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WAUPACA COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING 

MINUTES – July 30, 2020 

 

 

ON-SITE INSPECTIONS:  The Board made an on-site inspection starting at 8:45 a.m. at the Wolf 

River Trips Inc. property located at E8055 County Road X in Section 8 of the Town of Mukwa. On-

site inspections will be made on the properties in the following order: (1) Wolf River Trips Inc. and 

(2) Richard and Judy Vanman. 

 

Chair Craig called the meeting to order at 10:05 a.m.  Roll call was taken with the following members 

present:  P. Craig, A. Richardson, J. Fulcher, P. Leder and D. Johnson, all present. 

 

P. Leder moved and A. Richardson seconded the motion to approve the agenda as presented.  The 

motion carried. 

 

Chair Craig read the open meeting statement. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

 

The public hearing was called to order at 10:02 a.m. by Chair Craig to hear the Petition for Grant of 

Variance for the Richard and Judy Vanman: Located as part of the Wisconsin & Northern Michigan 

District of the Assemblies of God in part of the SW ¼ of the SW ¼ of Section 18, Town of Lind, lying 

along Birch Ln., Fire Number E2510, Waupaca County, Wisconsin; for a Petition for an after the fact 

Grant of Variance for a patio and retaining walls that do not meet the Shoreland Ordinary High Water 

Mark setback and a dwelling that does not meet the required height limit in the Rural Residential (RR) 

District. 

 

The Board, Ryan Brown, Planning & Zoning Director, and Jason Snyder, Zoning Administrator, made 

an on-site inspection of the property.   Jenna Hagen read the names of persons notified of the hearing.  

Chair Craig declared the hearing legal and J. Fulcher gave the general procedure.  

 

Richard Vanman, E2510 Birch Lane, Waupaca WI; was sworn to testify.  R. Vanman placed 

sandbags to avoid erosion; the patio was placed underneath another impervious surface – a deck. 

Concerning the height of the house, there was a discussion with Paul Hanlon, Town of Lind building 

inspector, who said the basement was possible. Three criteria: 1) Unique Physical Limitations: R. 

Vanman states that the retaining wall was necessary for the steepness.  2) No Harm to the Public 

Interest: R. Vanman states that there is a benefit of less erosion around the lake, not harm.  

3.)Unnecessary Hardship: R. Vanman states that without a patio and retaining wall the lower level 

would be unusable. 

 

Chair Craig called three times for any testimony in favor of the application. Chair Craig called forward 

Ken Falsted, E2256 Ash Rd., and he was sworn in to testify. K. Falsted states that he is the Director of 

Spenser Lake Camp and he thinks the Vanman’s cottage is an improvement to the area.  

 

Chair Craig called three times for any testimony in favor to the application.  There was none. 

 

Chair Craig called three times for any testimony in opposition to the application.  There was none. 

 

Chair Craig called three times for additional testimony regarding this application. There was none. 
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Chair Craig called for letters.  J. Hagen read two (2) letters, one from Wisconsin / Norther Michigan 

Ministries Network and one from Shoreland specialist Dale Rezabek with the Wisconsin Department 

of Natural Resources.  

 

Candace Bauer presented the staff report for the Planning and Zoning Office.  The staff report 

recommends denial based on the applicant not satisfying the legal criteria for a variance to be granted. 

 

R. Vanman came back for rebuttal.  R. Vanman states that a 2015 state law was in effect for the 

vertical expansion that he discussed with his attorney in order to get his project approved. His attorney 

advised him that the jurisdiction goes to the building inspector because the county did not stipulate the 

height of the structure. 

 

Chair Craig asked about the impervious surface percentage they were over on the project. R. Vanman 

said he believed that having the patio under a deck did not increase the percentages. J. Snyder and C. 

Bauer stated that we were not talking about the impervious surface as a part of the variance hearing. 

This patio is a matter of being another structure closer to the water not meeting setbacks.  

 

A. Richardson asked if the steps on the property were new. R. Vanman confirmed they were new. 

Chair Craig asked about R. Vanman’s testimony about his attorney’s opinion on state law for the 

building inspector superseding county comment. J. Snyder states that the building inspectors are 

responsible for building code enforcement while the zoning office is responsible for the Shoreland 

enforcement and the zoning office had the authority to enforce the ordinances in the Shoreland area. 

When the plans changed, they needed to be approved by our office.  

 

P. Leder asked for clarification if they would have been compliant had they not dug out the grade for 

the walk out basement. C. Bauer confirmed they would have been compliant on the height of the 

structure in that case.  

 

Chair Craig stated she agrees with the DNR opinion and believes this was a self-induced hardship. A. 

Richardson and P. Leder concurred with her statement.  

 

A. Richardson moved and P. Leder seconded a motion to deny the variance request. They stipulated a 

timeframe of six (6) months to correct these issues.  

