ONEIDA COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT — PUBLIC HEARING
Tuesday, April 8, 2014
1:00 P.M. — Committee Room 2, Second Floor
Oneida County Courthouse, Rhinelander WI 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: John Bloom “here”; Alternate Norris Ross “here”;
Guy Hansen “here”; Harland Lee “here”; Bob Rossi “here” and Phil Albert “here”.

County staff members present: Peter Wegner, Assistant Zoning Director and Julie
Petraitis, Secretary Ill.

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, one being present
today, who will take part in the hearing until the public hearing is closed, at which time
alternate 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 swore in Peter Wegner, Assistant Zoning Director and Donald
Turzinski, appellant.

Secretary Phil Albert read the notice of public hearing for Appeal No. 14-001 of Donald
Turzinski, owner requesting an area variance to construct an 8’ x 12’ boathouse 0’ from
the lot line and 35’ to the centerline of Blue Lake Island Road. The resulting disturbance
will fall outside of the 30 foot view corridor. These activities are contrary to the Oneida
County Zoning and Shoreland Protection Ordinance, as amended April 24, 2013, Section
9.70, Section 9.71, Section 9.94 (A)(s)(d)(2) and Section 9.98 (M). The property is
located at 7602 Blue Lake Island Rd., Lot 1 unrecorded Wrights Blue Lake Plat, part Gov't
Lot 6, Section 28, T39N, R6E, PIN M| 2410-16, Town of Minocqua, Oneida County,
Wisconsin.

The Notice of Public Hearing was published in the Northwoods River News, on March 25
and April 1, 2014; and was posted on the Oneida County Courthouse bulletin board on
March 21, 2014. 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 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/.

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
guestions 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.

Secretary Albert stated that all media outlets were notified of the public hearing and the
onsite inspection was conducted at approximately 10:10 — 10:25 a.m. on April 8, 2014.
The property owner was present along with all the Board members and one alternate
and Diann Koshuta from the Planning and Zoning Office.

Secretary Albert stated that in terms of observation the property boundaries were not
marked. The road right-of-way was marked. The well and sanitary facilities were not
marked due to snow cover. The outline of the construction or placement of the shed
was not marked because they were also snow covered. The existing home is
approximately 15-20’ from the Ordinary High Water Mark of the lake and approximately
28’ to the centerline of the road. The topography is sloped from the road to the lake.
Erosion could not be determined due to the snow coverage. The lot is approximately
118’ at the high water mark. The existing structures are a home, sandbox in front of the
home and a deck that wraps around one half of home. There is also a fire pit within 35’
of the Ordinary High Water Mark and the owner has a boat landing adjacent to the
home. That property slopes toward his cottage. There is a private boat landing at the
right boundary which is steeply, diagonally sloped toward the high water mark.

SWORN TESTIMONY-APPELLANT.




Chairman Lee informed Mr. Turzinski of the procedure of the public hearing. He asked
Mr. Turzinski to present his side of the appeal. He asked him to address the three
criteria of the appeal.

Donald Turzinski: Basically, I'm just appealing where we can place the boathouse.
There are a couple other options. The property, our property doesn’t have a lot of room
to put a boathouse so we’re just requesting to put it off to the side on the lot line.
Basically | think it’s the only place to put that. That would basically address # 1, the
property limitations. We don’t have any room inside the cabin for some of the things
that are going inside the boathouse, so that gives us some extra storage.

| guess | don’t really understand what #2 really means. There is no harm to public
interest. It's just a boathouse. | can’t see any harm to any public interest there.

Also # 3, unnecessary hardship. There’s not a lot of room on the property, other than
there, to put a boathouse on the property and still meet all the setbacks.

Mr. Lee: Is that your statement?
Mr. Turzinski: Yeah, | believe so.

