Sawyer County

E Agenda
. SAWYER Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting
COUNTY Tuesday, November 16, 2021 @ 6:00 PM
T —— Large Courtroom; Sawyer County Courthouse
Page
1. PRELIMINARY MATTERS
a. Call to Order and Roll Call
b. State of Committee and Hearing Procedure and Statement of Hearing
Notice
3-5 C. Approval of Minutes from October 19, 2021

10-19-2021 BOA Minutes

The public is strongly encouraged to access the public hearing remotely due to
public health and safety concerns. To view or participate in the virtual meeting
from a computer, iPad, or Android device please go to
https://zoom.us/j/91511740175. You can also use the dial in number for
listening only at 1-312-626-6799 with the Webinar ID: 915.1174.0175. If
additional assistance is needed please contact the Zoning & Conservation
Department at 715-634-8288 prior to the meeting.

3. VARIANCE APPLICATIONS

6-24 a. A Public Hearing in the Town of Radisson. VAR #21-008. Owner:
David & Susan Schreiner Trust. Part of Government Lot 4, Lot A CSM
2/24 #233; S09, T39N, RO7W; Parcel #022-739-09-5407; 1.07 total
acres; Zoned Residential/Recreational One (RR-1). Application
requested: Construction of a two story 33'x5’ (35’x7’) with eaves,
dwelling addition which is located 52’ to the OHWM of Blueberry Lake.
Only 23'x5’ of this would only be considered for this variance as the
remaining 10’ is beyond the required setback. All other setbacks would
be met for this project. Variance requested as: section 6.1, Sawyer
County Zoning Shoreland Wetland Protection Ordinance, Shoreland
Setbacks would require the prior granting of a variance for any structure
less than 75’ to the OHWM. The proposed variance is requesting a 52’
setback to the OHWM. This structure would not be eligible for the 200’
square foot lateral expansion. (Discussion/Action)

VAR #21-008, David & Susan Schreiner pkit.

4. NEW BUSINESS
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https://zoom.us/j/91511740175

a. November 15, 2022 meeting date conflict. (Discussion/Action)

b. Proposes Legal Counsel Requirements & Associated Fees.
(Discussion)
C. Any other business that may come before the Board for discussion.

5. ADJOURNMENT
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MINUTES
PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE
SAWYER COUNTY BOARD OF APPEAL
Tuesday October 19, 2021 at 6PM

Board of Appeals

Al Gerber, Chairman

Laura Rusk, Vice Chairman
Mark Olson

Steve Kelsey

Dee Dobilas

Gordon Christians, Alternate
Jim Tiffany, Alternate

Zoning Administration
Jay Kozlowski, Zoning & Conservation Administrator
Pat Brown, Assistant Zoning Administrator

PRELIMINARY MATTERS

1) Call to Order and Roll Call
Gerber called the Public Hearing before the Sawyer County Zoning Board of Appeals to order
at 6:00 P.M. in the Sawyer County Courthouse, 10610 Main St., Hayward, Wisconsin. Roll is
called finding present: Gerber, Rusk, Olson, Kelsey and Dobilas. Kozlowski and Brown are
present from the Zoning office.

2) Statement of Board and Hearing Procedures and Statement of Hearing Notice.
Those wishing to speak will be afforded the opportunity provided they identify themselves.
Gerber gave order of submitting files to BOA, taking testimony, and making a decision. He
requests orderly procedure and gives appeal deadline. The Public Hearing Notice was
published as a Class 2 Notice in accordance with Chapter 985 of the Wisconsin Statutes in
the Sawyer County Record and Gazette.

3) Approval of August 17, 2021 meeting minutes. Motion by Rusk to approve the August 17,
2021 meeting minutes, second by Gerber. All in favor.

