closer than 20’ to the right-of-
way so somebody must have determined where the right-of-way was. We don’t have
that information, evidently.

Mr. Albert: That’s why | wondered if DOT had come out and either looked at it or
measured it.

Mr. Jennrich: We looked at PV Web and we believed it was close to the right-of-way
line and that’s why the letter was sent. Again,

Mr. Hansen: We don’t have that.

Mr. Jennrich: The PV Web?

Mr. Lee: You think it was close but you don’t know specifically what it was.
Mr. Jennrich: Correct.

Mr. Bloom: All | know is that when | built a garage they established the right-of-way and
| was on a Town road and it’s a 50’ road. They took 25’ from the center of that road plus
another 20’ and that’s where | could build. That's where the right-of-way was
established — from the centerline.

Mr. Lee: But the centerline may not be the center of the right-of-way, is that correct?

Mr. Jennrich: By looking at the map it appears that the centerline is a little bit to the
south within that right-of-way. That’s why when we sent that letter basically it stated
that “...the Department believes that at this time it is a structure closer than 20’ from
the right-of-way from Hwy 70. The Department did not receive a permit for the
structure therefore did not have the opportunity to review the proposal prior to
construction”. Again, what ended up happening is the Department received maybe ['ll
just start from square one. The owners are correct. They did contact our Department
and talked with Kathy Ray from our office concerning the construction of a planter. In
the Town of Minocqua, Minocqua Township looks at signs very closely. They look at
signs for aesthetic purposes more than what we look at them for setback and size.
They’re concerns are mostly ‘what is the feel of the sign going to be, how is it going to
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be lit, what colors of paint are you going to be using on the sign and also landscaping’.
Landscaping is critical in Minocqua. If you go to...all of our sign permits go through the
Minocqua Planning Commission; | don’t believe they go through the Town Board, that’s
correct?

Mr. Fried: Correct.

Mr. Jennrich: Again, they look at it for aesthetic purposes and they do like to see some
type of landscaping features, if you want to call them planters, below their signs to sort
of make it look not just like a sign sticking up in the middle of nowhere, to dress it up a
little with landscaping. They like to see a lot of landscaping also between the buildings
that are built and also, again, the roads. Again, they just want more of a beautification
of the Town. When we were contacted, Kathy Ray did state, yes you can go ahead and
build a planter. My office received a complaint, it was from an individual from the Town
of Minocqua, it may not have been the actual Town but it was a Town elected official.
When Jeff Krueger, from our office, went out there in September he did notice that this
was a substantial structure being placed. After looking at PV Web it looked like it was
very much on or close to the right-of-way. At that time the decision was made to issue a
stop work order because we did not want to see an individual proceed; with a term we
used “don’t put them in harms way” and let them keep on going to get the whole thing
done and then the County order it to be removed. At that time, like the owners did
state, all the block work was done and part of the stone work was done. The owners
decided to finish it up, at least to finish up the stone work. But the structure itself was
there. Meaning all the block work and | think they call them stone hangers to hang the
stone. Like the owners stated, they had the individual there so he might as well finish it
up and get it done. At that time, again, | talked with Pete Wegner; we looked at PV Web
and it appeared that it was very close to the right-of-way so again the orders went out in
October basically saying that we believed their sign was in violation. We defined at the
time what a structure was. We defined what we believed structures had to be setback
from the right-of-way and that notice went out to the owner. The owner did contact
the Town and the local elected official. The elected official wanted that discussed at our
Committee level. Prior to that Billy Fried and | did meet with the owners out at the
property and again did see this big, beautiful, stone planter. Again, as my Father would
say after watching the movie “Smokey and the Bear” Jackie Gleason sad what | think we
have here is a failure to communicate. Again, what the owners envision as a planter and
what we allow as a landscape feature really did not mesh. So when we originally saw
that structure built the way it was is why we issued stop work orders. There is a
guestion on whether or not a building permit would have been required for that. Again,
the owners have provided you information that shows that the material list is
approximately $1,800.00. | learned what the term docent means. Do you know what
docent means? | didn’t know what a docent means. They had individuals that assisted
and provided them with volunteer work helping them out. Anytime we look at
constructing something you’re supposed to look at fair market value of materials and
labor. We believe that the labor probably pushed that structure over the $2,500.00.
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The way that the concrete block work was done, and the outlying stone, we believe that
it is very close to 250 square feet. We think it is about 256 square feet. You're talking
about 6’ of difference on whether or not a building permit would be required.

