
 

 

Anything highlighted indicates a quote by a wake boater for data, information, or “proof” 
 
Anything highlighted indicates a quote by a member interested in the moratorium or study, that 
the board disregarded. 
 I 

FROM THE MESSAGE BOARD 
 
Reply by Jason Nowakowski (43 Total Posts) 
Posted on Sep 26, 2020 4:35 pm (7 months ago) 
 
 
Soo... 
  
One study appears to be a research paper (i.e. not peer reviewed) which focuses on erosion on 
lakes that do not have bulkheads.  It notes differences in erosion between gradually sloped 
shorelines and steeply sloped shorelines. We have bulkheads which prevent shoreline erosion. 
  
Laval is at least published, it seems, but is a turbulence study done directly under the boat pass 
that says there is turbulence from wake boats up to 15 feet deep where they pass. Unless I'm 
missing something there is nowhere in the ski zone that is less than 15 feet deep, and frankly 
there probably isn't anywhere within 200 feet of the ski zone that's less than 15 feet deep.  
  
These papers are irrelevant.  
  
The other documents include a collection of rules which localities may be trying to pass, but in 
almost all cases have not been passed, and a collection of anecdotes which have been stated 
before in one way,, shape, or form, and in general can not be definitively tied to wake boats, but 
rather general lake traffic or in some cases unknown causes. 
  
The bulkheads are engineered to withstand storm forces far greater than a wake boat wave at 
375 feet.  As is the dam.   
  
These documents are fear mongering, plain and simple, and frankly I'm hopeful that the board 
sees them for what they are.  
 
 
 
Reply by Pete Koppenhoefer (10 Total Posts) 
Posted on Sep 28, 2020 6:05 pm (7 months ago) 
 
The controversy regarding boats with high energy wakes from ballast is reaching new heights 
as we all have seen over the past year.  We all need to act responsibly in the best interests of 
the entire community.  We know the impact to all of us should we loose Lake Auman with its 
high hazard dam. 
  
This issue is not going to go away.  It cannot be ignored.  It requires studies of Lake Auman 
specifically to resolve the concerns raised.  The recommendations of the Lake Committee about 
a year ago to address these issues were not acted upon, thereby creating more heated contro-
versy.   
  
I respectfully appeal to our BOD President to take the needed action to control this raging de-
bate within our community and direct the following non-partial, professional studies of Lake Au-
man.  The data at the conclusion of theses studies should enable appropriate actions to be 
taken and update our policies accordingly.   



 

 

  
A.  Study to analyze the impact of boats with high energy wakes from ballast on Lake Auman 
infrastructure. 
B.  Study to analyze the number of boats (and type) that Lake Auman can safely accommodate. 
C.  Audit current boat registrations to address some of the errors we know exists in the current 
registration database. 
  
I would hope that the BOD and community would support studies to ensure the continued integ-
rity, safety and enjoyment of Lake Auman for years to come. 
 
 
Reply by Jason Nowakowski (43 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 01, 2020 7:10 am (7 months ago 
 
 
Mr. Halbert: 
  
While I'm not the dam engineer, I'm pretty sure that the spillway is reinforced to a point where it 
shouldn't be considered "natural shoreline." It would have to withstand some of the worst hy-
draulic forces imaginable if it ever actually had to relieve water from the lake, and it would have 
to do so without washing out.  This is why it was recently rebuilt to a higher standard than origi-
nal. 
  
The status of the reinforced section of the spillway is also very easy to observe, record, and in-
spect on a regular basis.  
  
We all have an interest and a concern for the longevity of this lake and our dam. The wake boat 
owners are property owners here, obviously, and are also vested in this community. 
  
Again, my concern is that there is a vocal minority present that is trying to bolster their case with 
loosely relevant information and fear mongering in order to convince those who do not have per-
sonal experience with the alleged "issue" that there are dangers to the dam and bulkheads 
when there is not proof of this assertion. 
 
 
 
Reply by Van Halbert (75 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 01, 2020 7:32 am (7 months ago) 
 
 
Its very obvious that this a common concern in many communities.   And the fact that we dont 
have an official study to confirm everything, it is therefore up to  the  concerned members using 
information that they can find to correlate to our environment.   To shrug off our concerns when 
your not an expert, is problematic, IMHO.     
 