VARIANCES

1) A Public Hearing in the Town of Hayward. VAR #21-007. Owner: Patrick Costello and
Katherine Julie. Round Lake Park, Part Lot 8; S23, T41N, RO8W; Parcel #010-171-00-0802; 2.22
total acres; Zoned Residential/Recreational One (RR-1). Application requested for: Relocation
of existing 34.5’ x 35.5’ cabin 16’ further back from the water. The existing cabin is currently at
31’ to the OHWM of Round Lake. With the relocation 16’ further back the applicants are
requesting to add a 12’ x 34.5’ deck. The deck would be located at 35’ from the OHWM. With
relocation of the cabin it would be proposed that the area outside of the existing footprint
would total 295 sq. ft. inside of 75’ of which only a 7.5’ x 7" area would be the only addition
added. Variance requested as: There are two portions of the Sawyer County Zoning Shoreland-
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Wetland Protection Ordinance that may be applied which would require the prior granting of a
variance. Section 11.3 would be for a lateral expansion resulting in 294 sq. ft. would be allowed
OR Section 6.1 for any new structures located closer than 75’ to the OHWM. Kozlowski reads
application, staff report Town opinion and Opinion letters. Patrick Costello, owner speaks in
favor of the application. Discussion with Board and Kozlowski held. No other audience
comments. Discussion by Board held. Motion by Olson to deny the application, second by
Gerber. No further discussion held. Five to Zero in favor of denial.

Findings of Fact:

1) Due to conditions unique to property: No, this is not a unique property. This property is
similar to other adjacent properties in the area, the shoreland bank is not unique to this
property. There are compliant areas to build. As noted in Snyder v. Waukesha County Zoning
Board of Adjustment “Practical difficulties or unnecessary hardship do not include conditions
personal to the owner of the land, but rather to the conditions especially affecting the lot in
question.”

2) Unnecessary Hardship: No, as stated in Snyder v. Waukesha County Zoning Board of
Adjustment: specific circumstances of applicant, such as a growing family or desire for a larger
garage are not a factor in deciding variances. A variance should provide minimum relief to
satisfy hardship. The variance requested would be for the convenience of the owner as
numerous other compliant options are available to the applicant:

The applicants desire for a 12’ x 34.5’ (414 square foot) deck, or the proposed changes tonight
to the application, are not a necessity nor minimum relief when there are three other options
and would be for the convenience of the owner.

3) No Harm to Public Interests: No, the variance is contrary to and will cause harm to the public
interest. The property does have numerous other feasible building areas, which do not require
a variance. That would not impact the public interest negatively.

The purpose and intent of Sawyer County Zoning Shoreland-Wetland Protection Ordinance is for
promoting the public health, safety, convenience and welfare, and promote and protect the
public trust in navigable waters. If approved this variance would not:

1.31(4) Further the maintenance of safe and healthful conditions and prevent and control water
pollution through limiting impervious surfaces to control runoff which carries pollutants.

This variance as requested would add impervious surface within 75’ of OHWM with land slope
leading directly to water. Options are available to the applicant which would not increase
impervious surface runoff.

NEW BUSINESS

1) Approval of 2022 meeting dates. Kozlowski asks for approval of the 2122 meeting dates.
Discussion is held. Motion by Olson to change the April meeting to be change to the 22",
second by Rusk. Five to zero. Allin favor.
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2) Proposed Legal Counsel Requirements & Associated Fee. Kozlowski explains why fee changes
need to be made and for needing Legal Counsel at meetings. Discussion held. Will be added
back on the agenda for November.

3) Conclusion of Law form. Kozlowski explains the form and why it should be used. Discussion
held.

4) Decision of the Miller case. Kozlowski explains the reconsideration of the decision back to
the BOA and proper procedures. Discussion held.

5) Any other business that may come before the Board for discussion.

ADJOURNMENT
Motion made by Gerber to adjourn the meeting at 6:59pm, second by Dobalis.

Minutes by Pat Brown, Assistant Zoning Administrator and Kathy Marks, Deputy Zoning &
Conservation Administrator

Page 5 of 24



Sawyer County Zoning & Conservation Department
10610 Main Street, Suite 49

Hayward, WI 54843

pat.brown@sawyercountygov.org

Fax (715) 638-3277

(715) 634-8288

VARIANCE REQUEST
STAFF REPORT

Applicant:

David & Susan Schreiner
N3778 Scenic Dr

La Crosse, W1 54601

Property Location:
6739N Brecke Ln Couderay, W1 54828
Parcel # 022-739-09-5407

Summary of Request:

The applicants, David & Susan Schreiner, are requesting a variance to build a 5° x 23 (with eves) cabin
addition which is located 25" at the closest point to the OHWM of Blucherry Lake. This Cabin addition
would be 527 to the OHWM and on the non-lakeside of the existing cabin. All other setbacks would be

met.

Project History:

This property has the existing non-conforming cabin and not been issued any land use permits in the past.
It appears to have been built pre-zoning. Being that this structure is not completely located beyond 35° from
the OHWM it is not eligible for the *200 Sq. Ft rule™ A CST has been submitted for a future Mound system
to be located west of the existing garage.