Mr. Lee: Okay. Let me try to help you understand item number 2, no harm to the public
interest. The Ordinances that the County has are really done in a way to protect the
public interest so that things are built and constructed in an orderly fashion and that
certain rules and regulations are in place. You are familiar with the 75’ setback? That’s
in the public interest that that is done to protect the lake. Many other Ordinances, in
addition, are like that. The distance from the lot line and the road or whatever are
public interest issues. That’s where that comes from.

I only have one question. The Board may have other questions. You have a
boathouse/shed on the property now next to the house?

Mr. Turzinski: Yes.

Mr. Lee: And it is your proposal to take that building and move it down on the lakeside
as a “boathouse/shed”?

Mr. Turzinski: Yes.

Mr. Lee: But you don’t have a boat stored in that now and you don’t intend to in the
future?

Mr. Turzinski: Right.

Mr. Lee: You intend to store boat related things in that shed/boathouse?




Mr. Turzinski: Right.

Mr. Lee: Okay, just so we all have this straight. That shed or boathouse sits next to your
house right now? And you’re making use of that now, is that correct?

Mr. Turzinski: Correct.

Mr. Lee: Ok. So the only difference with that would be that you are moving it from next
to your house down to the shoreline but the problem with that, according to the
Ordinances, is that it doesn’t fit. It would be too close to the road, too close to the lot
line and things like that. And you understand that’s what the issue is, right?

Mr. Turzinski: Yes.

Mr. Lee: Any other questions? Ross?

Mr. Ross: The important thing is that it is the same structure.

Mr. Rossi: | have one question for you Mr. Turzinski. How long have you had the
property?

Mr. Turzinski: Since July 2012.

Mr. Bloom:  You have down here that it is a year round home. Do you live there year
round? Is anyone living there year round?

Mr. Turzinski: It's a vacation home. We come up on weekends and things like that.
Nobody lives there permanently.

Mr. Albert: Your proposed location is more for convenience, to get the storage closer to
where you have your boat — your boat is parked on the shore station. You're trying to

get the shed closer to the boat?

Mr. Turzinski: That and where the shed is now it infringes on the driveway. There’s
hardly any room to park with the shed in its current location.

Mr. Albert: What if you turned it the other way?

Mr. Turzinski: There’s a tree there. There’s just no room there. And it doesn’t meet
anything either.

Mr. Lee: You have a pontoon?

Mr. Turzinski: A deck boat.




Mr. Lee: You don’t store that on the property now?

Mr. Turzinski: No

Mr. Lee: You store it off property?

Mr. Turzinski: Right.

Mr. Lee: And it is your intention to continue to do that?
Mr. Turzinski: Right.

Mr. Hansen: You have that the property was titled in 1937. Do you know when the
house was built per chance?

Mr. Turzinski: | do not. | know it’s been moved. It was on the water before. It was
moved back, | think in the 50’s. Prior to that | don’t know. | don’t know when it was
built.

Mr. Lee: It can’t have been moved back much. It sits right on the water.

Mr. Turzinski: It was onthe water. It actually sat on the water | guess, that’s what the
neighbor told me.

Mr. Rossi: It floated a little then.
Mr. Turzinski: The front part did, | think.
Mr. Lee turned the public hearing over to Mr. Wegner.

Mr. Wegner: Just to give you a little background: We were made aware of this in
August. He actually had the shed behind the house, in the location he is proposing. |
sent him a letter stating it had to be moved. We had correspondence back and forth
and | agreed to let him put it where it is until this went to the Board of Adjustment. You
can see in the photo that where he’s proposing to put it is an open area. The problem
with that is that it doesn’t meet four sections of the Ordinance, specifically Section 9.94,
which says the boathouse has to be within your view corridor; Section 9.71, stating it
has to be 10’ from the lot line; Section 9.70, says it has to be at least 20’ from the right-
of-way; finally, Section 9.98 also says it has to be in the view corridor.

Mr. Lee: So there are four (4) violations?