  
 
Reply by Art Wieland (22 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 01, 2020 9:20 am (7 months ago) 
 
 



 

 

The "vocal minority" in this case are the wake boat owners. Factually, there are far less wake 
boats than any other type of boat.....there are likely less than 50 wake boats owned in this com-
munity relative to hundreds of other boats. Yet, it is the wake boat that generates the contro-
versy. And it is the wake boat aficionados who so actively monitor the message board and at-
tempt to immediately discredit the concerns of everyone else....it borders on comical.  But none 
of this does away with the shear safety/nuisance/property damage factors that many of us expe-
rience on a daily basis..... which are large wakes, generating large waves, rocking our moored 
boats all over the place and, in my case, damaging my bulkhead and shearing the running lights 
off my boat. I watched it happen and I didn't imagine it. No, I didn't have a camera with me and I 
couldn't read the boat decal from shore.......but that doesn't mean it didn't happen. These wakes 
also add stress to my dock because the dock has to absorb the turbulence my boat is subjected 
to....so it's not just the bulkhead and dam that need to be in the equation, but all the timber 
docks that are subjected to the forces of these waves.  
 
 
Reply by Joel Robert Martin (24 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 01, 2020 10:24 am (7 months ago) 
 
 
I moved to Seven Lakes North in 1994 and lived there for 10 years before moving to Seven 
Lakes West for the last 16 ½ years.  We live on the main part of the lake – Starboard side as 
you come out from the marina.  The first buoy is 357 yards from our bulkhead and the second 
buoy, heading starboard toward the dam is 379 yards from our bulkhead. 
  
We do not have a lift and only 1 dock, not parked in the middle, open on starboard side.  Our 
first boat was a 21 feet cubby cabin – no issues\damage to the dock or boat for 7 years.  Our 

second boat is a 18’6” center console.  On this boat, until this year, I had 5 ropes and 3 bump-
ers for protection.  There was no damage to the boat and only last year had one screw in dock 
cleat pull out in 6 years.  Since then all changed to bolt in cleats. 
  
This last season (2020) the waves have been so bad I added two additional back up lines, one 
to the spring line and one on the port side aft – still 3 bumpers and now 7 ropes/lines.  When 
ever there are wake boats on the lake, one or greater, the bow bounces 2-4 feet on the incom-
ing and outgoing wake. 
  

This summer, 2020, I have had damage to the chrome’S ’on the port aft section of the boat 
name, closest to the dock.  Later in the summer, I lost the port aft buoy.  Both due to the 
wake\wave action received from wake\surfing boats pounding the shore and then waves bounc-
ing off the bulkhead, wait repeat, wait repeat, all summer. 
  
I find that the wake boats, more so than others, do stay in the ski area when they pull or surf be-
hind their boats, but this makes NO difference.  Lately some of them have even begun pull-
ing\surfing their party straight up the middle of the ski area.  Again this make little difference by 
the time the wakes reaches our bulkhead\boat but we do appreciate the effort. 
  
Our neighbor have 2 docks with their pontoon boat parked between them.  2 screw in cleats on 
this dock have been pulled out of the dock due to waves\wakes.  They also had one cleat ‘break ’on the aft end of their pontoon boat as well.  They also had a bumper get away while out 
of town and I was able to swim out and retrieve.  I was watching the boat due to the broken 

chrome cleat on the boat while I was outside.  Their beach area has ‘lost ’a load of sand this 
year.  It has a 2 foot bulkhead from the water.  They added, after new sand, another 2” board on 

the top and still lost the sand and now with rut’s washing out from under the side boards on their 



 

 

beach area.   This was wasted money and effort due to wake\waves coming up over the beach 
bulkhead. 
  

The dock next to them with their pontoon boat parked in ‘front ’on the dock, had two screw in 
cleats pull out of the relatively new dock. 
  
Now I have heard that 3 board members have wake boats.  That is probably why there has 
been no action or open discussion on the wake boat issue. 
  
My recommendations to the Board of Directors (BOD) or lake committee of every name: 
  
Permanent ban\moratorium on any new wake boats. 
Existing registered wake boats are grand fathered. 
No new or replacement for existing wake boats to be allowed to be registered or placed in use 
on Lake Auman.  We have a precedent for this:  the ONE jet boat controversy. 
  