Mr. Rossi: A building permit would be required because it doesn’t meet all the criteria
or building too close to the right-of-way?

Mr. Jennrich: It’s like two separate issues. (1) The ordinance states that when a zoning
permit is required when it’s not and (2) the other part of the ordinance is when you
have requirements such as setbacks for structures to certain objects; whether it be
right-of-way or ordinary high water mark whether a permit is required or not those
setbacks still have to be met. For example one other problem we’ve had that we hope
to rectify in shoreland zoning is yard barns. We see yard barns placed closer than 75’
and they call it a boathouse. Technically no permits would have been required but it’s a
boathouse and they are supposed to be doing certain things as far as mitigation. There
may come a point where we’re going to be requiring permits just about for everything
and anything. But again, the owner is very truthful that he did contact our office to seek
whether or not there was a building permit and he used to the best of his ability where
he believed the value and square footage that a building permit was not required. After
review and hard looking at it | really felt that there was not choice but to call it a
structure. We did discuss the issue in closed session, after meeting on the site with Billy
Fried, myself and the owners to see the planter first hand. It was discussed at
Committee and Committee basically may have agreed with the owners that they think it
should stay but they said to take it to the Board of Adjustment to see what they have to
say regarding it. As we instructed the owner and as you noticed the owner did not
touch the sign itself. It’s very critical that he did not touch it and very critical that he
never touch it again because that is a legal, pre-existing sign. Meaning it is bigger than
what the ordinance requires and he and she could never have a sign that size, meaning
square footage. | think that’s all the comments that | have.

Mr. Rossi: Let me ask you a question. You made a note that Minocqua like aesthetics
on their places. Prior to this structure or whatever you want to call it going up these
poles were exposed to the public?

Mr. Jennrich: Yes.

Mr. Rossi: So was the conduit and all the electrical things exposed to the public?

Mr. Jennrich: Yes.

Mr. Rossi: Is this correct? Ok. By putting this up, it would seem to me, it would be
more aesthetically pleasing to the eye than a bare pole with things hanging down it.
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Mr. Jennrich: That is correct. | mean, at least when | travel up there, the first time | saw
it you come on Hwy 70 from the east heading west basically the entrance to this facility
isin a hole. | mean that’s the term | use it’s sort of in a small depression. As you look at
it from afar all you see is a sign literally with a rock planter below it. As you get close
you realize the magnitude of the planter. That’s specifically whey the owner did what
he did. It’s just basically to hide the “ugly features” of that sign. I’'m assuming it was
sort of a navigational obstruction to the individuals that came there. | suppose, since |
always have to be honest because I’'m a former boy scout, when this was brought to my
attention what | like to do is try to figure out what some of the problems you may have
with your ordinance and again, taking a look at the Wal*Mart sign. It’s a beautiful sign
but if you take a look on each side of the supporting structure there is substantial
structure on each side of the sign.

Mr. Lee: And it’s closer to the road.
Mr. Rossi: Much closer.

Mr. Jennrich: Yes. And also while we’re having this debate we discussed that in one of
our Department meetings that if you drive around Town; especially up in the Minocqua
or Three Lakes area and maybe properties that are more affluent I've been noticing,
whether right or wrong, some of these big stone gates with big metal entrance grates
that appear to be closer than 20’ to the right of way. Again, it is somewhat of an issue
that needs to be addressed.

Mr. Rossi: | remember that we had a case with Trigs and their sign where they wanted
to repair it. That was a substantial structure around it if you ask me. There are a couple
things that are confusing to me that I'd like you to give me an opinion on. What is an
advertising sign to you?

Mr. Jennrich: Basically all we do is look at the definition of a sign. We don’t look at
whether or not it is advertising or not. The definition of a sign: “any outdoor
advertising, display, device, notice, figure, painting, drawing, message, placard, poster,
billboard, structure, or other thing, which is designed, intended, or used to advertise or
inform, any part of the advertising or informative contents of which is visible from any
place from the roadway. Included in this definition as signs are graphic devices such as
logos, attention attracting media such as banners, pennants, flags or logo sculpture,
statues, inflatable devices and obtrusive colored fascia or architectural elements”.
Because this structure, the rock structure that is below the bottom of the sign really has
no wording on it, really no lighting, really it’s not obtrusive and actually made to bring
attention | don’t know if we’d count that toward the square footage — | know we
wouldn’t count it toward the square footage of the sign. The actual sign would be the
wooden structure up above that actually has the advertising.
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Mr. Hansen: | have some questions. The only reason we’re discussing this is because
we think that the structure is within the right-of-way, right?

