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MINUTES - Pierce County Land Management Committee Meeting, January 20, 2021, remote meeting. 

Present: Joe Fetzer, Jon Aubart, Neil Gulbranson, Jeff Holst and Eric Sanden 

Others: Andy Pichotta, Brad Roy, Adam Adank and Shari Hartung 

Chairperson Joe Fetzer called the Pierce County Land Management Committee meeting to order at 6:08pm. 

Next meeting dates: February 3rd & 17th, March 3rd & 17th, April 7th & 21st, all in 2021. 

Approve Minutes from the November 4, 2020 Land Management Committee meeting: Gulbranson moved to 

approve the Land Management Committee minutes from November 4, 2020/Aubart seconded. Joe Fetzer 

and Jeff Holst recused themselves because of their absence at the last meeting. All in favor. Passed with 

Roll Call Vote, Eric Sanden – Yes, Jon Aubart – Yes, Neil Gulbranson - Yes.  

 

Public hearing to consider and take action on a request for a conditional use permit for an Accessory 

Residence in the Rural Residential 20 District, pursuant to Pierce County Code Chapter 240-40A for Jay 

& Judy Oberg, owners on property located in the NW ¼ of the SE ¼ of Section 13, T25N, R19W, Town of 

Diamond Bluff, Pierce County, WI. Staff Report – Adam Adank: The previous owners of this property 

started construction of a second residence on the property back in October of 2017 without obtaining any 

permits. This violation was corrected in January of 2018 when the proper permits were obtained (sanitary and 

land use). Staff issued a Land Use Permit for the new dwelling with the conditions that the original dwelling be 

removed from the property before the permit expired or at the time the new dwelling was complete. When the 

land use permit expired in January 2019, the new dwelling was not complete and the original dwelling was still 

on the property putting the property back in violation. Staff ended up issuing another Land Use Permit with the 

same conditions to allow the applicant more time to complete the new dwelling and remove the original 

dwelling. In December 2019, the sanitary permit expired again putting the property in violation. In February of 

2020 a new land use permit was issued that changed the use of the new structure to an accessory structure with 

no living quarters (see the attached note to file document for a more detailed timeline of violation events). The 

property has been in compliance since February 2020. The property was purchased by Jay Oberg in April of 

2020. Mr. Oberg is now requesting a CUP to convert the accessory structure back to a residence and also keep 

the original home on the property. The applicant will be selling this property and has an offer to purchase 

agreement contingent on the approval of this CUP. The new buyers plan to rent out both residences. The 

accessory residence would be 24’ x 28’ long and have 1 bedroom. The property is approximately one acre in 

size and located in the Town of Diamond Bluff. The property is in the Rural Residential 20 zoning district. 

Pierce County Code (PCC) §240-40A allows accessory residences which are accessory to single-family 

residences in the Rural Residential 20 District with the issuance of a CUP. PCC §240-88 defines Accessory 

Residence as: 

A. A dwelling unit that is accessory to a nonresidential use on the same lot, is the only dwelling unit on the 

lot and provides living quarters for the owner, proprietor, commercial tenant, employee, or caretaker of 

the nonresidential use.  

B. A dwelling unit located in an accessory building located on a residential parcel. 

PCC §240-88 defines Accessory Building as, “building, not attached to a principal building by means of 

a common wall, common roof, or an aboveground roofed passageway, which is: 

A. Subordinate to and serves a principal structure or a principal use. 
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B. Located on the same lot as the principal structure or use served. 