The applicant, is applying for relief of Section 6.1, Sawyer County Zoning Shoreland-Wetland Protection
Ordinance for a reduced OHWM setback. The required setback for new structures here would be 75° from
the OHWM,

On-site Notes/Comments:

See attached inspection report completed by Pat Brown.

As part of the onsite visit on 08/12/21 Pat Brown helped the applicants, David & Susan Schreiner, stake
out a spot for the proposcd dwelling addition. The planed mound soil absorption system has eliminated
expansion to the west beyond the 75 setback.
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Hardship/Justification:

Variances seek a rclaxation of a standard in the code. The decision to grant a variance must be supported
by practical justification, which includes 1.) That the code is unneccssarily burdensome and the landowner
is not able to enact a permitted use without a relaxation of the standard; 2.) There are unique limitations on
the property that prevent the landowner from meeting the required dimensional standard; and 3.) if the
variance is granted, no harm will be done to the public interest or the zoning code. It is the applicants’
responsibility to present the case and provide the “burden of proof” as to why the variance should be
granted. The personal situation of the applicant, financial hardship, convenience, a growing family, or
ncarby violations cannot be considered as valid rcasons to grant a variance.

Board Decision Checklist:

(Approval Reasons): An unnecessary hardship is present and the current code requirements
would be unnecessarily burdensome and prevent the applicant from using the property for a permitted
use because: (Board of Appeals to choose specific conditions unique to property. May add or delete to
this list):

No other alternatives exist.

The impacts of construction are being minimized by mitigation.

A minimal relaxation of code is being granted.

A permitted use is not possible on this property without a variance approval.

The circumstances are beyond the control of the applicant, and are unique to the property not the
applicant.

6. The lot predates zoning regulations.

7. The construction matches the lot and available area.

e

The hardship/unreasonably burdensome limitation of setbacks is due to unique physical features or
limitations of the property and not the circumstances of the applicant as follows: (Board of Appeals to
choose specific conditions unique to property. May add or delete to this list):

Very little or no buildable area exists.

The buildable area lot is very narrow.

The lot depth is very shallow.

Steep slopes exist.

The setbacks overlap here.

There is no other room for a septic system.
Overall small lot size.

Erosion exists.

PN AL

The variance will not harm the public interest or neighboring land uses, and damage the intent of the

zoning code because: (Board of Appeals to choose specific conditions unique to property. May add
or delete to this list):

Visibility is good at the driveway location.
Traffic is light.

The septic will be upgraded.

Traffic is slowed here.

A turnaround is proposed.

AW~
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6.
7.
8

9.
10.

This would make a bad situation better.

Good vegetation exists or is proposed.

The proposed use will not harm the public, zoning code, or neighboring land uses if conditions
are followed.

A literal enforcement of the zoning code would be unnecessarily burdensome.

The testimony in opposition has been considered but no valid reasons could be found to deny.

(Approval Conditions): Therefore, the requested variance is hereby approved with the following
conditions: (add or dclete as necded):

1.

2.

Nowm e

*®

10.

1.

12.

The development must be in substantial compliance with the site plan and testimony provided at
the public hearing,.

The first floor elevation and filling and grading shall be done in accordance with the site plan and
additional information provided at the public hearing.

The non-conforming must be removed within __days from
the time the Land Use Permit is submitted.

All other required setbacks must be complied with.

All permits must be obtained, including land use, building, and sanitary.

All code requirements must be complied with.

It is the responsibility of the builder and landowner to protect the neighboring lots, lake, and road
during construction.

Standard or Individual (pick one) erosion control and/or stormwater management plans (again
either or both can be picked) must be in place prior to construction starting.

The driveway shall meet all code specifications and shall provide suitable turnaround to prevent
backing onto the road.

The applicant will allow agents of Sawyer County access to the property to ensure compliance
with the terms of this decision, Sawyer County codes, and state and federal Laws.

The Board agrces with the concerns of DNR but on-site observations and conditions of approval
should mitigate those.

Shoreline buffer zone mitigation is required in front of the LCE area of Unit #1

(Denial Reasons): Unnecessary hardship is not present and the code requirements are not
unnecessarily burdensome and will not prevent the owner from using the property for a permitted
use because (Board of Appeals to choose specific conditions unique to property) :

1.

