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PUBLIC HEARING:
Rezonings
1. Location: Unaddressed property of 52 acres (more or less) located on the
south side of Old Cleveland Rd, 0.3 miles west of Olive Rd
Owner: JAMES H AND BARBARA K KIDDER
Requested Action: From R: Single Family District to I: Industrial District
APC #2952-21
2. Location: Property totaling 23.9 acres (more or less) located at the
northeastern corner of Willow Rd and SR 2, Olive Township (St. Joseph
County), including 56458 Willow Rd (County: 012-1012-014901; State: 7106-12-100-003.000-017), 31917 SR 2 (County: 012-1012-0149; State: 7106-12-100-004.000-017), and 56340 Willow Rd (County: 012-1012014903; State: 71-06-12-100-002.000-017).
Owner: St. Joseph County Redevelopment Commission
Requested Action: From A: Agricultural District to I: Industrial District
APC #2960-21
ITEMS NOT REQUIRING A PUBLIC HEARING:
A.
B.
C.

D.

Miscellaneous
1. Revised bylaws for electronic meeting participation policy
Executive Director's Report
Minutes
1. Approval of the minutes from the January 20, 2021 Area Plan
Commission meeting
2. Approval of the minutes from the April 20, 2021 Area Plan
Commission meeting
Adjournment
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APC #
Petitioner:
Location:

2952-21
JAMES H AND BARBARA K KIDDER
Unaddressed property of 52 acres (more or less) located on the south side
of Old Cleveland Rd, 0.3 miles west of Olive Rd
Jurisdiction:
St. Joseph County
Public Hearing Date: 6/15/2021
Requested Action:
The petitioner is requesting a zone change from R: Single Family Dist. to I: Industrial Dist.
Land Uses and Zoning:
On site:
Approximately 48 acres of tilled farmland and two acres of woods, with a
50' wide AEP power line easement running along the southern edge of the
property, zoned R: Single Family District.
North:
General Stamping & Metalworks sheet metal manufacturer and a vacant
lot zoned I: Industrial District.
East:
Single family home, tilled farmland, and woods, zoned R: Single Family
District.
South:
Mostly tilled farmland with some woods, zoned R: Single Family District.
West:
Single family homes and woods, zoned R: Single Family District.
District Uses and Development Standards:
The I: Industrial District is established to provide for development of industrial uses.
Permitted uses in this district tend to generate heavy traffic, require extensive community
facilities, and may require substantial screening to protect the surrounding properties
from potential negative impacts. The permitted uses provided for in this district should be
separated from residential districts with adequate setbacks and screening.
Site Plan Description:
Site plan does not include a particular use. It shows a 50' wide AEP power line easement
running along the southerly edge of the property. (Note: an additional 50' wide strip for
an AEP power line easement runs along the northern edge of the abutting property to the
south to make a total of 100' wide AEP power line easement.) The site plan notes state
that the property will be served with municipal water and sewer service via the City of
South Bend. Notes also state that development standards will be met unless variances are
obtained.
Zoning and Land Use History and Trends:
The property across the road (General Stamping & Metalworks) was rezoned to industrial
in 2015. The property just east of that is inside the City of South Bend. It was rezoned to
industrial in 1998. Other City properties in this area were rezoned to industrial from 1995
to 2000. Remaining County properties have historically been R: Single Family District.
Traffic and Transportation Considerations:
Old Cleveland Rd is a two-lane county road classified at a major arterial. Old Cleveland
Road widens out to more lanes as it approaches Olive Road in about 0.3 miles. Olive
Road is classified as a minor arterial. This property is less than one mile away from the
interchange of US-31, which is limited access highway with immediate access to the I80/I-90 Toll Way interstate.
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The St. Joseph County Redevelopment Commission recently retained DLZ to prepare the
Olive Road Master Planning Study. The draft study was released in May 2021. As part of
this study, DLZ conducted a signal warrant analysis for the Olive Road and Old
Cleveland Road intersection to determine if a signalized intersection would be needed as
a result of the new development in the immediate area. DLZ examined existing traffic
conditions (2021) and future traffic conditions (build-out in 2024) and determined that a
traffic signal was not warranted at this time.
An anticipated project of road, water, and sanitary sewer improvements is being planned
for Olive Road in 2022, totaling an estimated $9,770,000.
Utilities:
Property will be served with municipal water and sewer service via the City of South Bend.
Agency Comments:
Engineering: Based on the anticipated traffic (particularly truck traffic) due to the
proposed development, a left turn lane will be required along Old Cleveland Road for
traffic heading westbound turning left into the proposed site. The left turn lane shall be
designed to allow for clear flow of vehicular traffic along Old Cleveland Road, right
turns onto Didam, and left turns into the site. To prevent truck traffic from traveling west
along Old Cleveland Road, the County plans to request a traffic ordinance for No Trucks
on Old Cleveland Road from Diadem to Primrose Road. Additional signage will need to
be posted that truck traffic is prohibited.
In addition to the Left turn Lane on Old Cleveland Road, an acceleration/deceleration
lane will be required for traffic heading east entering and departing the proposed site.
Commitments:
The petitioner is not proposing any written commitments.
Criteria to be considered in reviewing rezoning requests, per IC 36-7-4-603:
1. Comprehensive Plan:
Policy Plan:
This rezoning is supported by the Comprehensive Plan for South Bend and St. Joseph
County, Indiana (2002) Goal 2, "encourage the economic development of the county and
its municipalities." Especially supported by Goal 2, Objective A: Ensure that suitable
areas are available for future industrial development. This rezoning is partially supported
by Goal 2, Objective A, Policy iii, "access to major arterial street" (Old Cleveland is a
major arterial), and this site "will have full access to municipal water, wastewater, and
sanitation services." Note that this property does not have undesirable soil associations,
per Goal 2, Objective A, Policy iv.
This rezoning is also supported by Goal 2, Objective B, "locate employment uses in such
a manner that conflicts with residential land uses are minimized." Steps are required to
ensure compliance with Goal 2, Objective B, Policy iii, "truck and automobile traffic
generated by employment uses should not travel through residential areas."
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This rezoning is further supported by Goal 5, "provide adequate infrastructure and urban
services." Especially supported by Goal 5, Objective A, "provide utility services to
support both existing and future residents and businesses," and Policy i, "encourage
development in areas where infrastructure and urban services are available or where they
can be easily provided."
Land Use Plan:
This property is marked on the Land Use Plan map as an industrial growth area.
Plan Implementation/Other Plans:
No other plans have been adopted for this area.
2. Current Conditions and Character:
Current conditions and character for this area is agricultural, with industrial across the
road, and residential on other sides.
3. Most Desirable Use:
The most desirable use of this property is industrial, to take advantage of the investments
in infrastructure (road, water, sewer, etc.). Industrial use is identify as appropriate on the
Land Use Plan map.
4. Conservation of Property Values:
Use as industrial with required landscaping, setbacks, and other development standards
will conserve property values.
5. Responsible Development and Growth:
Use of this property as industrial represents responsible development and growth, by
taking advantage of the investments in infrastructure (road, water, sewer, etc.) Industrial
use is identify as appropriate on the Land Use Plan map.
Staff Comments:
The staff encourages the petitioner to keep the existing woods as a buffer for residential
use to the west as the site is developed.
Recommendation:
Based on information available prior to the public hearing, the staff recommends that the
rezoning petition be sent to the County Council with a favorable recommendation.
Analysis:
Use of this property as industrial is in keeping with the County's long-standing economic
development goals to ensure quality jobs for our residents.
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PETITION FOR ZONE MAP AMENDMENT
Unincorporated St. Joseph County
I (we) the undersigned make application to the St. Joseph County Council to amend the zoning ordinance as
herein requested.
1) The property sought to be rezoned is located at:
on the south side of Cleveland Road approximatley 0.3 Miles west of Olive Road, in
unicorporated St. Joseph County
2) The property Tax Key Number(s) is/are: 021-1037-0594
3) Legal Description: See Attached
4) Total Site Area: 50.52 Acres
5) Name and address of property owner(s) of the petition site:
James H. and Barbara K. Kidder
750 Old County Road 553
Gwinn, MI 49841