Mr. Wegner: Yes. So, in an attempt to gain compliance | sent him a letter stating it had
to be removed by a certain date or he could appeal my decision of enforcement and
that’s why you have it here today. I've created a map to show where he could place the
boathouse, that particular boathouse, meeting the applicable setbacks / requirements
of the Ordinance. It really comes down to, it’s a tight fit. Based on the Ordinance
language the location that is “X’d” off, that’s the only place he can put it that is in
compliance. If you were to grant a variance, in that location or another location, as the
language states right now, even if he were to put it in front of the home, he’d have to
mitigate that 35’ buffer. | would hope that if you grant a variance he’d still have to
follow through with the mitigation requirements which would include: something being
done with the sand box, vegetation added in front of the home if he was given a
variance to put it off to the side, that gate would have to be removed as part of
mitigation, that’s part of that boat ramp.

Mr. Albert: His or the one adjacent?

Mr. Wegner: His. These are what | would request if you were to grant a variance in the
proposed location. Again, and finally, there is an area that is suitable for that particular
size shed, within the view corridor. | think it could go 8x12’ the long way toward the
water or he could even flip and have it 8x12" with 12" being from the house to the
water.

Mr. Rossi: Within the view corridor?

Mr. Wegner: Correct.

Mr. Lee: So it would be right in front of the house.

Mr. Wegner: Which is what the Ordinance requires.

Mr. Bloom: Pete, doesn’t the Ordinance require a 75’ setback for a shed or a building?
Mr. Wegner: The minute you call it a boathouse and that’s...

Mr. Bloom: It’s not a boathouse.

Mr. Albert: And that’s part of the issue.

Mr. Rossi: The definition of a boathouse is a little bit...

Mr. Wegner: It’s for boats and boating related materials. We have issued permits for

that before where they don’t want a big boathouse but they want a place to put their
fishing poles, tackle box, gas tanks and those kinds of things.




Mr. Ross: The question I've been waiting to ask is, put boathouse aside, if you want to
build a shed, at least when | built mine, there’s a certain square footage you can build
without a permit as long as you got away from the side lines. What is that size?

Mr. Wegner: If it is less than 200 sq. ft. and under $2,500.00 you do not need a permit
but you still must comply with the setback requirement. | think that’s how this
occurred. He didn’t need a permit. He talked to Jeff prior to and just put it up.

Mr. Hansen: So the only place he can put it and meet, and it will meet, the zoning
requirements is right in front of the house.

Mr. Wegner: In that hashed area.

Mr. Hansen: And there’s room for it. There’s 15’ to the water and this shed is 7’x 12’ so
conceivably it could go in there either way. So then it is not a variance and it complies
with all the requirements. Is that correct?

Mr. Wegner: That’s correct.

Mr. Hansen: Otherwise, if he goes anyplace else on the lot, including where it is,
requires a variance.

Mr. Wegner: That’s correct.

Mr. Hansen: And if we give a variance you’re recommending that there be mitigation of
35’ back from the shoreline, which would include, would it include in front...everything
but the view corridor?

Mr. Wegner: If he would place it off to the side, his30’ viewing corridor would start at
the edge of the boathouse over 30’ so it would bring it almost to the...

Mr. Hansen: The 30’ viewing corridor does not have to be in front of the house?
Mr. Albert: Yes it does.
Mr. Rossi: Yes it does.

Mr. Wegner: It is an unobstructed view. But I’'m saying if you would allow him to put it
here, by definition, a boathouse has to be placed in the view corridor. This would be
considered the view corridor so he’d have to vegetate everything else within 35’. That’s
what I'm asking for anyway. Because the alternative is if he puts it where it’s compliant
the rest of it has to be vegetated. It’s a requirement regardless, it’s a requirement if he
puts it in a compliant location so I’'m asking that if he puts it in a location that is non-



compliant, through a variance, that he would mitigate the remainder. Which is
common, the County commonly requests that.

Mr. Hansen: Well, if he puts it in front of the house, which is compliant, he still needs to
mitigate 35’ back from the shoreline on the rest of the lot?

Mr. Wegner: Correct.

Mr. Hansen: Which is what?

