ONEIDA COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT - PUBLIC HEARING
TUESDAY, August 11, 2009
1:00 P.M. — COMMITTEE ROOM #2, SECOND FLOOR
ONEIDA COUNTY COURTHOUSE, RHINELANDER, W1 54501

Chairman Robert Rossi calied the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. in accordance with the Wisconsin Open
Meeting Law.

Roll call of Board members present: Chairman Robert Fries “here”; Elmer Goetsch “here”, Robert Rossi
“here”, Harland Lee “here”, Richard Meehan “here”, Alternate John Bloom “here”, Alternate Don Werra
“here.”

Staff members present: Karl Jennrich, Zoning Director; Lila Dumar, Secretary

Other individuals present; See attached sign in sheet.

Appeal No. 09-004 of T.A. Solberg/Trig’s, PO Box 50, Minocqua, Wi 54548, represented by Mike
Johnson, Graphic House, Inc., 9204 Packer Drive, Wausau, W! 54401, requesting a variance to allow

—Troving and or replacing 12 signs which exceed the total sign square footage and total number of
separate signs permitted by Section 9.78(B}{2)(a)(1), Oneida County Zoning and Shoreland Protection
Ordinance. The property is located at 9750 Highway 70 in Plat of Lakeland Heights, Lots 9-13 & 3640, 70
West Center, Section 10, T39N, R6E, and is identified as Parcel ID #MI 4610, Town of Minocqua.

Secretary Elmer Goetsch read the notice of public hearing for appeal #09-004 of T.A. Solberg/Trig's.
Wilderness Waters & Woods Preserve, LLC. Mr. Goetsch indicated the notice of public hearing was
published in the Rhinelander Daily News July 27" and August 3, 2009; and the Lakeland Times the week
of August 3, 2009. The notice was posted on the Oneida County Courthouse bulletin board on july 21,
2009. Mr. Goetsch read the certified and first class mailing distribution list into the record.

Elmer Goetsch stated that the Board of Adjustment conducted an onsite inspection of the property at
approximately 10:00 a.m. today. All the Board members were present at the onsite inspection. Other
persons present were Diann Koshuta, Zoning Technician; Mike Johnson, Graphic House, Inc. and Lee
Gunther, Trig’s.  Mr. Goetsch stated that the Board observed the existing signs and the proposed
changes to those signs were explained to the Board members.

Chairman Robert Rossi 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. It is the practice of this board
that the door of the board room must stay open and if anyone has difficulty hearing they may move
closer to the front. Anyone wishing to testify must identify themselves by name, address and interest in
the appeal and shall be placed under oath. 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.
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Mike Johnson, Graphic House Inc., and Karl Jennrich, Zoning Director came forward and were sworn-in
by Chairman Rossi in order to present testimony.

Eimer Goetsch: The drawing that you put up—is the same as in the appeal? Is that correct?

Mike Johnson: No, it’s not. This is to represent what the entire building is going to look like after the
facade is done.

Elmer Goetsch: Usually we have to have a copy for the record.

Mike Johnson: The submittal that | gave you is a correct drawing. The only difference is that some of
the signs have been moved around from that drawing. I can remove the drawing if you prefer. | just
thought it would be easier to look at.

Eimer Goetsch: If you are making reference to it, what is in the record has to be the same or we have to
have a copy of it.

Mike Johnson: You have the plans already. 1t's very close to the same. This drawing back there, just to
clarify, was a representation done by the builder. The actual signage request that we’re asking for your
consideration on is the one that you have in your packet, the one that we submitted.  Just to recap
what | already told you this morning, the entire shopping center is undergoing a very extensive face lift.
Trying to bring it more into the flavor of the Northwoods, trying to make it a little more inviting, a little
more Minocqua-ish, rather than looking like it belongs in Milwaukee. There will be a lot of fieldstone, a
lot of natural colors, and a lot of natural materials to achieve this. A new entranceway is being built with
new fieldstone, a nice peaked area.  In conjunction with all this work being done to the building, the
signage that is there now must be removed, so that the building facade can be re-done. What we're
requesting is in essence, to be able to put most of those signs back up again. The way | understand it
under the current codes, about half of these signs wouldn’t be able to go back up again if they were
removed. So what we are requesting is consideration of the fact that all of the signage that is on this
building now is there for a reason. Because there are number of different businesses in there that all
need to be identified in some way, so that people know where they are. | can walk you right down the
individual signs if you would like. There is an “Open 24 Hours” sign on the building now. That we will be
replacing with another “Open 24 Hours” sign—same size, in a different color, It's red now, it’s going to
be black.