Name and address of additional property owners, if applicable:
6) Name and address of contingent purchaser(s), if applicable:
Holladay
3454 Douglas Road, Suite 250
South Bend, IN 46635
(574) 234-2073
PPhair@holladayproperties.com
Name and address of additional property owners, if applicable:
7) It is desired and requested that this property be rezoned:
From: R SINGLE FAMILY DISTRICT
To:

Additional zoning district, if applicable

I INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT

8) This rezoning is requested to allow the following use(s):
The rezoning request to I-Industrial is intended to allow the development of facilities to support
light industrial uses similar in nature to the surrounding companies, such as, light
manufacturing/production/assembly (i.e. General Stamping and Metalworks; Gibbs Wire),
fulfilment (Mossberg Printing), warehousing and logistics (Tire Rack/Patterson Dental). We do not
anticipate major industrial facilities (i.e. I/N Tek; St. Joe Energy Center) locating here.
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APC #
Petitioner:
Location:

2961-21
ST JOSEPH COUNTY REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
Property totaling 23.9 acres (more or less) located at the northeastern
corner of Willow Rd and SR 2
Jurisdiction:
St. Joseph County
Public Hearing Date: 6/15/2021
Requested Action:
The petitioner is requesting a zone change from A: Agricultural Dist. to I: Industrial Dist.
Land Uses and Zoning:
On site:
Three vacant lots which previously included a single-family home on each
lot (all of which were demolished by the County in 2020), zoned A:
Agricultural District.
North:
Farmland, rezoned to I: Industrial District in 2020, with written
commitments.
East:
Navistar Proving Grounds, rezoned I: Industrial District in 1969.
South:
Farmland, rezoned to I: Industrial District in 2020, with written
commitments.
West:
Farmland and two single-family homes zoned A: Agricultural District.
District Uses and Development Standards:
The I: Industrial District is established to provide for development of industrial uses.
Permitted uses in this district tend to generate heavy traffic, require extensive community
facilities, and may require substantial screening to protect the surrounding properties
from potential negative impacts. The permitted uses provided for in this district should be
separated from residential districts with adequate setbacks and screening.
Site Plan Description:
Site plan does not contemplate a specific use.
Zoning and Land Use History and Trends:
Navistar Proving Grounds, to the south, was rezoned I: Industrial District in 1969. R+L
Carriers, to the northeast, was rezoned to I: Industrial District in 1997. Farmland to the
north and east were rezoned to I: Industrial District in 2020, with written commitments.
Traffic and Transportation Considerations:
SR 2 offers good transportation/traffic options. It is a four lane divided highway with
paved shoulders. It is classified as a minor arterial. Willow Rd has two lanes and is
classified as a local road.
Utilities:
No use is contemplated at this time. Municipal water and sewer services are as far as R+L
Carriers. Any industrial user in this area would necessitate extension of municipal water
and sewer services to it.
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Agency Comments:
Engineering:
·
Any improvements/construction to the properties must meet Drainage and Runoff
Storage will per SJC Criteria. Calculations and plan would be submitted with a specific
site plan.
·
Access onto SJC Right-of-way will need to be coordinated with SJC-IPG Div. of
Engineering. Any access onto a state highway would need to be approved by INDOT.
Commitments:
The petitioner is proposing written commitments (see attached).
Criteria to be considered in reviewing rezoning requests, per IC 36-7-4-603:
1. Comprehensive Plan:
Policy Plan:
The 2002 Comprehensive Plan was approved with several competing goals. Please note
that goals are on an equal footing - they are not listed hierarchically. The proposed
rezoning is at odds with Goal 1, "alleviate and minimize the loss of agricultural land."
Goal 1, Objective A is to "minimize the amount of new development in areas with high
agricultural importance." To achieve this objective the Plan includes three policies, none
of which are applicable to this situation at this time. Objective B and its policies likewise
do not apply in this situation.
The proposed rezoning is supportive of Goal 2, "encourage the economic development of
the county and its municipalities." This includes Objective A, "ensure that suitable areas
are available for future industrial development," Policy i: "In addition to establishing
industrial areas that meet the County’s industrial needs to the Year 2020, establish
reserve industrial areas for use in the time period following 2020."
Also, Goal 2, Objective A, Policy ii is supported: "No fewer than two areas in the County
should be reserved for new and/or expanding heavy industrial uses. These areas will have
no fewer than 1,200 and no more than 2,000 acres (gross, including existing heavy
industry uses). Heavy uses are those industrial uses that incorporate outdoor activities
and/or emit relatively high impacts on surrounding properties, including noise, vibration,
odor, light, glare, air emissions, and/or heat." Prior to the 2002 Comprehensive Plan, this
area had approximately 1,357 acres of properties that could be considered "existing heavy
industry uses." This included the broadest possible interpretation, meaning all 672.8 acres
of the Navistar property are counted, even though much of the land is wetland. Since the
2002 Comprehensive Plan this area has seen approximately 213 acres of properties that
could be considered "heavy industry uses," again, with the broadest possible
interpretation, as defined under this policy. This means approximately 1,570 acres of the
2,000-acre maximum has been developed for this area, leaving approximately 430 acres
available for development, within the context of the 2002 Comprehensive Plan policy
designed to last no longer than through 2020.