Mr. Wegner: Removal of any structures which are within 35’ of the vegetated buffer
zone and plant 1 tree and 3 shrubs for 200 sq. feet in that area. Granted he has some
large trees within that area which we would count toward it. Basically it would be

(showing on map) this area.

Mr. Rossi: Is that in the compliant area that you’re showing or if that is a variance that is
granted?

Mr. Wegner: What I’'m showing you is what would have to be in a vegetated area if it
was compliant.

Mr. Rossi: Ok.

Mr. Hansen: Which is pretty much 35’ back from the water except for in front of the
house.

Mr. Wegner: Correct.
Mr. Lee: While the Board is looking at this, Don, do you want to make any comments?
Mr. Turzinski: | haven’t seen the other map. The proposed map.

Mr. Bloom: Pete | have a question for you. If you wanted to build a boathouse beyond
that location is there a slope restriction?

Mr. Wegner: Yes, it can’t be on a slope greater than 20%.
Mr. Bloom: And what is the slope where he wants to put this?

Mr. Wegner: Technically he’s not really excavating it. The slop issue comes in when you
want to excavate. You can’t excavate on a slope greater than 20%.

Mr. Bloom: What slope is it?




Mr. Wegner: From the beginning to end of excavation...slope is not an issue where it’s
being proposed for two reasons. One, it's not greater than 20% and he’s not really
excavating. Does that make sense?

Mr. Ross: What doesn’t make sense is that where he’s proposing it is surely greater
than 20%.

Mr. Lee: This would require removal of the deck, too?

Mr. Wegner: A portion of it, but if you look at the map he’s not able to keep 200 sq.
feet, under mitigation, of the existing deck. | think he falls right within that. That’s
within 35,

Mr. Hansen: He can keep 200 sq. feet?

Mr. Wegner: Within the 35’... are you talking about if he puts it within the view
corridor?

Mr. Hansen: Yes.

Mr. Wegner: Then he can keep the deck because it’s in the existing view corridor. If
Mr. Lee: And there’s still room to put the thing?

Mr. Wegner: Oh yeah. You didn’t see this map.

Mr. Lee: The reason | was asking that, Pete, is on the picture you have an “X” across the
deck.

Mr. Hansen: It must have been a previous discussion.

Mr. Wegner: Yes, that was from, | don’t know.

Mr. Lee: If he was to put it in front of the house the deck could remain?

Mr. Wegner: Yes.

Mr. Lee: Do you understand what he’s saying? The only place you can put this thing
and meet requirements and would not need a variance from us is right there (pointing
at map).

Mr. Turzinski: Ok.

Mr. Lee: And what is your feeling on that?




Mr. Turzinski: Well with it being right there | don’t know if that would be feasible as far
as gaining access to it and opening doors things like that. It would be very tight right
where it is now. And besides that I'd have to remove the sand box and part of the deck
and there’s a large tree in front of there as well. | don’t know if it’s shown there or not.
Mr. Lee: I'm not prejudging this case or suggesting the Board would do anything but |
think it’s fair to say to you that the history of this Board has been that if there is a place
that something can be located that does meet the requirements that the Board is
inclined to deny the application for a variance and say we’re denying it because there is
a place to put it that meets all the Ordinances. Do you understand what I’'m saying?

Mr. Turzinski: Yes.

Mr. Lee: Ok. I’'m not telling you that is the decision we’re going to make, I'm telling you
that’s the history of things.

Mr. Turzinski: | have a large tree that is right in front of the deck. That would be in the
way.

Mr. Lee: That would be up to you if the Board did that. You might want to decide to do
this or not or just leave it over there where it is. That would be up to you.

Mr. Ross: You can’t leave it there.

Mr. Hansen: It can’t stay where it is, can it Pete?

Mr. Wegner: No.

Mr. Ross: It is sitting there temporarily.

Mr. Wegner: Yes. It's there temporarily waiting for this.

Mr. Ross: Pete, review for us the viewing corridor. You don’t have to go into detail but
where do his boat landing, his lifts and his docks fit with the viewing corridor as you’d
find it in front of the house?