Mr. Jennrich: | don’t believe...again, if it’s in the right-of-way the DOT will be knocking
on the owner’s door. If it’s too close to the right-of-way | don’t know if the DOT would
be dealing with it or not. Their concern is mostly within the right-of-way or if you

wanted to construct a new off-premise sign

Mr. Hansen: Let me rephrase that. The reason we’re here is because we think it is
within 20’ of the right-of-way.

Mr. Jennrich: That is correct.
Mr. Hansen: If it wasn’t within 20’ of the right-of-way we wouldn’t even be here.
Mr. Jennrich: That is correct.

Mr. Hansen: They state in their letter that the planter needs to be under 200 square
feet in size and | think you said 250.

Mr. Rossi: About 8 feet more.
Mr. Jennrich: Sorry, | may have mis-spoke. Its 250 square feet.

Mr. Hansen: So, their letter where it says 200 square feet in size actually should have
been 2507?

Mr. Jennrich: Wait, wait, wait... it is 200, sorry.

Mr. Hansen: Looking on the map (holding up a map) R/W should be right-of-way line?
And that is actually indicated on here, now that | look, it’s where we saw before the 160’
and there’s some other indications that say R W, not with a slash, I’'m assuming that is
still right-of-way? Would that be accurate, you think?

Someone said yes.

Mr. Hansen: So that does point to this solid line (showing map) just within this heavier
dimpled line.

Mr. Jennrich: The heavier dimpled line... the solid black line would be your right-of-way
line the dimpled line is restricted access. If you look at the conventional symbols below
“restricted access by previous acquisition”. What that line means is that | don’t believe
the owners would be able to get any type of access onto the property except what they
have.




Mr. Hansen: Ok. So we do have a line that shows the right-of-way but we don’t have an
exact location of the sign on this map. And you said that you thought that the
centerline of the Highway was actually a little south of the center of the right-of-way?

Mr. Jennrich: Yes. The only reason why I’'m saying that is if you look at the small, the
bridge going over the Tomahawk River, it appears that it is running along the section
line and if you look there are some light gray areas where it looks like it may be Hwy 70.

Mr. Hansen: Is that on this map that we’re looking at?

Mr. Jennrich: Yes.

Mr. Hansen: Light gray.

Mr. Albert: Up in the corner.

Mr. Rossi: Up in the left hand corner.

Mr. Hansen: Well, if the centerline is actually to the south of the right-of-way that
would be...

Looking at the map here.

Mr. Hansen: Then that would indicate that the road is actually in the southern part of
the right-of-way which would mean that their...I see ok, never mind.

Mr. Ross: Without knowing the exact location and the markings of the property line, if
you want to get hung up on that 20’, | think we’re out of luck.

Mr. Albert: But a follow-up to that is, in terms of whose ordinance or rule takes
precedence, I'm assuming the DOT’s definition of right-of-way and measurement takes
precedence over the County’s ordinance and regulation of right-of-way in that it is a
State Highway, the right-of-way would be determined by DOT, correct?

Mr. Jennrich: You bet. DOT knows absolutely, positively, unequivocally where their
right-of-way is.

Mr. Albert: Because DOT didn’t get involved in this decision and no one apparently
solicited an opinion from DOT in terms of right-of-way, distance of sign and this
structure or planter being close or not close to it there’s a huge question here in terms
of whether DOT would be or will be involved in dealing with this structure.
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Mr. Jennrich: Again, like the owner stated, | think that’s why they went the distance
they did from the centerline just to make absolutely sure they weren’t in the right-of-
way.

Mr. Albert: But we aren’t sure if they are or they aren’t.

Mr. Jennrich: Again, all we did is we went on PV Web, which is our GIS type system,
applied the 2010 aerial photography, which you can see a shadow of where the existing

sign is and that’s basically why we made the decision we did to stop work.

Mr. Albert: In terms of your stop work order, what was the date of that, your first stop
work? It wasn’t your October 20" letter?