APC# 2961-21

Page 2 of 3

Staff Report

6/3/21

The proposed rezoning is also supportive of Goal 2, Objective B: "locate employment
uses in such a manner that conflicts with residential land uses are minimized."
Land Use Plan:
This area is beyond the 2002 Comprehensive Plan Land Use Plan map shaded industrial
growth area and reserve.
Plan Implementation/Other Plans:
In 1997, the Area Plan Commission approved the St. Joseph County Economic
Development District No. 2 Plan for the Tax Increment Financing (TIF) district area
(renamed the New Carlisle Economic Development Area in 2016), including the area of
this petition. The APC approving resolution noted that the plan "conform[ed] to the plan
of development and redevelopment for the county." Further, the APC stated in the
resolution that the TIF plan is, "in all respects ordered approved, ratified, and confirmed."
In 2016, the Area Plan Commission approved a resolution supporting the third and most
recent expansion of the New Carlisle Economic Development Area (NC EDA) TIF
district area including the area of this petition. The APC Resolution stated the NC EDA
TIF plan "conform[ed] to the plan of development for the county." Further, the APC
stated in the resolution that the TIF plan is, "in all respects approved, ratified, and
confirmed."
2. Current Conditions and Character:
Current conditions and character of the area is agricultural and industrial.
3. Most Desirable Use:
The investment of infrastructure in this area makes it highly desirable for industrial
development.
4. Conservation of Property Values:
With suitable landscaping and buffering as required by the development standards of the
I: Industrial District, property values should not be adversely affected.
5. Responsible Development and Growth:
Over the past several decades, investment in infrastructure for road and rail
transportation, water and sewer capacity, electricity, telecommunications, and other
investments have prepared this area for industrial growth. Economic development parties
in the area have repeatedly gone through public review processes first establishing and
then expanding in phases the NC EDA TIF districts, plus they have drafted a proposed
area management plan. This demonstrates responsible development and growth.
Recommendation:
Based on the information available prior to the public hearing, the staff recommends
sending this rezoning to the County Council with a favorable recommendation.
Analysis:
Rezoning will support the County's long standing economic development goals.
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No Variances or Special Uses are being requested as part of this Rezone Petition.
All future site improvements shall meet St. Joseph County Design Criteria.
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I. Comprehensive Plan Update
On May 16, 2021, the Board of Commissioners authorized staff to negotiate a
contract with Rundell Ernstberger Associates (REA) for the Comprehensive Plan
(see enclosed memo with recommendation from selection committee). REA
was one of 12 firms that submitted a proposal and one of three firms
interviewed by the selection committee. Staff met with the REA
representatives on May 24, 2021 to review the contract. It is anticipated that
the final contract will be brought to the Board of Commissioners for approval in
mid-June.
II.
County Code Enforcement
Staff has been asked to present a draft budget for a county code enforcement
program at the June 2021 Council Committee meeting. A code enforcement
program for the residential areas of unincorporated St. Joseph County has been
discussed several times in years past; however, nothing has been formally
adopted or implemented. If approved and funded, the program would be
implemented in 2022.
III.
Electronic Meeting Participation
Some recent changes to Indiana Code have been made that affect electronic
participation for governing bodies, not under a declared public health
emergency. Governing bodies are now required to adopt a written policy
establishing procedures for electronic participation. Additionally, the following
minimum standards now apply:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

At least 50% of members must be present at a meeting
A member may not attend more than 50% of the meetings in a calendar
year electronically
A member may only attend two consecutive meetings electronically; and a
member must attend at least one meeting between sets of meetings
attended electronically
Members who wish to participate electronically must notify the chair at
least 48 hours prior to the meeting
Members that attend electronically must be SEEN and HEARD. It is no
longer sufficient to join via teleconference. Cameras must be turned on.
Meeting minutes must state which members attended in person and which
members attended virtually
Roll call votes will now be required

