
ONEIDA COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT – PUBLIC HEARING
Tuesday, June 11, 2013

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: Bob Rossi, “here”, Harland Lee, “here”, Phil Albert,
“here”, Guy Hansen, “here”, Alternate Norris Ross, “here”, John Bloom , “here,”
Alternate Jack Young, “here.”

County staff members present: Peter S. Wegner, Assistant Zoning Director and Lila
Dumar, Secretary III.

Other individuals present: James Majewski

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. 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 James Majewski and Peter Wegner, Assistant Zoning
Director.

Secretary Phil Albert read the Notice of Public Hearing for Appeal No 13-004 of James
Majewski, W7631 Koshkonong Lake Road, Fort Atkinson WI 53538, requesting relief
from a discretionary enforcement letter dated April 26, 2013 from Peter Wegner,
Assistant Zoning Director, regarding steps to be taken to comply with Section 9.70 A (1)
and Section 9.94 A (1), Chapter 9, Oneida County Code of Ordinances. The property is
located at 7865 Alva Lake Road, being part of Government Lot 2, Section 11, T37N, R7E,
PIN # LT 533-6, Town of Lake Tomahawk, Oneida County, Wisconsin.

The Notice of Public Hearing was published in the Northwoods River News on May 28,
2013 and June 4, 2013; and was posted on the Oneida County Courthouse bulletin
board on May 30, 2013. Mr. Albert noted that the proof of publication is in the appeal
file; and noted that the media was properly notified.
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Secretary Phil Albert stated that an onsite inspection was conducted on this date at
approximately 10:00 a.m. for appeal #13-004. The location for the inspection is 7865
Alva Lake Road, Lake Tomahawk, Wisconsin. The property owner, James Majewski and
Lisa Majewski were present. Other persons present at the inspection were the Board
members and Peter S Wegner, Assistant Zoning Director of the Zoning Staff. Also
present were Rosemary and Allen Tousant. Observations: All concrete in question is
within 20 feet of the right-of-way and 10 feet from the lot line. The property is directly
adjacent to the concrete is encroaching on the roadway. The adjacent town road and
boat landing consist of compacted sand and gravel. The home and new addition are
behind a concrete retaining wall; the boathouse is within 10 feet from the OHWM and
has a topside deck. The concrete has been expanded on the property within 75 feet
from the OHWM.

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. The public 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.

Appellant Testimony.

Mr. Majewski: Thank you for meeting with us today. What brought this on was when
we did the additional cement that is in question was back in 2009. I hired a contractor
to put that in for us and the purpose that we put it in there for was due to a lot of water
drainage was going in that direction from the road, and when the trucks would back up
in that area, it would make it kind of a muddy area but by putting the concrete in there
made it just a better living area for us also. We used it to park our vehicles. Where that
addition is now, there was a one car garage and there was previously some concrete in
front of that garage door and that service door, there was some concrete there. It was
kind of busted up but it was existing there. We connected that to the existing
boathouse cement that was there to make that more of a livable space and useable.
We did not check the lot lines as well as we should have at that time, obviously. But
there was nothing very well marked. I hired a survey company last year when we
proposed to get the permit for the addition and that’s when they found these stakes
and such which were not defined when we bought the property. It’s no excuse; I’m just
saying that we went off of people telling us “It’s this birch tree here and this birch tree
here.” That’s how that kind of got goofed up and on the town road, that one little
section. As far as that area, it was not disturbed. We did not remove any trees or
shrubs or anything like that to put the cement down. My contractor didn’t get a permit.
I didn’t get one either. I did not realize that concrete was a structure. But again, that’s
no excuse. I should have checked into it. But we didn’t disturb anything that I feel is
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causing any disruption with the lake or environmental part of that in what we did when
we bought that place. That’s how it was; it was just gravel instead of cement. I
understand that Pete has his job to make sure we go and correct this, as far as adding
new shrubs or whatever on the other side of the home as he suggested and that type of
thing to mediate this. No problem with any of that. We want to do this the right way.
That’s why I’m here and that’s why I contacted Pete when this whole thing came to a
head. The township originally kind of got this started in that when we first moved in, we
put a circular fire pit ring in that area and we were going to put a steel cover on it. They
called us and said we can’t have that because that is where the town backs it’s trucks up
on. So we took that out. And that’s what prompted us to do that cement with the fire
ring. We take our fire pit on and off of there when we are up. So in consequence, now
the Township is actually on my side. And I talked to Rick Mazurczak. We have a
meeting tomorrow night at the township. Unfortunately he called me and said he could
not make a decision on his own and send a letter, as Pete had suggested, to get support
from the township. He called me two weeks ago when I told him when our meeting
was. He said that the next board meeting was June 12, 2013. I said he could tell me
verbally that I have his support, but he couldn’t put it in writing until he met with the
whole town board. They are in favor of leaving it as is because it would affect the
ability for them to plow that area and service that road and the boat landing although
they don’t service the boathouse as you guys saw when you were out there. There used
to be a fire lane there also that is no longer in existence. They use the Beaver Lake one
instead. But there used to be the ability for them to get their fire trucks in there. That’s
why we kept that open as much as possible. From my standpoint, I will do whatever it
takes to make Pete happy as far as the plantings and “what not” anywhere else on our
property. I just feel it would be pretty cumbersome to take that out right now, the way
it is. It is tied into the garage floor. When the gentleman put the floor in there he
drilled….it would be a pretty cumbersome job to take that out, and costly, and really
wouldn’t change the use of that at all, if we need to keep that open for the township.
And the…I just feel I will be able to do other things on our property to make that
worthwhile. But to put vegetation there, shrubs, tree border, whatever, it is going to
hurt the use of it for them and also for the general public. We don’t have a problem
with people coming down with a boat and ask if they can back up and turnaround there.
It is not the easiest place to get in and out. We allow people that live there and want to
dock a boat or whatever to back on our facility to do so. Just because….I was told that
road should be further into the hill and up and around and such by the township. It was
easier for them to keep it over closer to our property line. We don’t have a problem
with that. I think that to put shrubs or trees up is going to affect the use of that. Not
only for us but for pretty much everyone on Alva Lake or that wants to visit Alva Lake.
So I think that’s about it.