Now the woman of the house swims about 5 days a week during swimming season and wears a 

ski belt while doing so.  All of 5’2 ½” weighing a buck something, I have no idea what and you 
know how women are with this, but she is a tiny thing. She gets in her swim gear, gets in the 
water, gets hit by the waves and is out of the water in a flash or she will not get in at all saying it 
is too rough. 
  
The lake is suppose to be for the enjoyment of everyone doing what ever water sport they enjoy 
and we truly enjoy participating and also watching folks having fun on the lake but the 
wake\surfing boats are taking that enjoyment out of it.  BOD, it is time to take the above recom-
mendation into action. 
  
All the above is first hand knowledge. 
  
Regards 
  
  
  
  
Reply by Jason Nowakowski (43 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 04, 2020 5:40 pm (7 months ago) 
 
 
What you're all missing is that a moratorium doesn't actually affect the current wake boat own-
ers at this point in time. Rather, it affects anyone who may be thinking of purchasing a wake 
boat, anyone who may be thinking about purchasing property here, and anyone who thinks it's 
absurd to ban new registrations of a certain class of boat BEFORE any direct scientific evidence 
from this lake (or any other relevant evidence of issues that are within the parameters of this is-
sue here) is presented.  
  
There is broader support than you think, because it's not an issue of the wake boaters. It's an 
issue of the principle of making a decision that affects a broad number of residents and potential 
residents based on conjecture and sensationalized anecdotes.  It's easy to understand why 
even non-wake-boaters would not support this moratorium. 
 
 
Reply by Tim Pittman (37 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 04, 2020 6:44 pm (7 months ago) 



 

 

 
 
I'm not missing that point at all.  A moratorium mandates no changes to existing owners at 
all.  What it does is prevents expansion of a potential issue until the issue can be thoroughly an-
alyzed and decisions can be made with facts and data with the current and future status in mind 
rather than anecdotal information from both sides of the issue.  If more and more people bring in 
wake boats onto Lake Auman and it turns out that they do indeed cause damage to the com-
mon and private infrastructure on the lake, than once the integrity of those structures and per-
sonal injury is at risk, those that own those boats will be banned or significantly restricted from 
using the lake.  It is a "no-brainer" in my opinion to put a stop to bringing in new wake boats 
onto this lake until all aspects of the impact of one through many wake boats on the dam, bulk-
heads, docks and wildlife can be ascertained.  A moratorium on new boats does not place re-
strictions on existing boat owners at this time, but it is fairly obvious to me that if the wake boat 
population on the lake increases, significant harm can be done to current property values not to 
mention lakeside owner maintenance costs.  I don't live on the lake, but I am on the lake often 
enough to know that there are certain boats that generate enough turbulence to where I often 
have to turn into the wave to prevent severe side to side rocking and risk of capsizing, which 
many passengers find frightening.  A moratorium does not impact you, as a current wake boat 
owner.  But be aware that if a study says that the dam is being damaged even by 70hp pontoon 
boats and that the only way to save the lake is to restrict boats to 10hp electric motors, then all 
but those boats will have to be banned (of course, that isn't likely, but if it were to be the conclu-
sion, what choice would the community have?). 
 
 
 
 
 
Reply by Holly Camplin (3 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 05, 2020 12:55 pm (7 months ago) 
 
 
I couldn't agree with Natalie more! As a parent, I find wake surfing to be a much safer and com-
munity building sport than tubing.  Although I find tubing a little on the dangerous side and the 
speeds and increased turning involved in to not to my liking, I would never dream of suggesting 
we ban it because I personally don't like it.   
  
Like Natalie said, if we look out to surf ans there is a lot of tubing traffic or sailboat activity, we 
go another time.  I would venture to say that we have never had a day when we couldn't find a 
less busy time to go if the weather held out.  We can get up early or postpone til after dinner if 
lake traffic is high.  I think vice versa would work for alternative viewpoints. 
  
I trust our dam committee and the experts they consult on our dam health.  I don't think it wise 
to make huge decisions such as suggesting we ban something based on "what if" conjecture. 
Until the experts show data that says wake surfing boats specifically are causing an issue with 
dam viability, I say we stop being so negative and all enjoy the lake as our current bylaws allow.  
 
  
I want to feel I can coexist with all of my neighbors here, I really do; but this negative energy fo-
cused on such a beloved, multi-generational sport in this community, makes me feel very at-
tacked, and unwarrantedly so! 
 