C. Customarily incidental to the principal structure or use. 

The existing home has 2 stories and 3 bedrooms. The applicant was unsure of the total square footage but the 

width and length at the largest locations are approximately 30’ x 50’. The existing conventional septic system 

was permitted and installed in 2011 and is sized for a 3-bedroom house. The existing single-family dwelling has 

an address of W9822 301st Ave. The new accessory residence would need its own address. Other existing 

structures on the property include a 20’ x 24’ detached garage and a 14’ x 20’ shed. Structure dimensions are 

approximate based on aerial imagery. The Diamond Bluff Town Board neither approved or denied the CUP 

request but stated that they “feel confident the County will make the right decision. The board liked the way the 

building permit was worded.” Half of the ground floor of the proposed accessory residence is a garage. The 

applicants have not indicated what the other half of the ground floor will be used for. No renewal of this request 

will be necessary provided the use is established within 12 months of approval. 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the Land Management Committee determine whether the request is 

contrary to the public interest or whether it would be detrimental or injurious to public health, public safety, or 

the character of the surrounding area. If found to be not contrary to the above, staff recommends the Land 

Management Committee approve this conditional use permit for an accessory residence with the following 

conditions:  

1. The applicant shall work with the Town Building Inspector, All Croix Inspections, to determine whether 

a permit from the town is needed and to ensure compliance with the Uniform Dwelling Code (UDC) 

requirements. 

2. The applicant shall obtain a sanitary permit for the connection of the accessory residence to the existing 

septic system or obtain the proper permits to install a new septic system. If connecting to the existing 

septic system, the applicant shall either expand the existing tank and drainfield or record a per capita 

flow statement documenting that the septic system sizing is based on number of occupants and not the 

number of bedrooms. 

3. Applicant shall obtain a new uniform address number for the accessory residence. 

Adank stated that he also received a phone call today in opposition from a neighbor within 300 feet. They stated 

that they were worried about the structure being suitable for human habitation. They also had concerns about 

rodents and the condition of the property. Mr. Oberg stated that is all cleaned up and the old house is just two 

bedrooms not three. Mr. Oberg stated the sewer is good for three bedrooms. He stated Tom had a bunch of cats 

there, and that must be what they were talking about. But Tom took all his cats with when he left. Adank stated 

that was the caller’s concern.  

Chairperson Fetzer opened the hearing to the public. No public comments. Chairperson Fetzer closed the 

public hearing. Mr. Oberg stated that there is a new sewer on it that is big enough for three bedrooms. The old 

house is two bedrooms upstairs and that is it. The apartment above the garage is one bedroom. Chairperson 

Fetzer asked, so just three all together? Mr. Oberg stated yes. Holst stated he believes it was the intent at the 

Town meeting that the people that were going to buy it were going to live in one of them. There was one other 

acreage with an accessory residence on it and part of the conditions was the requirement that the guy that owned 

it had to live in the one residence and he could rent the other one out. If the intent is to rent both of them out, he 

thinks it should go back to the Town. Sanden asked, how does the two residences being rented out and the 

owner not living on it, how does that affect that first definition of accessory residence? A dwelling unit 

accessory to a nonresidential use or is it covered under that second definition of accessory building. Holst stated 

he thinks accessory residence and an accessory building are two different things. Sanden stated that is what he 

is thinking. Would this fit that definition of accessory residence? Pichotta stated the first definition a. actually 

refers to the fact that one can get a permit for a residence that is accessory to a commercial or industrial use and 

it’s the same process to do so. So in this particular case it would be the definition b. that would apply. 

Chairperson Fetzer asked Jeff is he the Diamond Bluff Chairperson yet? Holst stated yes. Chairperson Fetzer 

asked whether the town had been told that the buyer wasn’t going to live in one of the residences. Mr. Oberg 

stated that he is not sure what their plans were, maybe he was going to rent both out or maybe he was going to 

live in one. He is not too sure. Tracy Schommer stated she can give the committee a feel of what the intention 
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would be. She does believe that she would be in charge of care taking the lawn and so forth over there so it 

looks like somebody cares for the place. Aubart asked Jeff how it was presented to the Town Board. Holst 

stated it was presented just how it came forward here except we explained at the Town Board that there was 

another time that we granted a CUP for two residences on one lot but the condition was that it had to be owner 

occupied, one of them. The Town Board was very agreeable with the way the prior conditional use permit was 

worded. He thinks his Town Board had some misunderstanding about what could be allowed. He tried to get the 

point across to the Town Board that they should either approve it or deny it or send it forward with the no 

recommendations. They sent it forward with no recommendations. They neither approved it or denied it but 

they wanted added in there that the County was very capable of making the correct decision, whatever that may 

be. His Town believes the Towns do three things, they provide fire protection, ambulance service and take care 

of the roads and let the other stuff be taken care of by the County. Chairperson Fetzer asked if any of the 

committee had any further questions. He asked Jeff if an owner isn’t going to be living in one, would the 