Mr. Jennrich: No.

Mr. Albert: It was prior to that I’'m assuming?

Mr. Jennrich: No. | was called because my staff really doesn’t want to hold projects up,
something like this where the owners are spending monies. | basically received a call
and said we have to make the decision to send a stop work order. | don’t have...it was
prior to that October letter.

Mr. Albert: And it was prior to the structure being completed?

Mr. Jennrich: Yes. The only thing | have right now is on September 29, 2014 | have
some pictures in the file, and this is what we saw as staff. It was done.

Mr. Albert: But your letter was ignored, apparently, and the work proceeded.
Mr. Jennrich: Again, the owner, | mean some of the rock work, yeah.

Mr. Albert: I’'m just asking.

Mr. Bloom: But we don’t have a letter to that affect.

Mr. Jennrich: No. It's not a letter it’s just a little red card. If I'm not mistaking | think we
called the owner just to let them know.

Mr. Albert: This picture is dated 9-29-14 and all that has been done is the block
structure.

Mr. Jennrich: Yes.

Mr. Albert: And that’s when you first took action in terms of stoppage?
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Mr. Jennrich: It may have been. Those pictures were taken on September 29 and |
believe either a couple days later | got involved with it and they started some of the rock
fascia at that time.

Mr. Albert: Yes, the first layer.

Mr. Jennrich: Is that on the September 29?2

Mr. Albert: Yes.

Mr. Jennrich: Right. First layer.

Mr. Albert: So that was ignored, | guess to put it bluntly.

Mr. Hansen: We don’t know exactly when the notice went out. The pictures were
taken on the 29"

Mr. Lee: Billy, did you want to say something else?

Mr. Fried: Yes. | just wanted to clarify and maybe I'm wrong. If you guys are
considering the question “is this a planter” and would determine yes, Karl doesn’t the
discussion of the square footage and the distance to the right-of-way go away?

Mr. Jennrich: I’'m sorry | was looking at something else. What?

Mr. Fried: If it would be considered a planter would the discussion from the distance of
the right-of-way and the square footage not be a concern?

Mr. Jennrich: It determines what the definition of planter is. We’ve, I've never had to
deal with something of this size and magnitude to define it as a planter. Again, the way
the ordinance is written it clearly falls straight in line with what the definition of a

structure is.

Mr. Lee: | don’t think the right-of-way issue will ever go away, Billy. The size may not be
a factor but there’s always going to be a right-of-way issue.

Mr. Fried: Look at the other ones around there.

Mr. Lee: Whether you do or not you can’t ignore the fact that there is a right-of-way
issue.

Mr. Fried: | was just under the understanding that if a planter was built to compliment a
legal sign that it wasn’t a question that was being asked or that they had to prove a
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distance from the right-of-way. It's only because of its size and someone complained
and all of the sudden they wanted to change the definition.

Mr. Domaszek: Excuse me. The guy that brought me this (map) he’s on the committee
or whatever he takes care of all the projects for the whole area. He told me that if it
gets down to that he can get the DOT to come and help us out. He gave me a name but
| didn’t think that was going to happen. He didn’t see a problem with it and he’s a
project manager for the whole — several counties up here.

Mr. Albert: Where’s he from? DOT?

Mr. Domaszek: He works with the DOT. That's how we got all our access. He
corresponds with the DOT on all road projects for four or five counties. He comes to the
Zoo to help, too. One last thing, and again | don’t know how to read maps, when Karl
had brought it up about how much road frontage that the State owns that’s on both
sides, that’s the whole total on both side of the road? Not just on my side?

Mr. Lee: That’s the whole right-of-way.
Mr. Domaszek: Right. Exactly.

Mr. Lee: The road is within that right-of-way. There are so many feet of right-of-way on
each side of the road.

Mr. Domaszek: And again I’'m not an engineer by any means but | always thought that
the electric lines were basically kind of like the guide lines of the right-of-way. | was told
by this guy that that’s not necessarily...but the road right-of-way is 100 foot he told me
and that’s why we went beyond the 100 foot, from his word and the centerline is how
we assumed — where we took the measurements from with a laser. Again, as you can
see my sign my planter is not centered around my sign. If it would be centered around
my sign | would be toward the road more. It’s actually pushed right to the edge of the
sign on the south side of the sign from what | originally wanted because | didn’t want to
deal with being anyone’s problem.

