


Shoreland coumue monsmee

Definition of
“impervious” questioned

Among the most contro-
versial topics were the new
standards governing imper-
vious surfaces. Glenn
Schiffmann, a contractor
from St. Germain, ques-
tioned the logic behind the
proposed rule.

“l don’t see the reason
behind caring about the
size of a home and drive-
way on a waterfront prop-
erty,” he said. “These rules
are  going to greatly
increase the cost of build-
ing a new home in the end.”

Joseph  Vinei  of
Rhinelander went further,
stressing that the term
“impervious surface” had
become a bone of con-
tention in the area.

“Really, ‘impervious’ is
a dirty word,” he said. “I
fail to see how a gravel
driveway is impervious.
Even if the water doesn’t
soak into the ground under
the gravel, it will soak in
once it hits the grass sur-
rounding it. This rule
makes no sense.” .

According to Kevin
Jenkins, the governmental
affairs director for the
Northwoods Association of
Realtors, the rule would
severely limit the size of a
home that could be built on
a lakeside lot. “On a typical
10,000-square-foot lake lot
with a 200-square-foot
driveway, you only have
1,800 square feet to build a
house, garage, patio or any
other structures,” he said.
“These rules would make it
nearly impossible to build a
decent size home on the
water.”

Gary Baier, the
Nokomis Town Chairman
and a member of the
Oneida County Board,
questioned the rule by dis-
playing a map showing the
areas of Oneida County

which would fail to meet
the impervious
guidelines. “No one would
be able to do any improve-
ments on existing proper-
ty,” said Baier. “I implore
the state to pass a bill that
allows existing structures
some flexibility.”
Added costs

Several participants in
the public hearing won-
dered aloud not only how
the proposed rule changes

surface .

required to enforce them.

Vilas County Zoning
Administrator Dawn
Schmidt pointed out that
the costs would also be
extremely high because of
the extra staff needed to
ensure the amendments
were being followed cor-
rectly, as well as more fre-
quent onsite inspections
and visits. “We spend about
$28,000 per year on site
visits,” Schmidt said. “That
would be much higher if
these rules go through.
Everyone is going to have
questions.”

gation forms the DNR
would require land owners
to complete. “You almost
have to be a mathematician,
or hire one,. to understand
them,” she said.
Fighting the wrong battle

Several audience mem-
bers asked why the DNR
was spending time and
resources on NR 115
instead of other, more seri-
ous issues, such as air qual-
ity, the VHS virus and
aquatic invasive species
control.

“I think that air quality
has a greater affect on our

Hyke of McNaughton.
“Why isn’t the DNR look-
ing at that more?”’

Jay Verhulst of Arbor
Vitae, a member of the
Vilas County Board, drew
applause as -he spoke.
“Qur board is opposed to
this NR 115 rewrite. In the
opinion of the board, there
is no reason, for the DNR
to interfere with shoreland
regulations beyond set-
backs and buffer zones,”
he said. “In this case, the
DNR failed to listen to the
people.”

In addition to the verbal

concerned citizens until
Sept. 7 to send in written,
concerns. The Rhinelander
hearing was just the second
of eight scheduled hear-
ings. According to
Rasmussen, DNR staff will
compile the information
gathered at the hearings to
consider before making a
proposal to the DNR Board
of Directors.

All comments can be
submitted to Toni Herkert,
Bureau of Watershed
Management, P.O. Box
7921, Madison, W1 53707.
Comments can also be sub-

would be enforced, but
how the counties }vould
pay for the added staff

Schmidt also questioned
“the complexity of the miti-

gazebo,”

waters than somebody’s
said Leonard

comments recorded at the
hearing, the DNR is giving

mitted via email to
ToniHerkert@Wisconsin.gov.

.
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Many wanted to maintain the
status quo. Others called for
more governing power for the
counties. Several believed it was
the wrong issue to be pursuing
altogether.

In the end, very few were
happy with the proposed
changes to NR 115, the
Wisconsin ~ Department  of
Natural Resources rules that
govern shoreland development
in the state. The public was
given the opportunity to voice
opinions on the proposed rule
changes at a public hearing on
July 25 at Rhinelander High
School.

“We’re talking about a set of
rules that really hasn’t been
touched much since it was insti-
tuted in 1968,” said Russ
Rasmussen, DNR watershed
management bureau  chief.
“Development pressure has
increased substantially in that
time, and water quality is affect-
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ed. The goal of these changes is
to improve hnd maintain water
quality.”

The Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources is considering
new rules that would require
shoreland developers to limit the

Star Journal photo by Craig Mandli
ONEIDA COUNTY BOARD MEMBER GARY BAIER and DNR chief of habitat
protection Mary Elien Volibrecht display a county map detailing the areas of
the county that would be in violation of proposed impervious surface rules.
Baier voiced strong opposition to the proposed NR 115 rule changes.

amount of impervious surface
per parcel. This includes estab-
lishing standards which cap the
amount of hard surfaces, (i.e.
roofs, patios, paved or gravel
driveways, etc.) allowed on a lot
and setting a threshold level that

Opinions voiced on controversml shoreland rules

would initiate requirements that
property owners take steps to
control water runoff and habitat
impacts of those hard surfaces.
The proposal would cap the
amount of impervious surfaces
on property within 300 feet of
the shoreline at 20 percent, with
10 percent triggering required
mitigation measures for new
development and 15 percent trig-
gering such requirements for
existing developments.

Other controversial proposed
changes would require a mini-
mum lot size of 20,000 square
feet for new single-family
homes.

Current rules allow smaller
fots for structures with sanitary
sewers instead of septic systems.
Also, new homes and additions
would not be allowed to exceed
35 feet in height.

Finally, new vegetation and
removal requirements would
limit the size of the viewing and
access area on waterfront prop-
erty.
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