 
 
Reply by Bruce Bullock (2 Total Posts) 



 

 

Posted on Oct 05, 2020 3:08 pm (7 months ago) 
 
 
As a person who actually owns a Lakefront home with an unrestricted area between my lot and 
the ski zone I feel that I can offer something more than an anecdotal comment to the wake boat-
ing issue. I currently have a boat tied to my dock(not on a lift) and a bulkhead similar to most on 
the lake. In the past several months I have been paying very close attention to the wakes hitting 
my boat and property. I would happily invite any of the folks so adamant about the increased 
damage that wake boats are creating to join me on my dock for the cocktail of their choice and 
actually watch for a few hours as the wakes roll in. I can assure you that as a lakefront owner I 
would not willingly add to or condone something that was going to damage my personal 
home.....or my boat, I certainly don't have money to burn just to enjoy a hobby. i am attaching 
my cell, shoot me a text and I'll look forward to a civil discussion and libation while observing 
this lake we all love. 
  
Bruce Bullock 
910-315-3614 
 
 
Reply by Ronald Shepard (48 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 05, 2020 4:25 pm (7 months ago) 
 
 
Six former Board Presidents, a former Legal Director, a former Infrastructure Director, a former 
Lake and Dam Director, a former Treasurer, a former Secretary the head of the volunteer Lake 
Patrol, former and existing members of various committees and numerous other community 

members have expressed legitimate concerns that have been dismissed as “noise”. 
  
These are the same people who, for more than a decade, have contributed their professional 
knowledge, expertise, and experience, along with an inordinate amount of their time to grow 
SLW into the exceptional community it has become. During those years of residing and volun-
teering in SLW they have developed strings of contacts in all our neighborhoods and throughout 
all our SLW activities. The concerns they have expressed are those heard and gathered from 
these contacts and represent a large percentage of our membership. These concerns are not 

merely “noise”. 
  
While governing, these former Board and committee members followed the rules of the NC 
Planned Community Act and our own governing documents while addressing the community 
openly and honestly. It is time for the current Board leadership to perform its duties in the same 
manner. 
 
 
Reply by Jason Nowakowski (43 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 06, 2020 12:35 pm (7 months ago) 
 
 
However, to assume, out of hand, that the wakes generated by wake surfing, at a distance of 
greater than 375 feet from the closest point to shore, have a greater impact on the bulkheads, 
docks, or dam than either other boats at a closer distance (there are many, many violators of 
the no-wake rules here), or particularly than storm waves is also intellectually dishonest.  Pro-
posing a moratorium on these boats without any evidence that they are actually causing an in-
frastructure problem only serves to quiet the "noise" of people who are convinced there is a 
problem even though they have scientific analysis with our parameters. 



 

 

  
Further, I still find that the sensationalized claims of how it's gotten so much worse this year are 
being inflated in order to serve an agenda.  Anecdotes from multiple posters in the past few 
threads where they've recounted personal shoreline experiences are interesting, until you real-
ize that the most vocal of them do not live close enough to the ski zone to see a direct impact 
from wakes.  The posters above who added their address and location on the lake to substanti-
ate their claims have the right idea.   
  
There should not be much of a difference in impact year over year, since the overall number of 
surf boats, from my best estimates, has not really increased by much.  As previously stated, it's 
a small subset of the population.  Now, we've seen a rise in total boat usage this year due to 
COVID which cannot be denied.  Perhaps we should place a moratorium on all boat registra-
tions until we sort out the details what's behind the greatest impact.  Does that sound like a 
great idea?  No, I didn't think so either. 
  
I agree with others here.  Arguing is not going to solve anything.  WE NEED DATA.  The differ-
ence is that I don't believe a subset of residents should be disenfranchised while we are trying 
to gather that data. 
  