Mr. Ross: The concrete that is in question. That has been down since 2009?

Mr. Majewski: Yes. 2009 or 2010. At least 3 years. Maybe even 4.
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Mr. Lee: And that was done without a permit?

Mr. Majewski: Yes. I hired a contractor and I didn’t follow through.

Mr. Lee: The County became aware of it at the time you wanted to do the second
story addition on to your house?

Mr. Wegner: We became aware of it when we received this letter from the town in
June. It is a draft letter regarding the encroachment of the concrete and at the same
time, he had a garage permit that we sent a staff member out there to do an onsite
inspection for and at that time we also noticed the new concrete.

Mr. Majewski: This original letter, they wrote down a fire ring that has been
constructed next to our house. Again, that was when we first bought the property
back in 1989. And that was in there for a week. So they had not been out there to see
this and when Rick Mazurczak from the township came out, to meet with Pete and me,
we had a meeting out there last fall; he said “that’s not a fire ring.” He went off of the
guy that plowed the road way back when who told him, “That’s the place with the fire
ring.” But it was in there for a week and we took it out because it wasn’t supposed to
be in there. The red stamped concrete kind of looks like a fire ring, but it’s just to put
things on.

Mr. Wegner: The reason I am giving this to you is because that is what kind of prompted
it. At that time the town had a concern. Since then we have had conversations with the
town and it has kind of gone both ways. It really has to have the full town blessing so to
speak whether they pursue this. The second letter is Jim’s response which was within 3
days of him receiving the letter. You can see that the original letter was sent on October
10th and he responded on the 13th. So then we sent a staff member out there for the
detached garage. After that, I sent him the enforcement letter, pursuant to Section 9.94
and 9.97 this concrete can’t be there. Shortly after that, he wanted to put a second
story on what was the garage and now is a Rec room. I couldn’t deny the permit
because he filled out a zoning permit and a mitigation plan showing that he was going to
mitigate the 10-ft side lot buffer and the 35 ft vegetative buffer. Regardless, he wanted
to move forward with that project, so we issued the permit and we disagreed and in the
spring I sent him a letter stating that these issues need to be addressed; and if you don’t
address them, you can appeal to the Board of Adjustment. That’s why we are here. The
first map that I will send around…two drawings, 1-A shows in orange those areas of
concrete or boathouse that are existing and they existed more than 10 years ago. It is
not something that I can pursue as far as enforcement for removal of concrete. The 2nd