Mr. Wegner: How do | explain this? It's a good question.

Mr. Ross: Doesn’t it have to e in the view corridor?

Mr. Wegner: It should. These are existing things that are out of the view corridor so

when you define “where is the view corridor” and by definition it is an unobstructed
view from the home to the water. | initially start right from the home. If the home were



further back, you could probably be on an angle; you could define it based on the
existing pier or on the existing boat ramp...by the fact that those things would have to
be in the view corridor.

Mr. Ross: It’s just...

Mr. Wegner: That’s a good question.

Mr. Lee: It’s pretty much locked in to right in front of the house.

Mr. Wegner: Yes.

Mr. Albert: The way you have drawn the view corridor there (pointing to the map) it
comes over to the mid point of the stairs. That would seem to be an alternate location
where you wouldn’t block the view off the deck or the windows of the house and it
appears that it could meet the compliance in the view corridor. On this end, in front of
or next to the tree (pointing to map)...

Mr. Turzinski: | wouldn’t meet the lot line would I?

Mr. Wegner: Yes, | put it 10’ from the lot line.

Mr. Albert: Ok, so it would have to be 10’ from the lot line, it’s got to be close.

Mr. Wegner: That’s what that shows. That view corridor starts 10’ from the lot line.

Mr. Hansen: That’s on the north side, right?

Mr. Albert: What’s the purpose of the sand box?

Mr. Turzinski: The kids play in it.

Mr. Albert: Oh, it’s a very big sand box.

Mr. Turzinski: They enjoy it.

Mr. Ross: That was a very good answer.

Mr. Hansen: Regardless of where we allow the boathouse to be the sand box and the
fire pit are going to have to be removed, right?

Mr. Wegner: Not the...if it was to be called a beach existing beaches are allowed to
remain as part of mitigation.




Mr. Lee: It’s not a beach.
Mr. Wegner: I'm just saying. Otherwise, yes, it would have to be removed.

Mr. Hansen: Suppose he decides not to have the shed on there at all. Would we still
require mitigation because it is such a tiny little spot?

Mr. Wegner: You’re saying if this shed doesn’t go anywhere on the lot?

Mr. Hansen: Yes.

Mr. Wegner: No. Then there is no mechanism for me to require it at the time.
Mr. Ross: Except remove the fire pit.

Mr. Wegner: No. Everything there is pre-existing.

Mr. Lee: The location where the shed is now...where is the door to the house? Is it off
to the side?

Mr. Turzinski: There is one on the north and there’s actually two. There is one on the
lake side and one on the north-west(ish).

Mr. Lee: There’s one on the deck and one on the north?
Mr. Turzinski: Yes.

Mr. Lee: There’s not one that faces the road?

Mr. Turzinski: No.

Mr. Lee: Could that shed be turned the other way? You know, where it is now? Turn it
and put it up against the house?

Mr. Turzinski: There’s a septic there and there’s a tree that would be in the way.
There’s no room for that.

Mr. Hansen: How about the drainfield?
Everyone talking while looking at the map for the drainfield.
Mr. Rossi: Is it a holding tank?

Mr. Turzinski: No, it’s a septic.




Mr. Wegner: (Pointing at the map) that’s the drainfield, going back toward the house.
Mr. Hansen: So the shed is sitting on the drainfield now, probably?

Mr. Wegner: Pretty close.

Mr. Albert: Temporarily.

Mr. Hansen: That’s not allowed. It’s an additional restriction.

Mr. Wegner: | know what you’re getting at Harland.