2.
3.
4

5.
6.

The land owner has reasonable use already.
Cumulative impacts can be foreseen.

A self-imposed hardship cannot be grounds for an approval.
The Board concurs with the concerns expressed by

Other alternatives exist such as building in another location or building a smaller structure.
A loss of profit or inconvenience is not a hardship.

Th.e hardship is not duc to unique physical features or limitations of the property and appear to be
unique to the applicant as follows (Board of Appeals to choose specific conditions unique to
property):

1.
2.
3.

There arc many other similar lots in area.

The code requirements are not unnecessarily burdensome and should be adhered to.
The hardship is unique to the property owner.

3
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This is a self-imposed hardship.

No hardship noted.

A loss of profit is not a hardship.

No unique lot features were noted by the Board.

Nowe

The variance will harm the public interest or neighboring land uses, and damage the intent of the
zoning code because (Board of Appeals to choose specific conditions unique to property):

An approval would set a precedent.

Public safety could be compromised.

This would make a bad situation worsc.

An increase in water runoff and erosion is anticipated.

Harm to water quality is anticipated.

The proposal appears to be for convenience to the landowner only.

An approval would undermine the code and harm the neighboring properties and public interest at
large.

8. The landowner should pursue other locations or building plans.

NoWnh WD~

(Denial Conditions): Therefore, the requested variance is hereby denied with the following
conditions (Board of Appeals to choose specific conditions unique to property):

1. The must be removed within days
2. The applicant will allow agents of Sawyer County access to the property to ensure compliance
with the terms of this decision, Sawyer County Codes, and State and Federal Laws.

(Tabled): The requested variance is tabled to the ( ) business meeting or ( ) public hearing
scheduled for , 2020.

1. This will allow the applicant to completc the following:

2. The applicant is instructed to contact the to

attempt a resolution.

3. Anplat of survey or Certified Survey Map must be made to accurately locate lot lines, buildings, and
ROW’s,

4. A better site plan with clevations drawings is necessary.

5. An erosion control and stormwater management plan is required, and must be approved by ZAC to address
those issues.
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SAWYER
COUNTY

e ———

ZONING ADMINISTAATION

Variance Application Request

Property Owner: David & Susan Schreiner Trust
Address: N3778 Scenic Dr LaCrosse, WI 54601 Phone:608-792-1607 Email:
Property Description: Prt Govt Lot 4 Lot A CSM 2/24 #233 Sec 09 T39N RO7W Parcel # 022-739-09-5407 #6739N Brecke Ln

Acreage: 1.076 Zoned: Residential/Recreational One (RR-1)

Application requested:

Construction of a two story 33'x 5" (35" x 7°) with eves dweiling addition which is located 52° to the OHWM of Blueberry
Lake. Only 23" x 5" of this would only be considered for this variance as the remaining 10" beyond the required setback.
All ather setbacks would be met for this project.

Variance requested as: Section 6.1, Sawyer County Zoning Shoreland Wetland Protection ordinance, Shoreland Setbacks
would require the prior granting of a variance for any structure less than 75’ to the OHWM. The proposed variance is
requesting o 52" setbock to OHWM. This structure would not be eligible for the 200 square foot lateral expansion.

; ) > ]
Property Owner(s) Signature 9‘»‘/& /V’ Garner” P VIR PN grl\{v’ig_f\!r‘-

Print & SJ’g& Ecuu.lr.;jl.z;;nu.: . Print & Sign ‘:T;mi,f\ &A\re;/\t’/r'_
alv s N Mman ) Comn

Agent Signature(s), address, phone &
Email:

Date of Meeting Fee: 5500.00

The above person(s) hereby make application for a variance. The above certify that the listed information and intentions are true
and correct, The above person hereby gives permission for access to the property for onsite inspection.
{January 2021) $500.00
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APPLICATION FOR VARIANCE
SAWYER COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

(To be completed by applicant)
Completed by _.QM i C. Sehreines
First Name) M Last Name)
g uLan é) S‘M nev

The purpose of this form is to provide you with information that pertains to the granting
of “area/dimensional” variances and to assist you in preparing for your presentation
before the Sawyer County Board of Appeals. Use additional paper for responses if
required. Example responses are not related to any variance ever reviewed by the Board
of Appeals. This form will become a part of your application packet and is to be
returned to the Zoning Department by the variance application deadline.