Robert Fries: And that would be gone if you had to comply with the ordinance?
" Mike Johnson: That is correct.

Mike Johnson: The “Bakery/Deli/Pharmacy” sign that is there now..same situation. We're replacing
that sign with an exact replica of the sign that is there now, except it will be black instead of red. Also,
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that sign would not be allowed to be there, without your consideration. News to me this morning, the
Vacationland business is no longer there. So the plan is to replace that sign with a “Coldwell Banker”
sign of like size or smaller. Coldwell Banker has taken their spot. The “Healthmart” sign—we would just
be moving the sign that is there. Taking it down and putting it back up. The same goes for the “Trig's”
sign, the main letters over the entrance.

Harland Lee: Would it still be red?
Mike Johnson: That will remain red. Correct. Won't be changing anything at all. Just coming down and
will go back up.

Robert Rossi: Will the “Healthmart” sign be the same color?
Mike Johnson: Yes.
Robert Fries: And that will be reduced too? in size?

Mike Johnson: “Healthmart” will be the same exact sign. And so will “Trig’s”. If we were going to be -
forced to comply, then the “Trig’s “ sign would get much smaller than it is now. But hopefully we’ll be
able to move the existing sign. The “Lakeland” sign we will be reusing as well, just moving it. The “Box
Office Video” sign that is there now will come down and be replaced with a sign that says “Cellar 70,
with the exact same square footage as “Box Office Video” had.  “Tula’s Cafe” will be replaced with a
new sign that will be the exact same square footage as the one that is there now, but it will be
illuminated. The one there does not light. The “Postal Connection” will be the exact same sign, just
moved. And that is the same with “US Bank”, “City Cleaners” and “GNC”.  So the overall net change in
the existing square footage is zero. That is what we are requesting.

Robert Rossi: Do you have any idea how long the signs have been up?

Mike Johnson: There has been an evolution, About four years ago, Trig's re-did their entranceway on
that building and that is when the new “Trig’s” sign went up and about that same time they changed
their logo and it was re-vamped a little bit. The remainder of the signs have been there as long as the
tenants have been there. Quite some time. :

Don Werra: | have a question regarding the “Vacationland” sign. Can you show me where the
“Vacationland” sign is now? Because you are stating that the square footage will remain the same or
less, but | fail to see any “Vacationland” sign out there. So then if you replace that vacancy with
“Coldwell Banker”, the square footage Is actually different.

Mike Johnson: The “Vacationland” is right there. [Indicating where it is located on the handout.]

Elmer Goetsch: Mike, we need a copy of that for the record.
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Mike Johnson: Fll be happy to leave this one.
Don Werra:  Okay, that clarifies that.

Mike Johnson: And that existing “Vacationland” sign is 23.33 square feet. So that is the “Coidwell
Bankers” maximum size. They may not use all of that.

Robert Fries: You are not putting any additional signs up for additional tenants?

Mike Johnson: No. There is one more vacant spot on the far end of the building. There are no plans for
that right now. So | can’t request what | don’t know might or might not happen.

Robert Fries: The one on the right?

Mike Johnson: Right as you are facing the building. The building is empty there right now. We don’t
know what's going to happen with that spot.

Robert Fries: Well you'd almost have to, if something else moved in there, you would have to have a
sign then.

Mike Johnson: Someone will probably want a sign at some point, yes.

Robert Fries: And you let each tenant in the building have a sign normally, don’t you?

Karl Jennrich: Yes. Plus we allow other free-standing signs, but that’s not the request before you.
Elmer Goetsch: So if that's the case, the number of signs is not in question.

Karl Jennrich: Correct.

Eimer Goetsch: Even though it’s contrary to the current ordinance.

Karl Jennrich: Correct.

Robert Rossi: And to actually do this re-facing, you have to take down every one of those signs.
Karl Jennrich: Yes.