Mr. Lee: It isn’t our responsibility, gentlemen, to determine where to place this. Our
responsibility is to decide, on the issue before us, he’s asking for a variance to locate it

down over here (pointing at map). Mr. Wegner has defined an area that would meet all
requirements. | think beyond that it is not our responsibility to determine where things

go.
Mr. Rossi: | think the Supreme Court, one of the justices, said that you should look to
the purpose of an Ordinance for guidance. The purpose of this ordinance reads, I'll just
read part of it; “the purpose of this Ordinance is intended to minimize the adverse
affects of such construction and reduce conflict between adjacent and/or riparian
landowners by separating the respective uses of the water.” Which in places where
you’d like to place it which is what you’d like to do would be something the neighbor
might not like because it is too close to the lot line and if there is a place to put it that
doesn’t violate the Ordinance...I don’t know.

Mr. Bloom: Mr. Turzinski, have you talked to your neighbor about placing the
shed/boathouse, whatever you want to call it, there?

Mr. Turzinski: | talked to the neighbor directly to the northwest.
Mr. Bloom: Not to the south east?

Mr. Turzinski: There are no houses over there.

Mr. Bloom: Somebody owns it?

Mr. Turzinski: Yes.

Mr. Bloom: Have you talked to them?

Mr. Turzinski: | have not.




Mr. Hansen: | think we have considered alternatives which are part of our requirements
but then we have to answer the three questions. It is certainly unique physical property
limitations. No harm to public interest. I'm not sure about that, but number 3,
unnecessary hardship...

Mr. Lee: This comes under deliberation, Guy. Let’s save that discretion for that.
Mr. Hansen: Ok.

Mr. Lee: Are there any more questions of Mr. Terzinski or the County? Hearing none
Mr. Lee closed the public hearing.

Mr. Hansen: The request was for an area variance or a dimensional variance, correct? |
guess it doesn’t make too much difference. It certainly meets requirement #1, unique
physical property limitations with its steep slope. Number 2, no harm to public interest,
| guess I'm not sure. And number 3, unnecessary hardship exists when compliance
would unreasonably prevent the owner from using the property for a permitted
purpose, | don’t think it meets that requirement. In addition, we know there is a place
that the boathouse can be placed that meets all zoning requirements. So it seems to me
that we need to deny the request.

Mr. Bloom: | pretty much agree. | think there is harm to public interest, | question that.
One, it comes right up to a property line and the owner has never talked to that
neighbor. It also distracts from the aesthetics that is there. | don’t think the amount of
time they’ve been there is an unnecessary hardship.

Mr. Albert: Unfortunately | think there are alternatives on either end of the deck. In
one case part of the stairs would have to be taken out, but | think it could fit there and
still be the distance it has to be from the lot line. Although the other site there, in front
of the deck in the view corridor is certainly not aesthetically pleasing it could be
compliant. So there are alternatives that are available.

Mr. Rossi: | think it’s been pretty well kicked around. | see no other recourse. Although
| don’t want you to believe that we are not empathetic and that we don’t think about
other people, but to be able to do it and still comply with the Ordinance | see no other
alternative other than to deny it.

Mr. Lee: As far as my feelings are concerned, | think there are unique physical property
limitations. | think we would all agree to that. But when it comes to number 2 and
number 3, | don’t think they are met. | think there is harm to the public interest. That’s
why we have ordinances. As Pete mentioned there are four sections of the Ordinance
that would be in violation here. Those Ordinances are established in the interest of the
public. And three, unnecessary hardship, | don’t see that it would create an



unnecessary hardship for that, in terms of meeting that definition either. | think two out
of three are not met. The coupe de Gracie, so to speak, is the fact that Mr. Wegner has
identified a place on the property that would meet the requirements so mitigation
would be required but it could be done. It may not be the most desirable for Mr.
Turzinski but it is something that meets things.

Motion by Harland Lee, second by John Bloom to deny appeal #14-001.

Mr. Hansen asked Pete if they need to include mitigation in the motion. They do not.
On roll call vote: John Bloom, “aye”; Guy Hansen, “aye”; Harland Lee, “aye”; Bob Rossi,
“aye” and Phil Albert, “aye”. Motion carried.

1:44 pm - The meeting was adjourned on a motion by Bob Rossi and second by Guy
Hansen; and all members voting aye.

Harland Lee, Chairman Phil Albert, Secretary