page shows what is required for mitigation. So they definitely overlap. That is why we
waited until now for the enforcement and the mitigation. You see in blue all this needs
to be vegetated. And the stuff in blue with the speckles and crisscross. That’s all within
75 feet of the OHWM or within 10 feet of the lot line. I say 10, not 20, because
mitigation for the expansion that is on the garage requires they vegetate the 35 ft buffer
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zone and the 10 ft side lot buffer zone. In order to do that, this area that you see
marked in blue would have to be removed. So the 2nd map again is two things. It is
showing an over lay of…the dashed area is what needs to be removed per enforcement.
And then the blue with speckles is what is required to be removed per the mitigation
that was required for the addition on the home.

Mr. Lee: As far as mitigation is concerned, it runs along the lot line next to the
road?

Mr. Wegner: Correct.

Mr. Lee: Is there mitigation In front of the house? Between the house and the
lake?

Mr. Wegner: Yes.

Mr. Lee: And where is that? All the way down the line? There are trees in there.

Mr. Wegner: Yep. So basically the mitigation that is required is in this area here—a
few shrubs. I don’t think any trees. Just a few shrubs and just let it grow naturally.
They are not allowed to mow that at all. This would require removal of that concrete
and vegetation with trees and shrubs—one tree and 3 shrubs for 200 square feet. As is
the same on the other side, back 75 feet on the other lot line. Obviously, his concern is
whether this is removed because of mitigation, if you plant something there, whether
that is gravel or concrete, the town won’t be able to back in there. All the County can
say is, there would be an alternative and the alternative would be to use this driveway,
which we used today, and possibly widen that for a vehicle to turn around. But you saw
with the van. It wasn’t the easiest thing. And that’s what these photos are here. I’ll
pass them around.

Mr. Lee: So if this were done the way you are suggesting, what concrete would be
left?

Mr. Wegner: That concrete that you see on my exhibit A in orange. Concrete and
boathouse. This is the stuff that is existing.

Mr. Rossi: That was there before.

Mr. Wegner: Yes.

Mr. Lee: Isn’t there a piece in here?

Mr. Wegner: Yes. There is a little bit that….right here…that also has to be removed.
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Mr. Majewski: Even if it was there prior to the 10 year limitation?

Mr. Wegner: Yes. Because mitigation requires it. This Example B would be the best to
look at. The concrete that would be left would be right here.

Mr. Hansen: How about the concrete with the hash lines?

Mr. Wegner: That would be beyond 75 feet.

Mr. Hansen: No, within the 75 feet. This, right here.

Mr. Wegner: That all has to be removed.

Mr. Hansen: That needs to be removed, but this needs to be mitigated?

Mr. Wegner: Correct.

Mr. Hansen: I see.

Mr. Ross: Technical question. The letter indicates that the town has the right-of-
way, which is a very strange measurement of 49 ½ feet. I can’t argue with them. That
49 ½ feet starts with their lot line?

Mr. Wegner: Yes and goes the opposite direction.

Mr. Ross: So if the town really wants a turnaround, and wants to make that boat
landing nice, they certainly have plenty of room. I can see why they don’t want to.

Mr. Wegner: Yes.

Mr. Albert: Just to clarify that. 49 ½ feet starts at Mr. Majewski’s property line?

Mr. Wegner: Yes.

Mr. Albert: The edge of that cement? It doesn’t come into where the cement is?

Mr. Wegner: No.

Mr. Albert: There is no easement into that property?

Mr. Wegner: No. On the appeal he shows a survey that he had done.

Mr. Majewski: There is no easement right now. I thought there was, when they
came out. But it is a spoken agreement.
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Mr. Wegner: And you are probably somewhere in the middle of the piece? Where that
hill is?

Mr. Majewski: Yes. I’d say it is not 30 wide right there. And they have admitted
to me that they could technically go up and around.

Mr. Ross: What about the boat landing? Does the town own the easement?

Mr. Wegner: I was under the impression that it was town property.

Mr. Ross: Most boat landings are town property.

Mr. Wegner: I really don’t know.

Mr. Hansen: The letter says Alva Lake Road extends all the way to Alva Lake.

Mr. Wegner: That answers that.

Mr. Hansen: And is to a width of 49 ½ feet. This is from the town.