Under Executive Order 21-15, the current public health emergency will expire
June 30, 2021.
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Article I.
Repeal of Existing By-Laws
The by-laws officially adopted by the Area Plan Commission of St. Joseph County, Indiana, on July
19, 2011, are hereby repealed.
Article II.
Name, Statutory Authority and Jurisdictional Boundaries
Section 1. Name
The legal name of the Commission shall be “The Area Plan Commission of St. Joseph County,
Indiana,” hereinafter referred to as “The Commission.”
Section 2. Statutory Authority
The Commission was established and shall function under the authority of the Indiana Code 36-7-4100 et seq., and pursuant to an ordinance enacted on October 5, 1964, by the Board of County
Commissioners of St. Joseph County, Indiana.
Section 3. Jurisdiction
The Commission exercises jurisdiction in all of unincorporated St. Joseph County pursuant to said
statute and ordinances and also pursuant to ordinances of the Town Boards of Roseland (Ordinance
adopted October 11, 1965), Lakeville (Ordinance No. 100, adopted January 3, 1966), North Liberty
(Ordinance No. 2-1966, adopted May 4, 1966), New Carlisle (Ordinance 396, adopted May 15, 1973)
and Osceola (Ordinance No. 15-1996, adopted December 16,1996), Indiana.
Article III.
Membership, Qualifications, and Terms of Office
The membership of the Commission, the qualifications of members, and their terms of office shall be
as set out and provided for in the Indiana Code 36-7-4-207 through 36-7-4-220, as amended.
Article IV.
Officers and Responsibilities
Section 1. Officers
1. The officers of the Commission shall include a President, Vice-President, Secretary, and an
Assistant Secretary.
2. The election or appointment of the President, Vice-President and Secretary shall be pursuant to
Indiana Code 36-7-4-303 and 36-7-4-304, as amended.
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3. The President and Vice-President shall serve respectively in said capacities for a maximum of
three (3) consecutive terms of one (1) year each.
4. The Executive Director of the Commission, by virtue of their office, is hereby designated as
the Secretary of the Commission (Secretary).
5. In order to assure fulfillment of the duties of the Secretary in their absence, the Secretary shall
appoint a senior member of the planning staff as the Assistant Secretary of the Commission for
the duration of the absence.
Section 2. Responsibilities of the President
The President of the Commission shall have the following responsibilities:
1. Preside at all regular and special meetings and public hearings of the Commission.
2. Determine, with the assistance of the Secretary, the agenda for all regular and special meetings
and public hearings of the Commission, provided, however, that any two (2) members, upon
written notice to the Secretary, may place an item or items on the agenda.
3. Appoint members and designate chairpersons of committees except the Executive Committee
and the Plat Committee.
4. Sign for and on behalf of the Commission, documents which require the President’s signature.
Section 3. Responsibilities of the Vice-President
The Vice-President of the Commission shall perform the duties incumbent upon the President of the
Commission during the absence or disability of the President (IC 36-7-4-303).
Section 4. Responsibilities of the Secretary
The Secretary of the Commission shall have the following responsibilities:
1. In the absence or disability of both the President and the Vice-President, call the meeting to
order and preside until the membership, as its first order of business, elects a President ProTem who shall preside over the remainder of the meeting. The Secretary cannot act as
President Pro-Tem.
2. Maintain custody of the official seal of the Commission and perform all other duties pursuant
to IC 36-7-4-312.
3. Assist the President of the Commission in preparation of the agenda for all regular and special
meetings and public hearings.
4. Distribute the agenda and staff reports for all regular meetings to all Commission members at
least five (5) days in advance of the date of the meeting.
5. Distribute written notice for all special meetings to all Commission members at least three (3)
days in advance of the date of the meeting (IC 36-7-4-307), unless set at a regular meeting.
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6. Give notice, by publication in one newspaper of general circulation in St. Joseph County, of
the date, time, and place of all public hearings at least ten (10) days in advance of the date of
the hearing.
7. Record, attest after approval, and maintain the minutes of all regular and special meetings and
public hearings on file in the office of the Commission and open to the public.
8. Maintain one copy of all official documents in the office of the Commission.
Section 5. Responsibilities of the Assistant Secretary
The Assistant Secretary of the Commission shall perform the duties incumbent upon the Secretary of
the Commission during the absence or disability of the Secretary.
Article V.
Meetings
Section 1. Regular and Special Meetings
Regular meetings of the Commission shall be held on the third Tuesday of each month at 3:30 P.M.,
South Bend (Eastern Standard) time. Special meetings of the Commission shall be called by the
President or by two (2) members upon written request to the Secretary.
Section 2. Quorum for Meetings
Pursuant to Indiana Code 36-7-4-301, a majority of the entire membership of the Commission shall
constitute a quorum for meeting purposes.
Section 3. Quorum for Taking Action
Pursuant to Indiana Code 36-7-4-301, a majority of the entire membership of the Commission shall
constitute a quorum required to take any official action.
Article VI.
Electronic Meeting Participation
Section 1. Electronic Meeting Requirements
A member who is not physically present at a meeting may participate in a meeting by any electronic
means of communication that: (I) allows all participating members of the governing body to
simultaneously communicate with each other; and (2) allows the public to simultaneously attend and
observe the meeting (other than a meeting in executive session). Examples of electronic
communication which meet these requirements include, but are not limited to: Zoom, Google Meet,
WebEx, etc.
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Section 2. Quorum and Participation in Final Action
A member who participates in the meeting by an electronic means of communication shall be
considered present for purposes of establishing a quorum, and may participate in final action taken at
the meeting if the member can be both SEEN and HEARD. For a member to participate in final action
their participation must be by a means which includes video as well as audio.
Section 3. Number of Members Present at the Meeting and Virtually