Mr. Lee: Ed, did you have some questions?

Mr. Hammer: Oh, yes. The way | see this there are about three things we’re talking
about. Is the planter a structure or is the planter something different than a structure?
Is the structure, | would say that a planter is a subset of structures. That’s what it is. |
don’t think you need to have a definition of everything that could be construed to be a
structure. The question is does the structure meet the setback? We don’t know. It
appears that it probably doesn’t meet the setback just from looking at where the power
lines are but we can’t categorically say that. Is the structure more than 200 square feet?
In terms of our measuring, yes it is more than 200 square feet. | guess that’s where I'm
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kind of struggling with it. It's whether it’s a planter or it’s a structure | don’t think it
matters. It’s there, its size is bigger than 200 square feet and we certainly have a
guestion about the right-of-way. It appears as though the folks have done their best to
keep it out of the highway right-of-way. They don’t know for sure but they’ve tried. But
we can’t tell if it’s within that setback of 20’ from the right-of-way. So, who can answer
those questions?

Mr. Albert: Two responses to that. 1. In terms of the planter being a subset of a
structure that all depends on the size, the dimensions, and the material of the planter.
A planter can be far greater than a structure in terms of size and ...

Mr. Hammer: If you look at the definition of a structure that we have it’s something
that’s basically permanently there.

Mr. Albert: You have a definition of a structure you don’t have a definition of a planter
so how can you compare the two? | don’t know. | do agree with you that | think it’s
hard to make a determination here if you don’t know if there’s a violation to the right-
of-way. So how can you grant a variance if you don’t know if there is a violation?
Potentially it should go back to DOT to determine whether in fact there is a violation
before you even have to grant a variance. DOT has to needs to determine whether in
fact there is a violation to the right-of-way to State Hwy 70 W.

Mr. Hammer: Then we have our issues with the distance from the right-of-way. We
need to know where the right-of-way is.

Mr. Rossi: For all we know he might be 20 feet.

Mr. Hansen: And in fact if the road were in the center of the right-of-way half the right-
of-way would be 80 feet and another 20 feet would be the 100 feet that we measured
from the centerline. The problem is it appears the highway isn’t in the center but we
don’t know. We don’t have a definite...it’s kind of like the high water mark on a lake.
We debate. We want to know what that mark is so we can make those determinations.
Without that mark we can’t make a determination.

Mr. Albert: In most cases we go to the agency that makes that determination.
Mr. Hansen: And in this case we don’t know where that is.

Mr. Ross: Is there a survey, a recent survey, of their property to determine where the
lot line is? It's really what we’re talking about. It seems to me that we either have to
involve DOT or we have to have a survey of that property and know where their
property line is. Either that structure is within 20’ or it isn’t. | mean that property line
and the right-of-way are probably going to be the exact same line.
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Mr. Hansen: Are we in the discussion portion?

Mr. Lee: We're still in the discussion. I'm debating what to do. What | sense is that
nobody wants to make you take the planter down but yet we’re faced with upholding
the ordinances or, in the case, of giving a variance then there are three criteria that have
to be met in order for us to grant a variance. As | look at the criteria, all three of them
have to be met, and as far as | can see only one of them could be met if that’s what we
had to get to. One of those is “no harm to public interest”. | think everyone would
probably agree that there is no harm to the public interest. But when you get to the
other two, that’s where things get a little more difficult. Are there any unique property
limitations? No, there aren’t any. There are no steep slopes, there are no wetlands,
there is no shape or size or whatever so the unique property limitations can’t really be
met.

Mr. Bloom: Harland, I ...

Mr. Lee: Let me finish and then I'll let you talk. In terms of an unnecessary hardship the
rule states: “for an area variance”, which is what we’re talking about “compliance with
the zoning ordinance would unreasonably deny you use of the property for a permitted
purpose or conformity of the ordinance would be unnecessarily burdensome. If you
didn’t have that sign there you could still use your property. That’s just the fact. As far
as a burden it’s really a created a self-inflicted burden that has been made. In my view
you could only meet one out three criteria if we were to grant you a variance. What I'd
like to see happen is that we can determine that this is not within the right-of-way of
the Highway. Because if you’re okay as far as the right-of-way all the rest of this goes
away, as far as | see. And that’s what I'd like to see happen so we didn’t have to deal
with all these other things. If we do we’re going to have to come back to these variance
criteria and we’re probably going to say we can’t grant you a variance because of the
criteria we must follow by law. Do you follow me? | know you don’t like to follow that.

