
PUBLIC HEARING OF THE VILLAGE OF EGG HARBOR 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

VARIANCE APPLICANT:  EDWARD AND BARBARA BURDA ET. AL.  
THURSDAY, JUNE 19, 2008 

 
 

Members Present:  Acting Chairman Robert Erickson, Tom Cashin,  Bill Nelson, 
Clarence Scherer, Adolf Walser and Dorothy Hoslett.   
Also Present:  James Downey, representative of the Burdas, Edward and Barbara Burda, 
Carol Straubel, Nancy Grimm, and Pat Gureski. 
 
Acting Chairman Erickson read the rules and the procedures to be followed during the 
course of the public hearing, and called it to order at 7:03 P.M.  Erickson also pointed out 
that the hearing is being recorded on a cassette tape. Roll call was taken. 
 
Announcement of the Agenda and Purpose of Hearing: 
Chairman Erickson read the public hearing notice, which states, “Notice is hereby given 
that the Zoning Board of Appeals for the Village of Egg Harbor will meet at the Paul J. 
Bertschinger Community Center at 7:00 P.M. on Monday, June 19, 2008 for the purpose 
of conducting a public hearing on the following matter: 
 

The application of Edward and Barbara Burda, Et. Al, of 4962 North 
Shore Drive Egg Harbor, WI for variance from Section 152.046(A)(1) (a) 
and 152.042 (B)(2) of the Code of Ordinances to raze the structure 
currently located on the property and replace it with a new structure that 
would encroach on the ordinary high water mark  and into the setback 
from North Shore Drive.  

 
Jim Downey from Pinkert Law firm spoke in behalf of the Burdas for the high water set 
back and the road set back asking fro 25’ from the road.   Unless there was built a very, 
very small structure you will experience imposing into any setback on any sides.  
Cashin inquired the sq. footage of the garage.  The response was 600 square feet.  
Cashin inquired about concrete behind home, Burda explained it is a concrete structure 
for the bedroom entrance.  
Erickson inquired if the roadway is a publicly used road or is it just an access road.  It 
was determined it was an access road. 
Walser stated the water setback limit is stated at 50 feet instead of 75 feet.  Downey 
answered it is based on averaging.  It was clarified that 50 feet is applicable if 
neighboring property is less than 75 feet. 
Hoslett spoke of the 75 foot high water setback and stated that the DNR could object and 
challenge the granting of a variance to the water setback after which it would go to circuit 
court.   
Cashin quoted from the Code that, “in no case shall a variance be granted for less than 
50’.   Downey replied that is if you’re not averaging.   
Downey stated you would have no use of this property for a livable structure because of 
the overlapping setbacks.   
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Scherer spoke of the overall square feet of the dwelling to that of 1800 to 2000 square 
foot after taking off the garage and accessories is and it is 2 to 2.5 times as large as the 
existing building.   
 
Carol Straubel at 4951 N. Shore Drive asked for clarification as to who is building the 
house.  It was clarified that the existing owners have to apply for the variance even 
though there is a sale pending.   
 
Hoslett asked what the hardship is.  Downey replied the structure planned does not 
comply with the ordinance because of the overlapping setbacks.   
 
Cashin read the three items what constitutes the granting of a variance.   
Cashin moved to allow both variances for the Burda property to be allowed.   Ed Burda 
spoke about the quality of the existing home.  They are suspect of the value of the 
structure due to the age of the construction and age of the wiring.  Motion died for lack of 
a second.   
Clarence suggested submitting the material request to the DNR. 
Downey suggested you can conditionally act on the variance in anticipation of the 
whether the DNR would make objection.   
Cashin moved to approve the two variances subject to approval of the DNR, seconded 
Scherer.  Cashin amended his motion to approve the two variances subject to their not 
being objected to by the DNR, seconded Scherer.   
Voting on the motion:  Scherer yes, Cashin aye, Nelson aye, Walser yes, Hoslett yes.   
 
 The hearing closed at 7:42. P.M.   
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Patricia C. Gureski 
Clerk-Treasurer 