Township have an issue with that? Holst stated he thinks the Town may. He thinks it needs to come back to the 

Town and let the Town make a recommendation up or down on this. He doesn’t think it’s fair to the County. He 

doesn’t think it’s fair to the residents in the Township because he doesn’t know if they understood what they 

were considering. He does think that if they start allowing two houses on one lot, we are going to have them all 

over in the County. Mr. Oberg asked what the land use permit is for? That’s what he is getting it for. Holst 

stated the land use permit was for a house to be torn down when the one was completed. Mr. Oberg stated he 

understands that. Holst stated now you have come forward with a petition to have two residences on one lot and 

he doesn’t know if the Town Board understood the ramifications. Mr. Oberg stated it is more than one acre. It’s 

just about two acres. Holst stated they were told it was four acres. He can understand how people can get 

confused by looking at their tax statement. If there was four you could split the dang thing but you can’t when 

it’s less than three. Mr. Oberg thought it was two acres. Pichotta suggested that we add a condition #4 and 

simply say owner of the parcel shall occupy one unit. In that way, we are able to issue the conditional use 

permit and then if that condition isn’t something that is workable for the applicant, they can go back to the 

Town for additional input and then bring it back to the Land Management Committee to modify the conditions, 

if appropriate. That way it wouldn’t require another public hearing, just a modification of that condition. Tracy 

Schommer stated she is pretty sure her landlord doesn’t plan on occupying that. Jacob Keller stated he wasn’t 

planning on living there. Ms Schommer stated that to go back and forth between him and Jay and then to go 

back and forth between the Township and the Board, it just sounds like a lot of hop, skipping and jumping. She 

stated they were under the impression that one of the residences would be occupied by the person responsible 

for the property, taking care of the lawn and so forth, doing the mowing, doing the snow blowing. Holst stated 

that when he talked to the two of you, one of them being your landlord, it was said that perhaps he would use 

the smaller one as a cabin. Ms Schommer stated he does plan on still bringing his kids over there. That’s all 

land to him that he is unfamiliar with and so he does plan on bringing his kids in the cabin over there. Mr. 

Keller stated he doesn’t think he ever said anything like that. Ms Schommer stated she didn’t think he said it at 

the Town Hall but he mentioned it to her. Mr. Keller stated maybe somebody else spoke for him, but he thought 

he was pretty clear that he would have two renters over there. Chairperson Fetzer suggested this go back to the 

Town Board to get this figured out. Ms Schommer asked when the next Town Board meeting is? Holst stated 

the next Town Board meeting would be February 11th. Chairperson Fetzer stated if we could move it forward 

with condition #4 but if he is not going to be living there, that is almost a moot point. Holst stated it allows the 

current property owner to do something with his property. Jay is the one we are dealing with here. Sanden 

stated that if the sale is contingent upon this, time is of the essence. He does think putting the condition #4 is a 

great idea, but if it is moot and just going to be kicked back, it might save time just to kick it back to the town. 

Pichotta stated the issue he is trying to avoid is needing to hold another public hearing and requiring another 

$300.00 fee. Holst stated the way Andy is coming about it, another public hearing would not be needed and the 

additional $300.00 fee would not be needed. Sanden stated that is important. Mr. Oberg stated he already paid 

the $300.00. Holst stated that is correct, Jay shouldn’t have to pay another one. Gulbranson stated he likes that 

number four added and thinks it’s a good idea. Aubart stated he agreed and thinks it needs to go back to the 

Town. We give them the opportunity to take it back to the township and they can decide if they want the two 
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residences as rental property on the lot. Chairperson Fetzer stated he thinks we have covered everything and is 

ready to entertain a motion.  