Mr. Domaszek: No, | follow you. Do | get the guy that was helping us on this deal come
and...I have no idea what to do.

More than one person talking here.

Mr. Lee: We may want to just table the decision on this until you can get some
information from the DOT relative to the road right-of-way distance.

Mr. Hansen: The guy that was helping you already gave you bad information once.
More than one person talking here.

Mr. Bloom: Now Harland, may | say a few words?




Mr. Lee: Go ahead.

Mr. Bloom: | think you just gave your opinion and | don’t think that’s necessarily all of
our opinions because in my opinion | believe he could meet all three of the criteria.
Would you like me to explain why?

Mr. Lee: We'll get into that when we close.

Mr. Bloom: | believe they can be met.

Mr. Ross: I'll ask a question because some of us are newer than others. You can, can
we table, we do not have to make a decision today? Do you happen to have a survey of
your property?

Mr. Domaszek: I've got survey maps of, | think, how current is our Zoo though?

Mr. Ross: If you had a survey of your property we could determine exactly where the lot
line is.

More than one person talking here.
Mr. Lee: If you can get a letter, some written document...
Mr. Domaszek: | have survey maps of our property, yeah.

Mr. Lee: ..I think some document from the DOT, not from somebody who is a
contractor who works for the DOT, but somebody who is a State employee from DOT.

Mr. Rossi: You referenced the fellow that gave you a name to contact at the DOT, right?
Mr. Albert: Karl can identify who needs to be contacted.

Mr. Lee: He’s not an employee. | took your information to mean that he was not an
employee of DOT but he did some work for the DOT.

Mrs. Domeszek: He does all the work for them. He subcontracted for them but he’s not
DOT.

Mr. Lee: But is he an employee of DOT.
Mrs. Domeszek: No he’s not a DOT employee.

Mr. Lee: That’s my point.
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Mr. Hammer: Is he a right-of-way guy?

Mr. Domaszek: I'm sorry?

Mr. Hammer: Is he a right-of-way guy? A right-of-way acquisition?
Mr. Domszek: He’s a project manager for all projects.

Mr. Hammer: | don’t understand that.

Mr. Domszek: Chad Schroeder.

Mr. Hammer: | don’t understand that.

Mr. Lee: The point is that he is not a DOT employee.

Mrs. Domszek: No.

Mr. Lee: We need somebody that actually represents the Department.

Mr. Hammer: That’s something Karl could deal with, couldn’t you Karl? Ask for the
right-of-way?

Mr. Jennrich: We could try to find out who may be able to do that. Again, | knew this
was going to come up that’s why | sent a memo to the owners just saying: “as part of
the Board of Adjustment onsite the Board will require you to identify the Right-of-Way
(ROW) for Highway 70. The Board needs to know the setback and be assured the
structure is not in the ROW. Either you will have to have a surveyor show the ROW line
or you will have to mark it.” Again, | can take a look at some of the maps that we have
but | don’t know if they are specifically going to show the sign on the map in relation to
the right-of-way.

Mr. Hammer: That’s got to be really tough to do even if they got a survey to identify it.
Unless they’ve got the structure and the sign on that survey it’s not going to tell us
anything. DOT is going to give you a right-of-way line but that’s not going to identify any
sign that is off of the right-of-way.

Mr. Rossi: It will give you the right-of-way.

Mr. Lee: They can tell you where it is and then you can measure from there to the sign.

Mr. Hammer: If they will tell you where the centerline of the road is in conjunction with
the right-of-way.
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Mr. Jennrich: I'll make calls to DOT and see what they can and cannot do and let the
owners know.

Mr. Lee: The one true measurement that we have, that we did today Phil, correct me if
I’'m wrong is we took the measurement from the centerline of the road to the structure
and it was 100 feet.

Mr. Hammer: Yes.

Mr. Lee: That’s the one true measurement that we have.

Mr. Hammer: Exactly. That’s all we got.

Mr. Domaszek: If it was a true measurement with the tape.

Mr. Lee: With the tape.

Mr. Domaszek: Right. Because | just used a laser and that should be within, you know.