Finally,  while many have touted the extravagant claims from many manufacturers regarding 
the latest and greatest surf boats, it should be noted that 1) nobody has a five foot wave and 2) 
we actually do have restrictions in place that dis-allow the best wake boats in the busi-
ness.  Manufacturers are increasing boat size in order to increase wake size.  It's really the only 
place they have to go.  Any substantiated claim that a manufacturer makes is taken from it's 
largest boat, which in most cases today are 25-27 feet long and cost well over $200,000.  We 
will never see those kind of wakes because we have a 23' max. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reply by James Pierman (20 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 08, 2020 8:15 pm (7 months ago) 
 
 
Over the past few weeks I have been following the Message Board topic focusing on  wake 
boats. Many statements have been made both for and against the boats and their effect on the 
community. To me the following are obvious: 
  
1) Wave damage can be denied because there is no data to prove shoreline damage or that it 
doesn't damage the shoreline. 
  
2) Anecdotal data about capsizing kayaks or paddleboards can be denied by other personal sto-
ries about having no problem with wakes. 
  
3) Concern over damage to the Lake Auman Dam is denied because there is no data to show 
effect or no effect. 



 

 

  
4) Petitions do not make rules but can be treated as advisory information from both sides of an 
issue. They are not votes and petitions can be misleading. I have not seen the petition. Since it 
was submitted to the Board is it in the minutes? 
  
5) The fact that some boats violate the rules or create large wakes also happened before the 
new technology and yet did not cause a significant number of landowners to register complaints. 
Not a good defense. 
  
6) The SLWLA Board is making no effort to address the validity of any statements. They are 
however referring to member concerns as "noise" rather than acknowledging the concerns. 
  
The one thing that can not be denied is that an ever-growing number of SLWLA members are 
expressing concern over something that was not a problem five or six years before. The Board's 
response is to tell these land owners to co-exist with wake boats. 
  
The solution is that the Board ensure co-existence by enacting a 2 year status quo moratorium 
on any new member wake boats, determine the critical factors that need to be investigated, and 
collect data to facilitate lake use decisions. During this moratorium time period no new landown-
ers could register a wake boat and only current owners would be able to continue to use their 
wake boats and replace them as desired with new boats adhering to current rules. Therefore no 
existing land owner that does not already have a wake boat could register one and no current 
wake board owner would be denied use of the lake. 
  
- No member that already has a wake boat is denied its use. 
- Only new users including current SLWLA members would be affected. 
- The Board will have an opportunity to develop data and make informed decisions on lake us-
age. 
- The moratorium is not open ended and ongoing. 
- No harm, no foul. 
  
SLWLA Board, let's do it! 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reply by Jason Nowakowski (43 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 09, 2020 1:24 pm (7 months ago) 
 
 
As with everything that each side states in this matter, without solid data (which we really have 
none of) there are multiple ways to state the same topic.  Mr. Pierman posted his side so let me 
take a crack at it... 
  
1)  Wave damage cannot be isolated to one type of wave, but yet the suggestion is there to ban 
new registrations of one type of boat.  Any actual documented damage may come from wake 
boats, violations of no-wake protocol, general traffic, age of installation, or (most likely) storm 
activity.  
  



 

 

2) Anecdotal information (not to be confused in any way with actual DATA) can be skewed in 
whatever direction serves an agenda by changing a few words.  For that reason, it should al-
most never be used in determining policy. 
  
3)  Concerns of damage to the dam are discounted because the people who actually watch the 
dam have stated that there is not currently any known damage, and that the dam is in the best 
shape it's ever been in.  They are also commissioning more data gathering.  It's premature to 
make any policy in advance of the results of that data gathering, or to suppose to know the best 
way to react to any potential data we do not yet have. 
  
4) Petitions do not make rules.  They are not votes.  They give the board a loose understanding 
of the overall temperature of the population.  (We mostly agree on this point) 
  
5) The fact that some boats violate the rules actually does matter.  Particularly in the case of 
normalizing anecdotes from shoreline installations where damage or inconvenience is more 
likely to come from general traffic violating rules RATHER than legal, rule-abiding wake-boat 
traffic.  (The west or marina side of Butterfly Point comes to mind as a perfect example 
of this).  Given the regular traffic on this message board, I'd also question that the number of 
landowners registering complaints is "significant" in the perspective of the total number of land-
owners in SLW. 
  
6) The SLWLA Board has asked the Lake Committee and Dam Committee for data driven input 
on this topic.  The first step is to attempt to find places where published literature actually ad-
dresses the issues we currently hold dear.  Unfortunately there is very little existing information 
regarding wave activity effect on either RipRap or Bulkheads.  Once potential existing resources 
are exhausted (which needs to be done in order to be reasonable financial stewards for the 
community) we can determine what data we actually need and figure our where to get that, and 
most importantly how much it will cost. 
  