Part 1. Applicant supplied Information.
Current use of your property & improvements - (e.g., “Property contains a residential
home with a detached garage.”).

Peo perty contoins o vasidentia heme wite atfacked
gl

Describe the variance requested - (e.g., “Add a 15” x 20" addition to the side of the
home.”). Add a 5'x 35% addibvow 4o Hes oc-d’k)s\d;‘.:p "'54“:,23(
howme and gorage(5x1" home, 5124 gorage o * dwre,
is witkin 75 o omuh Garage +o b b liE a5 2 story sh
Describe the effects on the property if the variance is not granted — (e.g., “The addition

: ired f —round livi 4 protesti ot o, |

& e e o o OO PR V) bt For e o

ln'\n‘v\, 33 wvid-‘u]' i hereacel [.‘uiw_-j evea awd dmere cccessible
5 .

avnge
Dﬂescg'be alternatives to the requested variance such as other locations, designs and

construction technigues. Attach a site map showing alternatives that vou considered in
each category below.

a) Altemnatives you considered that will comply with existing standards. If
you find such an alternative, you may move forward with this option
with a regular permit. If you rejected compliant alternatives, provide the
reasons that you rejected them.
(e.g., “Space is not available to expand in any other direction or location.
S at w House is t&lﬂ(ﬁ to the ﬁ‘i;i.e lo&ijes and the lake.” ol
&) allernalives cows aad ) St \ .
D Expomicn =€ gormge cask waal tomack Brecke Lane rejec
as Has is Hhe o«b) sife Suilable for 4 plann

septie § ystem , Jot\me vejected as
2) Expansion of v Lenfiac o "‘tmw_\_i t::‘ti _;e"&“c(“.ﬂa&i need

o
;‘:e&_ wno - } ph e; en TL‘; ‘,h”‘_u‘*"\“l,“ reguwre cucrinince
fewo v g %' vLSs,

(see back "'CP“'?")
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0) allernwhves concideved ad rejecled:

3) Build « 5%“‘4 s‘-’vmge JN-L‘«\A«\ Eas€ o€ Brecke lane
re)ede& as roodwosy sefbacks (;o'J;?..... wishl-rfoay)  road
A ) (68" s3'ecchse o*F\cMM} and DNé welted
gétback (4o*) resder a-!o:\ul—j}o bitdi— s area,

D iy a sepowie Stovage buibing ow Sonth side o€
A rive rejected as read right oF wayy, roadugy seflud,
ard m"vse, set back vestnet b I\-l-) Yo bl “thar

aeau .
5) AdA sCcovd S""VD Jo current Herage re)'ec.‘&ﬂ as the
| aqout G o€ Yoo corrent resideate daes rok allow &~

a e 1, accessdle seeondFloor

() Relocote cocverd Aorve 4o increase bou'.IA\\\’ area ow
rovth side o€ (ot re)‘ea as need v a septic <« yslenn
rroh:ﬁ:'e relscatron of &Ft\le.c.)a.‘j

Re,')e.d-eo‘ e‘)-\-“ovxs Showwn O &,rwmj 09 A
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b) Alternatives you considered that require a lesser variance-and reasons
you rejected them.
(c.g., “Addition is the minimum size that is rcquired.™).
afrev co%\.l Aeradvonm o€ all o :eqo. {fer-natives, Y vaviance

Describe the impact on your property and adjacent properties if the variance is granted,

(e-g., “Erosion during construction — will be controlled with silt fencing.
After construction there will be a greater impervious surface area.
Gutters and downspouts will be used to divert water away from other properties
and the lake. Shoreline buffer zone will be planted with native vegetation, trees
ngiﬁbﬁsﬁ' will be done bya licened tontrector and will ba e‘f”‘u
to abide by all crcredt shandavde P aveid “""""“"‘- Reunofl From
He shvuchire il be direted auwoy om the ldke and ausyy
o Yo pmmm: dvedo nahera\ slgKE s lope oF propenty Audasy
Part 2: Three-Step Test.
To qualify for your requested variance, you must demonstrate that your property meets
the following three requirements. This is known as the “three-step test.”

1) Unique Property Limitations.

Unique physical limitations of the property such as steep slopes or wetlands
that are not generally shared by other properties must prevent compliance with
ordinance requircments. The circumstances of an applicant (growing family,
need for a larger garage etc.) are not a factor in deciding variances. Nearby
ordinance violations, prior variances or lack of objections from neighbors or
the Town Board do not provide a basis for granting a variance.