At least fifty percent (50%) of the members must be physically present at a meeting. There is no limit
on the number of meetings that may include participation by members electronically.
Section 4. Notification of Virtual Participation
Member who wish to participate in a meeting electronically, other than at a meeting called to deal with
an emergency under Ind. Code§ 5-14-15-5(d), must notify the Chair at least forty-eight (48) hours
prior to the meeting so that arrangements may be made for the member's electronic participation.
Section 5. Roll Call
All votes taken during a meeting in which there are members participating electronically must be taken
by audible roll call.
Section 6. Minutes
The minutes of a meeting where member(s) participated electronically must state the name of each
member who was physically present, each member who participated electronically, and was absent;
and must identify the electronic means of communication used by the participating member and the
public attendees/observers.
Section 7. Number of Electronic Meetings
A member may not attend more than fifty percent (50%) of the meetings of this body in a calendar
year electronically, unless their electronic participation is due to one or more of the following: (1)
military service; (2) illness or other medical condition; (3) death of a relative; or (4) an emergency
involving actual or threatened injury to persons or property.
Section 8. Consecutive Meetings
A member may attend two (2) consecutive meetings (a "set" of meetings) by electronic
communications; a member shall physically attend at least one (I) meeting between "sets" of meetings
attended electronically, unless the electronic participation is due to: (1) military service; (2) illness or
other medical condition; (3) death of a relative; or (4) an emergency involving actual or threatened
injury to persons or property.
Section 9. Ineligibility for Electronic Participation
Members may NOT participate electronically in a meeting where the intent is to take final action to:
(1) adopt a budget; (2) make a reduction in personnel; (3) initiate a referendum; (4) establish or
increase a fee; (5) establish or increase a penalty; (6) use eminent domain; or (7) establish, raise, or
renew a tax.
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Article VII.
Order of Business
Section 1. Regular Meetings
The order of business at any regular meeting of the Commission shall be:
1. Roll Call
2. EXECUTIVE SESSION
a. Election of Officers
b. Appointment of Plat Committee
c. Appointment of Executive Committee
d. Appointment of ABZA Representative
e. Ratification of motion
3. PUBLIC HEARINGS
a. Rezonings (Zone map amendments)
b. Written Commitments (adopt, modify or terminate)
c. Text Amendments
d. Appeals from Decisions of the Plat Committee
e. Comprehensive Plans
4. ITEMS NOT REQUIRING A PUBLIC HEARING
a. Miscellaneous
i. Findings of Fact
ii. Meeting Schedules
iii. APC Resolutions (Fee Schedules, etc.)
5. Executive Director’s Report
6. Approval of Minutes
7. Adjournment
The President may move to amend the order of an agenda item upon a motion by the Commission.
Section 2. Special Meetings
The order of business at any Special Meeting of the Commission shall be determined by the President
of the Commission.
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Article VIII.
Committees
Section 1. Executive Committee
The Executive Committee may be established (Resolution #35-74) and shall function as set out in
Indiana Code 36-7-4-408, as amended. The President and Vice-President of the Commission, by
reason of their office, shall serve as the Chairman and Vice-Chairman, respectively, of the Executive
Committee. Meetings of the Executive Committee may be called by the Chairman or by two (2)
members of the Committee. The Executive Committee may be charged with the responsibility of
advising and counseling the Executive Director of the Commission in budget, personnel, and other
administrative matters. The Executive Committee, if established, shall be charged with its
responsibilities and its operation governed by resolution(s) adopted by the Commission.
Section 2. Plat Committee
The Plan Commission may appoint a Plat Committee (Resolution #067-82 & #088-86) to hold
hearings on and approve subdivision plats behalf of the Commission as set out in Indiana Code 36-7-4701, as amended. The Plat Committee may adopt rules of procedures and by-laws to govern its actions.
Section 3. Site Plan Committee
The Executive Committee shall serve as the Site Plan Committee to determine appeals of Staff
decisions on major changes to approved final site plans.
Section 4. Special Committees
The President of the Commission may establish such Special Committees as may be deemed necessary
from time to time. The President shall appoint the members of Special Committees, charge the
members with their responsibilities, and designate the Chairman of the Committee.
Section 5. Advisory Council on Town Affairs
The Advisory Council on Town Affairs shall be established and shall function as set out in Indiana
Code 36-7-4-210, as amended.
Section 6. Citizens’ Advisory Councils
The Commission may establish Citizens’ Advisory Councils as may be deemed necessary from time to
time as set out in Indiana Code 36-7-4-407, as amended. The President shall appoint the members of
Citizens’ Advisory Councils, charge the members with their responsibilities, and designate the
Chairman of the Committee.
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Article IX.
Conflict of Interest
1. A member of the Commission is disqualified and may not participate in any hearings,
recommendations or decisions of said Commission concerning a legislative act as described in IC
36-7-4-1016, in which the member has a direct or indirect financial interest.
2. Members who disqualify themselves shall leave the dais and meeting room during the particular
action that they have disqualified themselves from participating.
3. A member of the Commission is disqualified and may not participate in any hearings of said
Commission concerning a zoning decision as described in IC 36-7-4-1016, if the member is biased
or prejudiced or otherwise unable to be impartial; or the member has a direct or indirect financial
interest in the outcome of the zoning decision.
Article X.
Rules of Procedures for Matters Requiring a Public Hearing
Section 1. General
1. Subject to the provisions of Indiana Code, Sections 36-7-4-100 et seq., as amended, public
hearings shall be held on the adoption or amendment of any comprehensive plan, the adoption
or amendment of a zoning ordinance, and when required, for the approval of a plat.
2. Before a member of the Commission may make a motion, ask a question, or be heard, the
member must obtain recognition from the President. No member is entitled to be recognized
by the President a second time on the same public hearing item as long as any other member