Mr. Lee: Is that 49 ½ feet from his property line?

Mr. Wegner: Yes.

Mr. Lee: So that road is not 49 ½ feet wide?

Mr. Ross: No it is not.

Mr. Lee: They would have to dig into the bank to make that.

Mr. Majewski: And it would be a huge expense and hell for them to do, but
technically they could.

Mr. Lee: They have that option.

Mr. Majewski: Correct.

Mr. Lee: Then they wouldn’t be turning around in your place.

Mr. Majewski: Correct.

Mr. Wegner: They have the option of doing something over here, but he’s got this rock
wall. If this was made wider so they could turnaround.
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Mr. Lee: My own personal opinion is that the town ought to use its own property
to turnaround. Not yours or anybody else’s for that matter.

Mr. Wegner: Just to clarify, if there are any questions on what we are talking about as
far as enforcement, and the concrete and mitigation, it’s really everything within 75 feet
of the OHWM and 20 feet of the right-of-way would have to be removed; and an area
that is 10 feet wide on the other side has to be vegetated.

Mr. Majewski: If you were to decide in my favor, if we did additional mitigation
in the back could we keep that cement the way it is and such? Can we do more planting
in the backyard?

Mr. Wegner: That would be up to the Board of Adjustment. But I would say, just to
finish up with this, the stuff you see in black here, is existing and would not be affected
by mitigation nor would it be affected by enforcement. The County’s opinion would be
that we would rather you remove all these structures within those setbacks. After that
was done, if the town doesn’t have a problem with it, and the owner doesn’t have a
problem with it, the only variance that the county would want to see, and it sounds
harsh, the variance would be just for you to not plant vegetation here and continue to
have access to turnaround there.

Mr. Lee: If you have vegetation there, how do you turnaround there?

Mr. Wegner: That’s what I am saying, if you are going to give a variance, give a
variance not to require the vegetation.

Mr. Albert: The vegetation isn’t going to grow there anyway. If you are going to be
plowing the road, nothing is going to grow along that property line.

Mr. Wegner: There is vegetation growing there now.

Mr. Albert: In the concrete?

Mr. Wegner: No, where they are plowing the road.

Mr. Albert: I’m saying that where the edge of the concrete is, if you put plants in
there, I’m not sure what you are going to get to grow, in gravel soil along side of a town
road. It doesn’t make sense to plant there. You would be replacing them every year.

Mr. Wegner: I’m sure you could get a couple hundred chia pets and put them on there.

Mr. Majewski: If we have to remove the cement, I’ll put something there to block them
from using it. Because that was the purpose of having it there.
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Mr. Hansen: If there were trees planted there, the trees would surely grow.

Mr. Albert: A deep hole with black dirt.

Mr. Wegner: I’m just telling you what the ordinance requires and what the county
would like to see. Obviously you guys don’t agree with me.

Mr. Lee: I’m confused between the letter that came from Greg Harrold.
Assuming….I mean, he doesn’t send out a letter on his own. He sends it out with
direction. Now your comment as far as the town chairman is concerned, is a difference
of opinion. How do I know that? That what you are telling me is correct.

Mr. Wegner: I’ve heard the same. That’s why any decision should be contingent upon
getting that approval from them.

Mr. Lee: And that’s my dilemma.

Mr. Majewski: From my talk with him he wants me at the meeting tomorrow
night depending on how this comes out. If it comes out in my favor he would want to
draw an easement up to get it into the record to allow, if I ever sell that property, to
allow them to use that as a turnaround. You could call him if you wish.

Mr. Lee: Why then did they direct their attorney to send this letter?

Mr. Majewski: I am confused by that too. The plow guy’s thing when they called
that a fire ring. And again, that fire ring was there for a week when we first moved into
the place. And I’m not sure the guy ever went back out there or if they were just talking
in the shop. Because when he came out, I said he could come out and look at it because
it is not a fire ring. When I got the letter, I called Mr. Mazurczak and said could you
come out and I will show you what it is. It is not what it is being stated in the letter. He
came out and said it definitely was not a fire ring. It was that red sand concrete where
we put the fire pit.

Mr. Wegner: I think we were both hoping that we would get something in writing from
the town prior to us meeting today. It’s not just as easy as saying that they don’t have a
problem with it. It is something that Mr. Majewski has to agree to because he’ll be
granting them an easement giving them the right forever and a day.