Sanden moved to approve the conditional use permit for an Accessory Residence for Jay Oberg, due to 

the fact this is not found to be contrary to the public interest, nor detrimental or injurious to public 

health, public safety or the character of the surrounding area, with conditions #1 - #3, adding condition 

#4 stating that one of the units must be occupied by the owner/Gulbranson seconded. All in favor. Passed 

with roll call vote: Sanden – Yes, Aubart – Yes, Gulbranson – Yes, Holst – Yes, Fetzer – Yes. 

Chairperson Fetzer asked Mr. Oberg if he had any questions. Mr. Oberg stated no, not really. Holst asked Mr. 

Oberg if he wanted to be on the Diamond Bluff Town Board agenda for the February meeting? Mr. Oberg 

stated yes.  

 

Discuss take action on a request for renewal of a conditional use permit for Nonmetallic Mining in the 

General Rural, General Rural Flexible and Primary Agriculture Districts, pursuant to Pierce County 

Code Chapter 240-37A for Wisconsin Industrial Sand Company, agent for Kathleen & John Thayer, My 

Course LLC, Cynthia Hanson and MOAP LLC/TROLL KING LLC, owners on property located in part 

of Sections 33, 34 and 35, All in T25N, R17W, Town of Hartland, Pierce County, WI and for Wisconsin 

Specialty Sands Inc, owner and agent for Nellie Anderson, My Course, Charles & Lynn Brown, Lynn 

Brown, Dennis Potts, Florness Farms LLC, Gregory & Debra Anderson and Margaret Chesley, on 

property located in part of Sections 2, 3, 4 and 10, all in T24N, R17W, Town of Isabelle, Pierce County, 

WI. Jeff Holst stated due to the fact there may be a conflict of interest, he is recusing himself and leaving 

the meeting. 

Staff Report – Brad Roy: The underground mining operation began in 2006; in 2008 the hours of operation 

were expanded to 24 hours a day. In 2013, the LMC approved an expansion of the mining area into the Town of 

Hartland. Activities on the site include blasting and screening. The sand is trucked to the processing facility in 

the Town of Trenton. Trucks enter and exit the site directly onto STH 35. To date, all mining activity has taken 

place in the Town of Isabelle. Mining at the site has ceased for the time being, however sufficient activities are 

occurring to demonstrate that the use has not been discontinued. The permitted mining area encompasses 

approximately 1300 acres. The primary use of the land is either agriculture or forested and undeveloped. Other 

area uses include low-density residential. The entire mining process takes place underground using room and 

pillar mining. The sandstone will be mined in parallel tunnels approximately 30 feet wide separated by 70-foot 

wide sandstone pillars. The mining is accomplished by drilling and blasting. Two high capacity wells are onsite. 

High capacity wells are permitted by the WDNR. The lower level of the mined sand is approximately 60-80 feet 

above the groundwater table. The use of flocculants is permitted by the WI DNR which monitors the type and 

limits the amount used. The facility has a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and a Spill Pollution Control 

and Countermeasures Plan. These plans identify potential sources of stormwater pollution and spills of oil-

related materials and other chemical, and establish controls to minimize any potential impacts to surface waters. 

A Fugitive Dust Plan has been developed for the operation. The plan details the measure to be taken to reduce 

dust from roadways during periods of dry or windy conditions. The site is currently not in production, but 

activities are taking place to keep the permit active. The following actions are/have been completed. 