Mike Johnson: The building will be stripped in the front, yes.
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Robert Rossi:  Anyone have any questions?

Elmer Goetsch: What is the total length of the front of the buildingé

Mike Johnson: | knew that at one point in time.

Eimer Goetsch: For that matter, what is the total area of the front of the building?
Mike johnson: it should be in what we submitted.

Elmer Goetsch: The denial letter does not say it ment;ons the signs, described their size, but not what
the square footage of the face. :

Mike Johnson: | know it was with what was submitted, but I'm not coming up with it.
Elmer Goetsch: Well, | think that is significant in the question of whether you should be entitled to keep
the signs.

Robert Rossi: Mike, this map, for reference, which would be the front of the store? This?
Elmer Goetsch: On Highway 70?

Robert Rossi: Yes. So this would be the front of the store.

Mike Johnson: The building actually takes up a number of these lots. Right through here.
Robert Rossi: Do you know which ones?

Mike Johnson: [thinkitisin 4,5 &6.

Karl Jennrich: I can get a scale.

Elmer Goetsch: That should be in the record, as far as the size of the building.

Don Werra: Perhaps we would have to go to Land Information and look up M1 4610.
Elmer Goetsch: | don’t know if that would say the size of the building.

Don Werra: Well, if there is a survey on that lot, it would have the size of the building.

Elmer Goetsch: Well, anyway the denial letter, with the attached sign application, does not have any
size.
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Richard Meehan: Is there a scale on that sheet?
Mike Johnson: This one? No.

Robert Fries: Karl, does the number of signs that you have or the size of the sign have anything to do
with the square footage of the building?

Karl Jennrich: The only thing it has to deal with is if there is over 1250 square feet of face of building,
you increase the sign size. |t says: “...or a maximum of 64 sq. ft. sign mounted flat against the building
or on the roof for a building with a face of greater than 1250 sq. ft. area. No part of this sign including
supports shall be more than 30 ft from ground level. Only one fiat sign per building face.” The problem
is it doesn’t really incorporate some of these larger types of businesses. That is the problem we are
faced with today.

Richard Meehan: Never had that before.

Karl Jennrich: Well, we had it before and we went to a percentage of building face with a maximum up
to 250 sq. ft. of sign.  Then we wrote this ordinance and it hurt some of these larger businesses that
have larger faces.

Eimer Goetsch: Is there consideration to re-write it again? It ought to be in percentages.

Kar! Jennrich: t’s not only under consideration, I've been given walking orders to work on it. Why Trig's
is here on appeal, is because [ can’t get something done fast enough to accommodate them, because |
am working with different municipalities and trying to get a comprehensive sign ordinance that may
make everyone happy. Or the discussion is that the County maybe out of the business of regulating on-
premise signs on the buildings and letting the Town deal with it.  Three Lakes, in particular, is looking
at wanting us to do that.

Robert Rossi: The way it stands right now in the ordinance, there seems to be no relief for a building
that is being remodeled, or re-painted and all the signs have to come down to do that. And then you
can’t put them back up.

Karl Jennrich: Correct. Unfortunately, the way it is written, if you move it, you need a sign permit.
Robert Rossi: There has to be some kind of relief that...

Karl Jennrich: Yes. Or comply...

Elmer Goetsch: So what is the size of the building?
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Mike Johnson: The size....it has varying elevations, so | took an average—22 feet tall by 464 feet jong, a
total square footage in round numbers 10,200 square feet.

Karl Jennrich: Under the current ordinance you could have only two signs, with a maximum of 64 square
feet per sign mounted flat against the building. So on the Hwy 70 side, you would be looking at 64
square feet. Then if you want to put one on the side, you can have another one. Plus we would allow if
there is a multi-tenant situation, we allow additional sign for those businesses mounted flat against the
building face. One per business. We try to divvy up the proportion of the building face that is dedicated
to that business.

Mike Johnson: The only thing-that limited us in that scenario is tha’t"Trig’s owns multiple businesses in
that center, and per this code, they would only be allowed one sign that said “Trig’s”. So the “Tula’s
Café” sign would be gone, “Postal Connection” sign would be gone, “Box Office Video” sign would be
gone, “Cellar 70” sign would be gone because Trig’s owns all of those businesses.