Mr. Majewski: There are three people on the town board, is that right? He can’t speak
for them. That’s why this meeting tomorrow. But he said I could tell you that I have his
support.
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Mr. Hansen: I’m interested in the chronology. Most of the concrete in question was
poured in 2009 or 2010. And the new garage was built with a permit? Is that right?

Mr. Wegner: Yep. Everything was built with a permit with the exception of the
concrete.

Mr. Hansen: So that was with a permit. What year was that?

Mr. Wegner: 2012.

Mr. Hansen: And then there was a permit for an addition to the house, making the
garage into residence and making it two stories, when was that?

Mr. Wegner: February 2013.

Mr. Hansen: So that is two separate permits.

Mr. Wegner: Correct.

Mr. Lee: And in conjunction with that one, in February, part of the ability to say
okay to the expanding of the house was that mitigation be done and this concrete be
removed.

Mr. Wegner: Correct.

Mr. Majewski: Correct.

Mr. Lee: And you signed on to that?

Mr. Majewski: Yes. We talked about it and he at that point advised me that I could
make an appeal at that juncture.

Mr. Lee: So what you did was you signed it with the idea in mind that you were
going to appeal it.

Mr. Wegner: It was also an enforcement issue. It was both.

Mr. Hansen: But the mitigation required at that point was just what you are
presenting to us, which was 10 feet on each lot line and 35 feet in front.

Mr. Wegner: Correct.

Unknown Person: And the penalty if you don’t mitigate is to tear the house down.
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Mr. Wegner: Technically the addition would not be permitted. It would have to go
back to the way it was if they decided they didn’t want to mitigate. But again, the
majority of that is being required to be removed because of the enforcement. It was
done contrary to the ordinance and it was done without the benefit of permits. It is too
close to the water, too close to the right-of-way.

Mr. Hansen: So the enforcement relates back to the concrete that was poured in
2009?

Mr. Wegner: My drawing “A” shows that. The blue hashed. That is what is required
to be removed for the enforcement action. On the second drawing “B”, the darker blue
that is also hashed, is required to be removed, and vegetated per the permit that was
issued in February of 2013.

Mr. Majewski: When we did that permit I think it was more of you and I talked about
what my options were. I don’t think I signed anything stating the…I know you kind of
went through when we had the meeting out there on what I had to do. But it wasn’t
with the intention of not following through with that. So I hope that, you know that.

Mr. Albert: But the permit was issued based on those contingencies, was it not?

Mr. Majewski: I guess.

Mr. Wegner: It’s a quagmire.

Mr. Albert: We don’t have a copy of that building permit, but on that building permit
it was contingent on the mitigation plan.

Mr. Wegner: Yes.

Mr. Bloom: Peter, isn’t it correct that 85% of the mitigation plan is intact. It’s 15%
that we are talking about.

Mr. Wegner: Yes, that’s real close.

Mr. Lee: What’s that?

Mr. Bloom: Well, in the mitigation plan we are talking about this whole area. And the
area in question that we are talking about taking the concrete out and putting trees in is
about 15%.

Mr. Wegner: He doesn’t have to do much at all. It’s basically letting it grow naturally
and stop mowing than anything else.
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Mr. Lee: It’s all gravel. There’s nothing growing there anyway.

Mr. Majewski: Anything within 75 feet of the water.

Mr. Wegner: No. 35 feet of the water. 75 feet by 10 feet wide on the lot line.

Mr. Majewski: Again, could we do more mitigation if we were allowed to keep
that to offset and do more in that area to still pay our penalty or whatever that is called
to do that, but to keep that the same. Is that an option?

Mr. Wegner: It’s up to the Board.

Mr. Ross: Generally, we are not here to negotiate. We are here to hear a case.

Mr. Majewski: I understand.

Mr. Lee: Removing the corner of the concrete that is actually in the road, does
that satisfy the county?

Mr. Wegner: No. It has to meet the 20 ft setback to the right-of-way.

Mr. Bloom: Sounds like the only thing the county wanted to get rid of is the so called
fire ring.

Mr. Wegner: That’s the township.

Mr. Bloom: Right. I’m sorry. And when it was removed it’s a mute point.

Mr. Albert: That’s the dilemma, that we don’t really know what the town’s position
is. Although they sent this letter back in June, it appears there has been some
discussion to the positive of late.