1. Monthly in-house Inspections for SWPPP (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan) 

2. Monthly in-house Inspections for SPCC (Spill Plan Control and Countermeasures) 

3. Quarterly Stormwater Discharge in-house Inspections. 

4. Regular in-house Primary and Secondary Escape inspections along with any needed scaling or cleaning 

of tunnels 

5. Quarterly MSHA Regulatory Inspections 

6. Fire Extinguisher in-house Inspections 

7. Maintaining Electrical systems inside and outside of mine for capacitor chargers, lights and electrical 

components 

8. Working with the WDNR to conduct annual population surveys of bat species hibernating in the mine 
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9. Allowing Continuation of Scientific studies related to bat populations within the mine, white nose 

syndrome, working with the WDNR, and US Fish and Wildlife Service 

Staff has not received any complaints about the operation since the expansion in 2013. The applicant has 

received a permit from WisDOT to mine under Hwy 35. The applicant is requesting the modification to 

Condition #8 and the need for continued well tests. Recently staff and the LMC have attempted to standardize 

language regarding well tests for mining sites not actively mining. On October 7, 2020, staff proposed and the 

LMC approved the following standardized condition: 

“Well tests for nitrates, suspended solids, and dissolved solids, shall be conducted for all wells within 1000 feet 

of the proposed mining operations, prior to any blasting. Tests shall be conducted annually, thereafter, as long 

as blasting continues. If blasting ceases, tests shall be conducted annually for two years after the most recent 

blast. Well tests shall be conducted prior to the initial blast, and annually thereafter, when blasting is resumed 

after a break of more than one year.”  

The last blast for this facility was in the fall of 2015. The Town of Isabelle did not have any concerns about 

suspending well tests when active mining is not occurring. Staff contacted the Town of Hartland regarding this 

renewal request. No response was received at the time this report was sent and we still haven’t. Applicant is 

also requesting a change to condition #25, A groundwater response plan, including accurate determinations of 

the groundwater elevation and which details resources to be used to protect the quality of groundwater beneath 

and adjacent to the extraction operation and a proposed response to encountering groundwater, shall be 

provided. Groundwater elevation shall be monitored annually and the results submitted to the Zoning Office.  

The reason they are requesting a change to that, the groundwater elevation monitoring is part of the well tests. If 

they are not doing the well tests, it would be more difficult to monitor the groundwater elevation. Based on 

advice from Corporation Counsel, staff is generally not recommending any conditions which require the 

permitting or compliance with any agencies, organizations, or departments regulations or rules. The existing 

conditions #1 - #27 are listed in the staff report. 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the Land Management Committee consider whether conditions 

remain adequate to protect the public interest, public health and safety, and the character of the area. If no 

modifications or additions are necessary, staff recommends this CUP be renewed with the following conditions: 

#1 - #26 removing the original condition #1 due to advice from Corporation Counsel and modifying the new 

condition #7, regarding well tests, to state: Well tests for nitrates, suspended solids, and dissolved solids shall be 

conducted for all wells within 1000 feet of the proposed mining operation, prior to any blasting. Tests shall be 

conducted annually, thereafter, as long as blasting continues. If blasting ceases, tests shall be conducted 

annually for two years after the most recent blast. Well tests shall be conducted prior to the initial blast, and 

annually thereafter, when blasting is resumed after a break of more than one year. Then possibly a change to the 

new condition #24 if the committee sees fit, regarding groundwater elevation. 

1. Applicant shall submit written verification from all real property owners granting access to the 

abandoned tunnels of which WSS will be accessing pursuant to this CUP. 

2. Applicant shall submit verification of lease agreements before mining is conducted and before mining is 

conducted within the 100-foot setback to parcels to which WSS does not hold the mineral rights, subject 

to condition number 5. 

3. Applicant shall comply with the conditions recommended by the Town of Isabelle. The Town of Isabelle 

recommended approval of this request on March 22, 2006, subject to the following conditions: 

1. A map of the facility and underground tunnels shall be posted conspicuously at the site. 

a. This same map shall be provided to the Town Clerk of the Town of Isabelle and emergency 

officials. 

b. This map shall be updated semi-annually. 