 

Chm. P. Craig asks for any other discussion on the motion to DENY the variance. There was none. 

 

Roll call vote was taken:  P. Craig—yes; A. Richardson—yes; J. Fulcher —yes; P. Leder —yes and D. 

Johnson —yes, unanimous vote to DENY the Variance request. 

 

Chm. P. Craig addresses the decision making worksheet to be completed by the Board.   

Findings:  1) Unique Physical Limitations:  Neighboring lots are similar in nature to the subject lot. 

Steep slopes in part were due to excavating the walkout basement. 2) Unnecessary Hardship:  This 

was a self-created hardship caused by going beyond the scope of work on the original land use permit 

and not seeking a revision to the original permit that was approved. 3)  No Harm to Public Interest:   

Since the request does not meet the criteria, a grant of variance would weaken the purpose of the 

Shoreland Protection Ordinance by granting a variance that occurs on similar properties. In part this 

situation was caused by excavation of the walkout basement.  
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D. Johnson moved and P. Leder seconded the motion to close the hearing at 11:05 am.  The motion 

carried. 

 

The second public hearing was called to order at 11: 06 a.m. by Chair Craig to hear the Petition for 

Grant of Variance for the Wolf River Trips Inc.: Located in part of the SW ¼ of the SW ¼ of Sec. 8, 

Town of Mukwa, lying along County Rd. X and Flease Rd., Fire Number E8055, Waupaca County, 

Wisconsin; for a Petition for a Grant of Variance for a sign that does not meet the required right of way 

setback or visual clearance triangle standards in the Rural Commercial Neighborhood (RC-N) District 

on approximately twelve (12.05) acres. 

 

The Board, Ryan Brown, Planning & Zoning Director, and Jason Snyder, Zoning Administrator, made 

an on-site inspection of the property.   Jenna Hagen read the names of persons notified of the hearing.  

Chair Craig declared the hearing legal and J. Fulcher gave the general procedure.  

 

Gary and Melissa Flease, E8055 County Rd. X, New London WI. was sworn to testify. They state 

that they want this location for a business sign that does not meet required visual triangle and right of 

way setbacks.  

 

Chm. P. Craig asked the owners if they believe they meet the three criteria for this variance.  

Three criteria: 1) Unique Physical Limitations: The Flease’s believe there is a limitation because of 

the steep ditch line and the location of the home, there is no other place for the sign. 2) No Harm to 

the Public Interest: They do not want to be closer to the intersection for safety reasons. 

3) Unnecessary Hardship: They want the sign visual for the customers. They did not create the ditch 

line, it was changed since they have had ownership. They do not feel it is right to move the sign closer 

to the cemetery for respect and they want the sign to be closer to the business so customers can see 

where they are going and  would have greater safety entering the campground drive from the highway.  

 

Chm. P. Craig called three times for any further testimony in favor of the application. None. 

 

Chm. P. Craig called three times for any testimony in opposition of the application. None. 

 

Chair Craig called three times for additional testimony regarding this application. None. 

 

Chm. P. Craig asked if there were any letters. None. 

 

R. Fields presented the staff report for the Planning and Zoning Office.  The staff report recommends 

denial on the basis of the applicant not satisfying the legal criteria for a variance to be granted. 

Structure does not meet road setbacks and already in the right of way of a Level II Hwy.  

 

Chm. P. Craig has never been concerned about the visual clearance because the hill is the real problem. 

Vision is impaired by the hill. P. Leder agrees that her vision was not impeded at all by the sign and it 

does not create a greater hazard. A. Richardson agrees that the hardship was created when County 

Road X was redone. J. Fulcher said that the hill blocks the view more than the sign does.  

 

Chm. P Craig asks for any other questions. With no further questions, Chair Craig excused the 

applicant. 

 

D. Johnson moved to approve the variance.  J. Fulcher seconded. 
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Roll call vote was taken:  P. Craig—yes; D. Johnson—yes; J. Fulcher —yes; A. Richardson — yes; 

and P. Leder—yes, vote to APPROVE the Variance request. 

 

Chm. P. Craig addresses the decision making worksheet to be completed by the Board.   

Findings:  1) Unique Physical Limitations:  There is a steep slope of the ditch and the height of the 

proposed sign location.   

2) Unnecessary Hardship: It is currently a dangerous situation and any other location for the sign is 

ineffective. 

3) No Harm to Public Interest: This helps with the safety portion of the purpose statement of the 

ordinance. Visual triangle is currently ineffective. The proposed sign location is so far above the road 

that the visual clearance is not impacted.  

 

A. Richardson motion to close hearing and J. Fulcher seconded the motion to close the hearing at 

11:35 am.  The motion carried. 

 

A. Richardson and D. Johnson seconded the motion to adjourn the meeting at 11:36 am.  The motion 

carried. 

 

 

 

 

-------------------- 

 

Jenna Hagen 

Zoning Clerk 

cc: County Clerk 

 