who has not been heard desires to be recognized. If the member who makes the motion
requests recognition from the President and has not already been heard on the item under
consideration, that member shall be entitled to be recognized in preference to other members.
3. Decisions of the Commission shall be by voice vote of the members. In the event that a voice
vote cannot determine the majority of the quorum, the President may call for a vote by show of
hands.
4. All members present shall vote on every question unless they disqualify themselves or are
excused from voting by a majority of the members present.
5. All exhibits submitted to the Commission by a presenter shall become the property of the
Commission and a part of the petition file. The staff shall make the exhibits available to the
presenter for subsequent public hearings.
6. Every person who addresses the Commission shall preface their remarks by giving their name
and address. Either prior to speaking or after speaking, every speaker shall place their name
and address on the sign-in sheet provided. All comments and exhibits offered shall be germane
to the subject matter of the petition. All comments shall be directed to the Commission and not
to the audience.
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7. Written statements either in favor or in remonstrance addressed to the Commission shall be
identified during the Staff Report by number and general description only, and copies
presented to the Commission.
Section 2. Notice of Public Hearing
1. Notice of a Public Hearing shall be published in a local paper of general circulation in
conformance with I.C. 36-7-4-604, as amended. The staff shall also notify interested parties by
mail (see Article XI).
2. In the case of a rezoning petition, the staff shall post sign(s) on the property in question. The
staff shall post the signs no later than ten (10) days before the public hearing. The petitioner is
responsible for ensuring that the sign remains posted until the petition receives final action by
the legislative body. If the sign is lost or otherwise destroyed, the petitioner shall notify staff.
Section 3. Public Hearings
1. Reading of Petition by Recording Secretary
The Recording Secretary shall read the short title or description of the petition as it appears on
the agenda.
2. Staff Report
A Staff member shall present a Staff Report to the Commission. The Staff Report shall include
information pertinent to the petition being presented and conclude with a recommendation.
3. Presentation by Petitioner
4. The petitioner, and/or their counsel or agents as identified below, shall address the
Commission and be responsible for presenting the facts and arguments in support of the
petition.
5. The petitioner includes the property owner, contingent purchaser, realtor, attorney, design
professional, or any other individual or company employed by the petitioner.
6. The petitioner’s presentation shall be limited to thirty (30) minutes.
7. The burden is upon the petitioner to supply all information, including charts, plats, diagrams,
and other exhibits necessary for a clear understanding of the petition. Any materials distributed
at the meeting to individual Commission members shall be of sufficient quantity so that each
Commission member receives a copy plus one copy each for the staff and the Commission
attorney.
8. A copy of all materials presented by the petitioner shall become the property of the
Commission and be a part of the file.
9. Any illustrations of the proposed project presented by the petitioner shall be deemed to be a
representation by the petitioner as to how the project shall be developed and shall also be made
part of the file.
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10. Questions by Commission, Staff or Commission Attorney
The Commission, Staff or the Commission Attorney may ask any questions relative to the
petition. At the conclusion of this question and answer session, the President shall open the
discussion to the public.
11. Presentations by those in favor of the Petition
a. Any member of the public may address the Commission to speak in favor of the petition
and present facts and arguments in support of the petition. A speaker shall not repeat
previously made points.
b. Each speaker shall be limited to five (5) minutes and may not address the Commission a
second time unless it is in response to a question from the Commission.
c. Any questions or comments raised by those in favor of the petition may be answered by
the petitioner, Staff, or Commission Attorney during steps 7 and 8 below.
12. Presentations by those opposed to the Petition
a. Any member of the public may address the Commission to speak in opposition to the
petition and present facts and arguments in opposition to the petition. A speaker shall not
repeat previously made points.
b. Each speaker shall be limited to five (5) minutes and may not address the Commission a
second time unless it is in response to a question from the Commission.
c. Any questions or comments raised by those opposed to the petition may be answered by
the petitioner, Staff, or Commission Attorney during steps 7 and 8 below.
At the conclusion of the presentations by those opposed to the petition, the President shall close the
discussion to the public.
13. Rebuttal by Petitioner
a. The President shall offer the petitioner the opportunity for rebuttal. The rebuttal shall be
limited to ten (10) minutes.
b. The Petitioner may answer questions raised or rebut evidence or arguments presented
during the public discussion. No new matters or arguments shall be presented during
rebuttal. In the case of any evidence or arguments first raised during rebuttal, the President
may instruct the Commission to disregard such matters or may permit additional comment
by the public after which the petitioner shall not rebut.
14. Questions and Comments by Commission, Staff and Commission Attorney
a. The President shall entertain any additional questions by the Commission members to the
staff or Commission Attorney.
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b. The President and Commission members may also direct questions to the petitioner. The
individual to whom such question is addressed shall answer it without additional rebuttal
or comment.
c. At the conclusion of all questions and comments, the President shall ask the staff or
Commission Attorney for any final comments they may have.
15. Commission Vote on the Proposal
a. The President shall then entertain a motion for appropriate action. The vote shall be by
voice. In the event that a voice vote cannot determine the majority of the quorum, the
President may call for a vote by show of hands.
b. For combined public hearings, each separate request (i.e. zonings, variances or plats) shall
require a separate motion and vote following the same procedure outlined below.
c. The sequence of the vote shall occur as follows:
i.