Mr. Hansen: It also says you have extended your private property into the right-of-way
of the town road.

Mr. Bloom: The town didn’t have a problem since 2009 until all of a sudden the fire
pit is there…3 years later. Other than that life was good.

Mr. Majewski: The part that is actually on the town road they did, Mr. Harrold called
me and said they were not going to require me to take that out if things come in my
favor. They are fine with that. After the survey was done we saw that that was in there.
We would, if that was something that needed to be done. I don’t know if we can make
the decision predicated on what their response is tomorrow.
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Mr. Wegner: If the Board were to grant a variance, I would hope that they would add
that to it. Contingent upon town approval. Or something like that.

Mr. Young: For your information the Town of Lake tomahawk has a chairman and
two supervisors, so it is a board of 3.

Mr. Majewski: There was some existing concrete in front of the garage door there that
is now a window that was there. Is that something that would have to be removed
also?

Mr. Wegner: Per the ordinance, yes. Because it is an accessory structure that does not
meet the setback. Even if it was existing we wouldn’t allow the replacement of that at
that setback. Ironically, if it was within 75 alone, yes. But since it is in the right-of-way,
no.

Mr. Lee: Does the Board have any more questions? Do you understand the
situation?

Mr. Hansen: Part of the mitigation goes beyond the concrete slab here also. Ten feet
from the road right-of-way.

Mr. Wegner: Yes, 10 feet from the right-of-way. Under mitigation, in addition to the
35 ft buffer you are also required to vegetate your 10 ft side lot back 75 feet.

Mr. Hansen: So this is 75 feet from the water, this line here?

Mr. Wegner: Yes. From the ordinary high water mark (OHWM).

Mr. Majewski: We did do some plantings there, but that is a lot.

Mr. Lee: Pete, if Mr. Majewski applied for a permit to lay down this concrete back
in 2010 or whenever it was, would you have granted that or not?

Mr. Wegner: That’s a very good question. That area that would be within 75 feet and
greater than 20 feet would have been approved as a replacement under our non-
conforming language which says that open decks or patios can be replaced. There
would have been an area. Say this is 10 feet. Something like this. It would be a very
small corner because of the 20 ft setback to the right-of-way.

Mr. Albert: You are saying that would have been allowed?

Mr. Wegner: Yes.

Mr. Albert: Is there underlying steel rebar under all of this concrete?
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Mr. Majewski: Yes. Pinned into the existing boathouse, concrete and the old garage
part.

Mr. Lee: The ordinance has changed now so that if he applied now he’d get a
permit for it. Is that what you are saying?

Mr. Wegner: He would not get a permit for it with the exception of a little area.

Mr. Lee: But if he had applied for it back in 2009-2010, he would have?

Mr. Wegner: Just for this area. It would have been denied under 9.94 and…

Mr. Lee: Regardless.

Mr. Wegner: Yes.

Mr. Ross: People wonder why someone concocted impervious surface guidelines;
this lot is a perfect example.

Mr. Hansen: There is more impervious surface within 75 feet of the water than there
is not.

Mr. Ross: If we had impervious surface language a lot of stuff wouldn’t exist on that
lot, probably. End of editorial comment.

Mr. Lee: Any more questions?

There was no response.

1:46 PM - Chairman Lee closed the public hearing No further testimony will be
accepted.

Motion by John Bloom, second by Bob Rossi to grant a variance in Appeal #3-004 of
James Majewski, as the 3 criteria required for granting a variance have been met and
subject to approval of the Town of Lake Tomahawk. On roll call vote: Bob Rossi,
“aye”, Harland Lee, “nay”, Phil Albert, “nay”, Guy Hansen, “nay”, John Bloom , “aye.”
The motion is defeated on a majority vote of 3:2.

Motion by Phil Albert, second by Harland Lee to table Appeal 13-004 to July 9th, 2013
at 9:00 a.m., for clarification from the Town of Lake Tomahawk on this matter. On
roll call vote: Bob Rossi, “aye”, Harland Lee, “aye”, Phil Albert, “aye”, Guy Hansen,
“aye”, John Bloom , “aye.” The motion carried.
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2:10 pm The meeting was adjourned following a motion by Guy Hansen, second by
Robert Rossi and with all members present voting “aye.”

Harland Lee, Chair Phil Albert, Secretary