Mr. Lee: | think they consider a tape, as accurate as lasers are | think they still believe
they would go with the tape measure.

Mr. Hammer: Well, it was a fiber glass tape not a metal tape.

Mrs. Domaszek: That wasn’t the question though. It was how the tape was put out. It
was riding in the snow banks up there going to the centerline with the gentleman from
Minocqua. It wasn’t like it usually happens for a correct measurement.

Mr. Ross: The point is if we can determine where that line is...

More than one person talking.

Mr. Domaszek: Karl, to help things out maybe just contact Tina because she is the one
who did this map. When we give them an easement or whatever for the culvert to be
put in our parking lot to drain into our boat ride pond Tina was the project manager and
| think she’s the one that came up with this map.

Mr. Jennrich: Is Tina in the Rhinelander office?

Mr. and Mrs. Domaszek: Yes.

Mr. Jennrich: Do you know a last name?

Mr. Domaszek: Not right off hand. | could let you know.




Mr. Hansen: Mr. Chairman? A couple things. | don’t see the letter, Karl, that you
guoted that they had to establish the right-of-way.

Mr. Jennrich: | didn’t carbon copy you, it’s in the file.

Mr. Hansen: The second thing that occurs to me is that if we go through all this with the
DOT and it is within the right-of-way and we still have to satisfy these three criteria...

Mr. Lee: Yes we do.

Mr. Hansen: Can we determine that we can’t...can we just throw this out because there
is no the right-of-way is not established?

Mr. Rossi: We can’t just throw it out.

Mr. Lee: We have to make a decision. The only way we can not make a decision, as |
see it, is that if the DOT says that this is outside of the right-of-way by 20 feet. That then
makes it go away, correct?

Mr. Jennrich: Yes.

Mr. Albert: That’s my read.

Mr. Lee: So it’s a matter of determining where the right-of-way is and where this
structure lies in reference to it. But if it lies within less than 20’ of the right-of-way then
we have to make a decision.

Mr. Albert: Are you ready for a motion?

Mr. Lee: Yes, | think we need to have a motion to recess to whatever time we
determine.

Motion by Mr. Albert, second by Mr. Rossi that this decision be tabled at this time
until we receive correspondence from the County and an official correspondence from
the Wisconsin Department of Transportation regarding the structures relation to the
Highway 70 W right-of-way. With all members voting “aye” the motion carried.

Mr. Lee: So we’re not setting a date at this time but we will after we receive that
information?

Mr. Albert: Right.

Mr. Domaszek: Can | just ask one more question?
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Mr. Lee: Yes.

Mr. Domaszek: So I’'m on the same page here, any planter or anything has got to be 20’
from the road right-of-way or just off of the right-of-way? That’s what | want to know
because | heard, just a little while ago, 20 foot off the road right-of-way and again when
| went in they just said you have to be off the road right-of-way and because, like | said,
it wasn’t a structure. That’s what I’'m getting at. I’'m just asking.

Mr. Lee: | quite frankly think it’s a matter of semantics. It’s 20 feet from the right-of-
way, okay? The right-of-way comes up to here (showing on paper) and twenty feet
from here to there.

Mr. Domaszek: That would put us in our parking lot.

Mr. Hansen: And that’s stated in the October 20" letter.

Mr. Albert: That’s the way the ordinance reads, twenty feet from the right-of-way.

Mr. Lee: Yes. So if the right of way is here, twenty feet from there is there (showing on
paper). So what we’re asking you is to get some official documentation from the DOT as
to where is the right-of-way. Once we know where that is we’ll measure twenty feet
from there to where your structure is and see where it comes. Does that make sense?
That’s where we are.

Mr. Domaszek: So when, I’'m just asking, so when will this take place.

Mr. Lee: The motion was that when we get that information and when you let us know
that you have that information and what it is then we will set a date for that meeting
and not until.

Mr. Hansen: Karl, you’ll work with him on it?

Mr. Lee: Any other questions? | want to make sure you understand where we are
before you leave.

Mr. Domaszek: Can’t understand what he said.
Mr. Lee: | wish we could have come to a conclusion today but obviously we couldn’t.

2:20 pm - The meeting was adjourned on a motion by Phil Albert and second by Guy
Hansen; and all members voting aye.

Harland Lee, Chairman Phil Albert, Secretary
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