Elmer Goetsch: The signage should not be based on who owns it. It should be based on each
enterprise’s activity.

Karl Jennrich: Which is good. What we do, and I'm speaking third party, | think we try to see if they run
their books separately somehow. They are all separate businesses, but are all co-mingled.

Elmer Goetsch: That is surprising, because surely there is an accounting for Cellar 70 and whether or
not it is profitable, separate from anything else.

Karl Jennrich: | would think so. But we didn’t delve into it too much.  We just asked them if their
books are separate and they said no.

Elmer Goetsch: Are there any signs on any of the other sides of the building?
Mike Johnson: No.

Elmer Goetsch: So it is only this side, the main fascia that we are concerned with.
Mike Johnson: Correct.

Karf Jennrich: Correct.

Robert Fries: | will say, in my opinion, this remodeling you are doing there is great. 1t greatly enhances
the overall appearance of the building. No question about it in my mind.
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Mike Johnson: Thank you.

Karl Jennrich: Our position is that they are not increasing the square footage of the proposed signs from
what they had.

Harland Lee: So other than the technical facts that you have to deny this permit because of the
ordinances, you do not have any objections.

Karl Jennrich: The County or the Zoning Director has no objection. Based on two reasons: 1) They are,
for the most part, replacing existing with like and 2) my committee has given me walking orders to revise
the ordinances to effectuate changes that would assist Wal*Mart or Trig’s or similar types of businesses
that have larger store fronts.

Harland Lee: And Wal*Mart just went through the same issue essentially.

Karl Jennrich: That’s the third issue of why we have no opposition, is because we were neutral to that.
Harland Lee: And this has gone through the Town? And the Town has approved it?

Karl Jennrich: Correct. They velled at me—why not use some common sense?

Elmer Goetsch: Can’t do that when it is black and white in words. It’s not always common sense.
Elmer Goetsch: There are three criteria for in order to grant an area variance. And it seems to me, that
two of them are easy and the other one is the tough one. 1) The variance is needed because there are
unigue property limitations; 2) that there is no harm to public interest; and 3) compliance with the
ordinance would be unnecessarily burdensome. The last two seem appropriate off the face of it. But
what about the unique property limitations? What is it that justifies a variance on that criterion?

Robert Rossi: Well, it houses multiple businesses.

Harland Lee: If you consider the distance between Hwy 70 and that building, if you had a tiny sign, you
could not see it. | think we used the same logic when we were talking about Wal*Mart. They indicated
that they could not see their sign from the road, and they were correct. | think the same holds true
here. 1think they are entitled to have a sign for each one of their businesses and so | think, in my view,
that unique physical property limitation is met.

Richard Meehan: 1agree with you. They are a long way from the road.

Robert Rossi: 1think all the testimony is in.
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Chairman Robert Rossi closed the public hearing at 1:55 p.m.
The Board deliberated Appeal 09-004 of T.A. Solberg, Inc./Trigs.

Elmer Goetsch concluded the following:

1} The property limitation is the distance from the highway from the face, which is not provided for in
the current ordinance. Also, the number of individual business activities in the building.

2) Public Interest. This is actually good for public interest.

3} Undo hardship. To comply with the ordinance as currently written and apply it to such a large
building with muitiple business activities is unreasonable.

Motion by Richard Meehan, second by Harland Lee that the variance be granted as requested by
Trig’s, in accordance with the proposal submitted (sign summary) for replacement or moving of signs
without increasing the number or area of signs, and to include the modification of the “Vacationland”
sign to “Coldwell Banker.”

Chairman Rossi called for a roll call vote.

Richard Meehan “aye”, Robert Rossi “aye”, Elmer Goetsch “aye”, Robert Fries “aye”, Harland Lee
“aye. The motion carried unanimously.

Secretary Elmer Goetsch asked for an extension to file the decision to Friday, August 14, 2009.

Motion by Robert Fries, second by Richard Meehan to extend the filing date of the decision to August
15, 2009. With all members present voting “aye”, the motion carried.

G ett

Robert Rossi, Chairman Elmer Goetsch, Secretary

2:13 p.m. The public hearing was adjourne