Do unique physical characteristics of your property prevent compliailce with
the ordinance?

X Yes. Where are they located on your property? Please show the
boundaries of these features on the site map that you used to describe
alternatives considered.

(c.g., “There is a wetland area that extends around one side of the house

and also behir:i geoho e.”)c. e voad) cule Hro Yoo prro ectu.
Mmlﬁ‘;ﬁ%jﬁwq g-?fr“odwug setbeckes ?ﬁf\" f&i‘l’ﬁj‘a bad.
2) PNR wetdwd sethads 1 AWMt ol [.4.) Yo b
J-No.-A-varienee-cannet-be-granted.
3) 5&(’"\‘(. S_jslem \"a-ﬂu.irevne.n*: omd. Soil Yests thoo sephc
542)emn must be located ecct of au-rrewt&waje
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2) No Harm to Public Interests. .

A variance may not be granted which results in harm to public interests. In
applying this test, the Board of Appeals must consider impacts of your
proposal and the cumulative impacts of similar projects on the interests of the
neighbors and the entire community. Some, but not necessarily all of these
considerations are: (1) Public health, safety and welfare, (2) water quality, (3)
fish and wildlife habitat, (4) natural scenic beauty, (5) minimization of
property damages and (6) achiecvement of eventual compliance for
nonconforming uses, structures and lots.

Explain how the granting of this variance would not harm the public interests

or how it may even enhance the public interests. .
D vartawce 4 wested o 23 %6 area or landuwmd side of
residene ald will not aflect Wkeshore/ faloont,
2) addition is on_al reads developed arcaof (ot so will nek ofrect

:%&ﬁ'&?tm‘ﬁég of §arage preserves trees 4»'-4‘9““9 &

3) Unnecessary Hardship. recjhburg amd puble;
An applicant may not claim hardship because of conditions which are self-
imposed or created by a prior owner (for example, excavating a pond on a
vacant lot and then arguing that there is no suitable location for a home.).
Courts have also determined that economic or financial hardship does not
justify a variance. When determining whether unnecessary hardship exists,
the property as a whole is considered rather than just a portion of the parcel.

You are applying for an “area variance.’ An area variance relaxes a
dimensional standard such as a setback, frontage, lot area, or height. For an

area variance, unnecessary hardship exists when compliance would

unreasonably prevent the owner from using the property for a permitted

purpose or would render conformity with such restrictions unnecessarily
burdensome. The importance of the public purposes of the ordinance, the

degree to which the restriction supports those purposes and the extent of the
relaxation of the restriction are weighs against the limitations full compliance
would impose on use of the property.

Is unnecessary hardship present?

9 Yes. Describe.

]
M ace rot buildshle dvade
m"':)n;? w‘-:‘jif— :%g-:.; ardd voad A tcz.‘ﬁg‘;dc, DN R wetland

on Hhe ‘<ot Part of lo? c«a.e-:,:?a_(( \and east sf
‘ﬂ\ﬁr—e&kz bone .,-ﬂ_t'be wnbuwildable.

< c—a@u*)j curvently has holdong Yunks valy orsepfic
93x§em, Aﬂ’rom( I\?s; bern oL—%myder’a mwef\ff
SEPF‘C &5-‘4&»-“ 4o tartatled. Tle sife a.gfnwea( Cov fhe
535"6\#\ reduces buildable choices

T

e ST
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Sawyver County Zoning Administration

Inspection Report

Owner(s) David & Susan Schreiner Trust

Address  N3TTS Scenie Dr LaCrosse, W1 54601

Agent/Purchaser N/A

Address N/A

Bldr/PlherCST N/A

Address N/A

Inspection ] Private [] Publie Violation <] Zoning
I Rt i 2

] Dwelling [ Maobile Home [] Commercial ] Garage

(] Addition

[ Setback - Lake [] Setback - Road Setback - Lot Line [_] Soils Verification

O739N Brecke Ln Conderay, WI 54828 Pri Gov't Lot 4 Lot A CSM 2/24 #233

(7] Sanitation

Discussed with Pat Brown, David and Susan Schrciner

Date & Time August 12" 2021 10am

. . e 7S —
Signature of Inspector el 2uPd —~

(sho7

VN ($)19

UOISIAIPGNG

LOFS60-6EL-CC0 # 2mndwo )

[ (s)pamy
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1

S Wi
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