2. A site stability study shall be completed by a professional engineer qualified for such work. 

a. The stability of the site shall be monitored by a qualified professional engineer annually. 

b. A copy of the engineer’s report shall be made available to the Town of Isabelle.  

3. The groundwater shall be monitored by professionals qualified to perform such work. 

a. Check all wells within 1000 feet of company wells. This is the same as county requirements. 
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b. The groundwater shall be monitored annually as well as any time the Town of Isabelle deems 

appropriate. 

c. A copy of this report shall be made available to the Town of Isabelle. 

4. A reclamation plan shall be prepared- 

 a. In compliance with the requirements of the County of Pierce. 

 b. Including a performance bond to insure that reclamation work can be completed after operations 

cease or the operating entity ceases to exist. 

5. Hours during which blasting operations can be performed will be unrestricted unless official 

complaints are registered with the Town of Isabelle. 

 a. Upon receipt of an official complaint to the Town of Isabelle, the Town of Isabelle will advise 

the operators of the facility of the hours of blasting restrictions. 

 b. Within 24 hours of notification, the operators of the facility shall not perform blasting between 

the hours of 9:00pm to 5:00am. 

6. Town of Isabelle does not control driveway permits onto a State of Wisconsin highway and therefore 

cannot approve or deny any such driveway. However, the Town of Isabelle is very concerned about 

trees on either side of the driveway blocking the view of the drivers on the driveway and the State 

Highway. The Town of Isabelle strongly recommends that sufficient trees be removed to promote 

safe vehicular traffic.  

4. A 100-foot setback shall be maintained from all property lines for which Wisconsin Specialty Sand does 

not hold the mineral rights, except for any areas which were granted an exception to this requirement. 

An exception was granted on the west property boundary of the parcel subject to this CUP. Mining is 

permitted 57 feet from this boundary. 

5. Applicant shall identify blasting frequency and all blasting shall be done by a certified state licensed 

blaster. 

6. Real property owners located within 1000 feet of the parcel subject to this CUP shall be notified of the 

blasting schedule and be given the option of having notices sent to them by phone, text or email before 

any blasting. Blasting shall be restricted to six days a week. 

7. Well tests for nitrates, suspended solids, and dissolved solids shall be conducted for all wells within 

1000 feet of the proposed mining operation, prior to any blasting. Tests shall be conducted 

annually, thereafter, as long as blasting continues. If blasting ceases, tests shall be conducted 

annually for two years after the most recent blast. Well tests shall be conducted prior to the initial 

blast, and annually thereafter, when blasting is resumed after a break of more than one year. 

8. Reclamation shall be according to submitted plans and shall be completed within one year of ceasing 

mining operations. 

9. After the asphalt and road gravel is removed, following mine closure, the road bed shall be graded so 

storm water will run laterally off the old road bed and not longitudinally down the old profile grade of 

the road bed. 

10. The financial assurance for reclamation shall be reviewed and approved by Corporation Counsel before 

mining commences and kept current. 

11. Applicant agrees that any unforeseen erosion issues that arise during or after construction shall be 

addressed to the satisfaction of the county. 

12. Applicant shall submit to the Zoning Office a copy of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and a 

Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan if these plans are required by other agencies. If they 

are not required, applicants shall submit verification from those agencies stating that the plans are not 

required. 

13. This CUP shall be renewed every two years. 

14. An annual audit, detailing mining activities to date and demonstrating adherence to approved 

conditions shall be submitted to Pierce County Land Management Department by January 31st. 
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15. The applicant shall submit written verification from the Department of Natural Resources that a binding 

agreement between the DNR and WSS is in place to preserve the conservation values of the existing 

DNR State Natural Area and associated tunnels. Such agreement shall also address access. 

16. Verification of an agreement with the Wisconsin DOT shall be submitted before mining extends under 

Hwy 35. 

17. Outdoor storage of any equipment and/or mining materials shall only occur on the parcel with the mine 

entrance. 

18. Mining shall not encroach within 200 feet of any existing residence unless owner authorization has 

been obtained. 