Many of the anecdotes which have been presented are multiple years old and have been pre-
sented in the past.  This is not a list of things that happened this year.  Just for reference. 
  
  
Reply by James Pierman (20 Total Posts) 
Posted on Oct 11, 2020 11:48 am (7 months ago 
 
1) A recent message has objected to banning any one type of boat from Lake Auman. Currently 
there are many types of boats not allowed. 
  

 "No motorized personal watercraft (e.g., Jet Skis, Sea Doo’s, etc.), water jet propulsion boats 
(i.e., jet boats), motorized air powered craft or racing boats will be allowed on Lake Auman or 
any pond. Boats modified for racing or built primarily for racing purposes (e.g., hydroplanes with 
outboard, ski boats with exposed performance engines, drag boats, etc.) are not allowed." 
  
No one has the absolute right to operate any type of boat on Lake Auman without SLWLA con-
currence. No personal rights have been violated by the above rule. 
  
2) Statements about the dam not being damaged by waves is true in the short run only. Nobody 
at this point can make any statement about wake effect. 
  
3) The membership deserves to view the petition supporting the unlimited use of wake boats 
that is being referred to in so many messages. Would someone please post a copy  so every-
one knows it really exists? 
  



 

 

4) Anecdotal rule violations can't be used as hard data. Only records of violations can be used 
as hard data. A recent message agrees with this position but then uses anecdotes to validate a 
point. You can't have it both ways. 
  
5) A recent statement challenges that a significant number of people are being effected by wake 
boats. Even one person can be significant and in this case there are many more than one. 
  
6) A statement has been made that the Board has asked for data driven input. Several pub-
lished papers on wake effects have been included in previous messages but have been rejected 
by some for reasons that include that Lake Auman is different than the lake studied in the paper. 
Waiting for a paper that describes Lake Auman sufficiently to satisfy all SLWLA members is im-
possible, will unjustifiably delay action, and possibly result in negative outcomes. 
  
7) Objecting to establishing a moratorium on new member and current member wake boat reg-
istrations sends the message that the quality of life for some of our neighbors in SLW is less im-
portant than the ability of some unknown future members to enjoy a form of entertainment. The 
HOA regulates sound by having rules against loud music or parties. It regulates light shining into 
homes from neighbors. Regulating wakes and boat types would not be outside of its jurisdiction. 
  
8) The SLWLA Board should adopt the following resolution: 
  
"For a period of two years from the adoption date of this resolution, there will be a moratorium 
on registering new boats that have ballast systems and/or hydrodynamic shapes specifi-
cally  meant to generate large wakes. This includes new SLWLA members and current SLWLA 
members that currently do not have a boat meeting this criteria. Current SLWLA members that 
have boats meeting this criteria will continue to be registered along with any replacement boat 
by that member." 
  
  
I do not live on the lake but have had a boat to use on Lake Auman for the last thirteen years 
and have enjoyed it immensely. I generally don't use my boat on the weekend so as not to add 
to the crowding. I am personally not greatly affected by wake boats but I do appreciate any neg-
ative impact on quality of life for others. My motivation for writing is to find some resolution for all 
my neighbors. 
  
It is my hope that people that have already invested in wake boats get to enjoy the sport and 
those members who have had negative experiences are not increasingly affected. 
  
  
Email…. 
 
Jason Nowakowski <jpnowakow@gmail.com> 
 
Nov 4, 2019, 3:02 PM 
 
In my opinion, obviously also as a member of the Lake Committee, letters such as this one, with 
(slightly incorrect) personal recollections and recommendations, should be submitted directly 
and personally to the Ad Hoc.  They should not come via the Lake Committee as official corre-
spondence.  
 
The board and Ad Hoc have asked the Lake Committee for whatever data they had so that 
could be considered.  Of course, there is very little actual data in support of a moratorium. Much 
like the initial motion, this letter is opinion and conjecture, it is not data.  
 

Michael




 

 

 
The motion that came from the lake committee was declined a vote by the board, mainly 
because the motion was not data driven and did not take the opinions or positions of the entire 
residence into consideration.  Short of providing the requested data to the board, the Lake Com-
mittee should remain silent on this issue moving forward.  
 
Jason 