19. All loaded trucks shall be tarped. 

20. A fugitive dust plan that utilizes industry standards and best management practices shall be developed 

and adhered to. 

21. The operator shall provide notice to the County of any orders to cease and desist from MSHA. 

22. Any polyacrylamide flocculants must be used consistent with WI DNR permit requirements. 

23. WISC will be subject to control methods deemed adequate by the LMC for silica emissions if current 

or future studies suggest a significant public health threat exists from such emissions. 

24. A groundwater response plan, including accurate determinations of the groundwater elevation and 

which details resources to be used to protect the quality of groundwater beneath and adjacent to the 

extraction operation and a proposed response to encountering groundwater, shall be provided. 

Groundwater elevation shall be monitored annually and the results submitted to the Zoning Office. 

25. A map of the facility and underground tunnels shall be submitted to the Town of Hartland semi-

annually. 

26. No ventilation shafts or secondary access portals shall be developed until after such time as the 

proposed location is reviewed by the applicable Town and approved by the LMC.  

Sanden asked if it would be proper to put some wording in #24 about the groundwater level testing, the same as 

#7 that once blasting does begin and nitrate testing at that point then groundwater level reporting would be 

done. Does that seem appropriate? Roy stated this came in kind of last minute so he hasn’t had a lot of time to 

think about how to word a condition, but he thinks if we just amend that last sentence to: Groundwater 

elevations shall be monitored annually when blasting is occurring and the results shall be submitted to the 

Zoning Office. Gulbranson asked we are trying to standardize this well testing, on condition #24 is that the 

same language that we were trying to use? I don’t recall seeing that language. Roy stated this is typically only 

used in the underground frac sand mines. It might be in other mining permits but it’s not on all of them for sure. 

Aubart stated he agrees with Dr. Sanden that similar language on the resumption of blasting and we resume the 

levels of groundwater monitoring. Chairperson Fetzer asked if WISC had anything they would like to add. 

Lauren Evans stated she felt the staff report covered everything really well unless anyone had questions of 

them. 

Aubart moved to renew the conditional use permit for Nonmetallic Mining for WISC with conditions #1 - 

#26, modifying condition #24 to Groundwater elevation shall be monitored annually when blasting is 

occurring, and the results shall be submitted to the Zoning Office /Sanden seconded. All in favor. Passed 

with roll call vote. Sanden – Yes, Aubart – Yes, Gulbranson – Yes, Fetzer – Yes.   

 

Discuss take action on Travel/Training Requests. Pichotta stated he has no travel/training requests for your 

consideration. 

 

Departmental Update and Future Agenda Items 

Pichotta stated we have three public hearings scheduled for the 17th of February: a Temporary Asphalt Plant in 

the Town of Oak Grove off of Highway 10, Pierce County Highway Department for the Bisel Pit for an 

expansion and the last is a Fly Fishing School to be located in the Town of El Paso down along the Rush. If 

we’re to have a meeting on the 3rd of February we would have a Mathy renewal - and again we have Mathy 

public hearing at the next meeting and the timing is such that we could also deal with that at that meeting - and 
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the other, Big Dog Daddy’s Campground, is up for renewal. We can either meet twice in February or if the 

committee is comfortable with it, we could do a two-week administrative renewal for Big Dog Daddy and have 

him on the 17th also. He is looking for a little direction in that regard. Is everybody comfortable with having a 

lengthier meeting on the 17th and not having one at the beginning of the month or would you prefer to have one 

at the beginning of the month that has very little on it. Chairperson Fetzer stated he will be fine with just having 

one meeting. Gulbranson stated he is fine with the one. Sanden stated he could go either way. Aubart stated he 

is fine with the 17th. Chairperson Fetzer stated it sounds like one meeting will be fine. Pichotta stated our next 

meeting will be on February 17th.  

 

Motion to adjourn at 6:48pm by Sanden/Aubart seconded. All in favor. Motion passed.  

Respectfully submitted by S. Hartung  