An initial motion of either a favorable recommendation or an unfavorable
recommendation shall first be considered by the Commission.

ii.

If the initial motion does not receive the necessary votes for passage, then the
alternative of the initial motion shall be considered by the Commission.

iii.

If the Commission cannot reach either a favorable recommendation or an
unfavorable recommendation, then the Commission may consider a motion to
forward the petition without a recommendation.

iv.

The Commission may consider a motion to table a petition to the next regularly
scheduled Commission meeting for the sole purpose of obtaining additional
information from the petitioner or staff, or at the express request of the petitioner.

d. At the conclusion of the vote or votes on the petition, the President shall ask the Recording
Secretary to read the next petition on the Commission’s public hearing agenda. All public
hearings shall follow the above procedures.
Article XI.
Rules of Procedure for Matters not Requiring a Public Hearing
Section 1. General
1. Although the petitioner or his counsel or agent need not be present for the petition to be
considered by the Commission, it is strongly recommended that the petitioner or his
representative be present if the matter to be considered by the Commission is likely to
precipitate questions by the Commission members.
2. Any affected citizen may submit to the Commission’s office, on any matter not requiring a
public hearing, a written statement, petition or remonstrance.
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3. Decisions of the Commission shall be by voice vote of the members. In the event that a voice
vote cannot determine the majority of the quorum, the President may call for a vote by show of
hands.
4. All members present shall vote on every question unless they disqualify themselves or are
excused from voting by a majority of the members present.
5. All exhibits submitted to the Commission by the petitioner or remonstrator shall become the
property of the Commission and a part of the petition file.
Section 2. Presentation Order
1. Staff Report
A staff member may present a Staff Report outlining the proposal before the Commission. The
report may be in either written or oral form.
2. Staff Recommendation
The Staff shall state its recommendation supported by information contained in the Commission
file and any other information, including charts, plats, diagrams, and other exhibits necessary for a
clear understanding of their position.
3. Questions by Commission, Staff and Commission Attorney
The Commission, Staff or the Commission Attorney may ask questions relative to the petition.
The individual to whom such question is addressed shall answer it without additional rebuttal
or comment.
4. Commission Vote on the Proposal
a. At the conclusion of all presentations, the Chair shall entertain a motion for appropriate
action. The vote shall be by voice vote. In the event that a voice vote cannot determine the
majority of the quorum, then the President may call for a vote by show of hands.
b. The Sequence of the vote shall occur per Article IX, Section 3 subsection 9.
c. At the conclusion of the vote on the petition, the President shall ask the Recording
Secretary to read the next petition on the Commission’s meeting agenda. All meetings for
matters not requiring a public hearing shall follow the above procedures.
Article XII
Interested Parties
The Area Plan Commission is required by law to determine by rule for all rezonings petitions and
subdivisions under the jurisdiction of the Commission, who are interested parties; how notice is given
to the interested parties; and who is to give the notice.
1. Items Requiring a Public Hearing such as Rezoning Petitions (including combined public
hearings), Major Primary Subdivisions, and Appealed Final Planned Unit Development Plans.
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a. Within the unincorporated areas of St. Joseph County, interested parties are those property
owners within six-hundred and sixty (660) feet of the boundaries of the property under
consideration, the petitioner, and the Staff of the Area Plan Commission.
b. Within the incorporated limits of the Commission’s member municipalities, interested
parties are those property owners within three-hundred (300) feet of the boundaries of the
property under consideration, the petitioner, and the Staff of the Area Plan Commission.
c. Written notice of the public hearing shall be mailed to the interested parties by the Staff of
the Area Plan Commission at least ten (10) days before the date of the initial public
hearing date for the proposed action.
2. Items Not Requiring a Public Hearing such as Minor and Replat Subdivisions, and Plat
Vacations where all of the property owners have joined in the petition.
a. Interested parties are the Staff of the Area Plan Commission and the petitioner.
b. Written notice of the meeting shall be sent to the petitioner by the Staff of the Area Plan
Commission at least ten (10) days before the date of the initial meeting on the action.
3. Plat Vacations where not all of the property owners have joined in the petition.
a. The following are deemed to be Interested parties:
i.

All owners of land within the entire plat of which the proposed vacation is part of.

ii.

Within unincorporated areas, all property owners within six-hundred and sixty (660)
feet, and within the incorporated limits of the Commission’s member municipalities
(three-hundred (300) feet of any portion of the major subdivision proposed to be
vacated.

iii.

The Staff of the Area Plan Commission.

iv.

The property owner(s) applying for the vacation.

b. Written notice of the meeting shall be mailed to the interested parties by the Staff of the
Area Plan Commission at least ten (10) days before the date of the initial public hearing
date for the proposed action.
Article XIII
Ex Parte Communication
No petitioner, person in favor of a petition, nor remonstrator against a petition shall communicate with
any member of the Commission before a hearing with the intent of influencing the member’s action on
a matter pending before the Commission. It is the responsibility of Commission members not to
communicate with individuals outside of the hearing. Those members of the Commission who by
virtue of their positions, i.e. the County Surveyor or City Public Works Director, who are responsible
for reviewing drainage, traffic impacts, etc., may have contact with petitioners or members of the
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public, but at no time shall the petitioner or members of the public try to influence the member’s
opinion. In addition, elected officials whose duties include listening to constituents' opinions,
complaints, etc. may also have contact with petitioners and members of the public prior to a public
hearing.
Article XIV
Exhibits
The Commission hereby establishes the following rules and procedures for the archiving of and the
disposition of exhibits received by the Commission:
1. All exhibits will be available for view to the general public and will be made available to the
Petitioner and the respective Councils for their public hearings.
2. All exhibits will be scanned or photographed by the Commission to be kept and archived in
the Commission’s files.
3. Prior to final disposition of the exhibit(s), the petitioner or their representative and any
member of the public who submitted an exhibit or exhibits during their presentation, will be
notified by first class mail, e-mail, or a telephone call, or a combination of all three, and have
an opportunity to retrieve the exhibit(s) fifteen (15) days of receipt of the notice.
Article XV
Petitions: Withdrawal, Tabled and Re-Submittal of Denied Petitions
The Commission hereby establishes the following rules and procedures regarding petitions that have
been filed for consideration before the Commission relative to zone map changes, variances from the
development standards and special uses:
1. Withdrawal of Petitions
Petitions may be withdrawn at any time.
2. Petitions Tabled Before Advertising or Public Notice
a. The petitioner may request that the petition be tabled to a future meeting.
b. After six (6) months from the date of the filing of the petition, if the petitioner has failed to
allow the petition to be scheduled for a public hearing, the staff shall inform the Council
(zone map and special use petitions) to withdraw the petition from further consideration.
The Commission shall then remove the petition from further consideration.
c. A new petition may be filed at any time according to the adopted filing schedule.
3. Petitions Tabled After Advertising or Public Notice and Prior to Public Hearing
a. The petitioner may request that the petition be tabled to the next scheduled Commission
hearing.
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b. A request for the petition to be docked to any future meetings after the next scheduled
Commission meeting will require the petitioner to bear the cost of a new legal ad and
provide new envelopes (in order to re-notify surrounding property owners) with
corresponding postage. Staff will provide the notice.
c. After six (6) months from the date of the filing of the petition, if the petitioner has failed to
allow the petition to be scheduled for a public hearing, the staff shall inform the Council
(zone map and special use petitions) to withdraw the petition from further consideration.
The Commission shall then remove the petition from further consideration.
d. A new petition may be filed at any time according to the adopted filing schedule.
4. Petitions Tabled at The Commission Meeting, After the Public Hearing
a. A petitioner may request to table a petition after the public hearing portion and prior to the
Commission’s formal recommendation. The Commission reserves the right to either
except the petitioner’s request or proceed with a recommendation.
b. The petitioner may only request that a petition be tabled once.
c. The petitioner must declare which Commission meeting they want the petition to be tabled
to, but it must be no longer than the second meeting after the meeting at which the petition
was tabled. The previously tabled petition may not be further tabled at the meeting at
which it is heard.
d. The Commission reserves the right to consider whether to reopen the public hearing on a
tabled petition.
5. Variances Considered by the Commission
a. Variances considered by the Commission may not be continued to another meeting unless
the rezoning and/or special use petition that it is a part of is also continued (tabled) by the
Commission.
b. Variances considered by the Commission and denied may not be resubmitted to the
Commission unless it is filed with another rezoning or special use.
c. Variances denied by the Commission may not be submitted for consideration to the Area
Board of Zoning Appeals earlier than six (6) months from the date it was denied.
d. Variances withdrawn by the petitioner may not be submitted for consideration to the Area
Board of Zoning Appeals earlier than six (6) months from the date it was withdrawn.
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Article XVI.
Seal
The official seal of the Commission shall be:

Article XVII.
Amendment or Repeal of By-Laws
These by-laws may be amended, supplemented, changed, or repealed at any regular or special meeting
of the Commission. Any amendment must be adopted by a majority of the Commission, except for
amendments relating to Article VII, Section 1, Executive Committee, which require a two-thirds (2/3)
majority vote of the entire membership of the Commission. However, any such proposed amendment
shall be presented in written form at one meeting, to be acted upon at the next regular meeting of the
Commission.
Adopted by the Area Plan Commission this 20th day of July 2021.

By: ______________________________
Adam J. DeVon, President
ATTEST: ______________________________
Abby Wiles, Secretary
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THE AREA PLAN COMMISSION OF
ST. JOSEPH COUNTY, INDIANA
MINUTES
January 20, 2021
3:30 p.m.
MEMBERS PRESENT:
James Moffitt
Adam DeVon
Robert Hawley
Elizabeth McCombs
Jason Lambright
Rachel Rawls
Dr. Jerry Thacker
Kirk Youell

Council Chambers, 4th Floor
County-City Building, South Bend, IN
MEMBERS ABSENT:
John R. McNamara

ALSO PRESENT:
Abby Wiles
Ryan D. Fellows
Shawn Klein
Samantha Keultjes
Mitch Heppenheimer, Counsel

PUBLIC HEARING - 3:30 P.M.
EXECUTIVE SESSION: (Audio Position: 2:50)
A. Election of Officers—President, Vice President
Upon a motion by Dr. Jerry Thacker, being seconded by Elizabeth McCombs and
unanimously carried, Adam DeVon was nominated and elected as president of the Area
Plan Commission for 2021.
Upon a 8-0 vote, Adam DeVon was elected as president of the Area Plan Commission for
2021.
Upon a motion by Dr. Jerry Thacker, being seconded by Elizabeth McCombs and
unanimously carried, Bob Hawley was nominated and elected as Vice President of the
Area Plan Commission for 2021.
Upon a 8-0 vote, Bob Hawley was elected as Vice President of the Area Plan
Commission for 2021.
B. Appointment of Executive Committee
Upon a motion by Dr. Jerry Thacker, being seconded by Elizabeth McCombs and
unanimously carried 8-0, John McNamara was nominated and appointed to the Executive
Committee.

C. Appointment of Plat Committee (members & alternates)
Upon a motion by Rachel Rawls, being seconded by Jason Lambright and unanimously
carried 8-0, the Plat Committee members and alternates were approved as follows:
John McNamara with John Law as the alternate for the Office of the Surveyor
Sky Medors with Hana Parkhill as the alternate for Engineering
Randy James with an alternate TBD for the Building Department
Dave Cherrone with Ron Melser as the alternate for the Fire Department
Mark Espich with Brett Davis as the alternate for the Health Department
D. Appointment of APC Members to ABZA (one municipal rep. & one county rep.)
Currently Bob Hawley is the County Representative.
Adam DeVon left the meeting and Bob Hawley took his place as Vice President.
Upon a motion by Elizabeth McCombs, being seconded by Jason Lambright and
unanimously carried 8-0, Bob Hawley was reappointed as the County Representative.
No action was taken to elect the Municipal Representative.
A. REZONINGS:
1 A proposed ordinance of WOOD RENTAL PROPERTIES LLC to zone from C
Commercial District to C Commercial District, property located at 10386 MCKINLEY
HWY, St. Joseph County - APC# 2948-20.
(Audio Position: 13:25)
Ryan Fellows: This is a self-storage facility. Currently it’s site plan specific so it can on be used
in the way that the most recent site plan that was approved allows it to be used. The property
owner is interested in making some site improvements to continue it being a self-storage facility
but to add additional units. To achieve this, they’re applying for the rezoning to be C:
Commercial but not site plan specific. The same kind of rules would need to be in place. There
would need to be an 8’ setback, for example, of the regular landscaping. The intention of the
property owner if this is successful, is to then apply for a building permit. And again, they would
have to meet all of the required front and side setbacks and everything needed for parking or
landscaping and if there are unable to meet that, they would have to apply for a variance. For
right now, what we’re only interested in is going from C-Site Plan Specific to C-not site plan
specific. This comes to you with a favorable recommendation from staff.
Adam DeVon joined the meeting again and took over as President.
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PETITIONER
Stephanie Floyd, of Progressive Engineering, Inc. with offices located at 58640 SR 15, Goshen,
IN presented on behalf of the petitioner: I’ve been in touch with St. Joe County regarding this
application and I have already been sent a list of items that they need to submit before a permit is
issued on this site. I have talked to the owner and the contractor and our firm will be heading out
to the site to asbuilt everything that is out there and then come back and layout the proposed new
buildings as you’ve seen on the uploads that the County has provided to you so that we can
ensure that the new building will meet all of the setbacks and criteria that they’ve asked for in
lieu of having to file a variance.
Abby Wiles: I just wanted to note that I had communicated with Stephanie regarding the
rezoning site plan not being completely reflective of what the site plan was for the plan submittal
and that I’m confident that she is working with the client to resolve that and that any deficiencies
or issues will be addressed via the plan review for the new building.
Stephanie Floyd: We’ve actually already received the building plans from the manufacturer of
the building, so I do have that now, so I’ll be able to start sending that stuff over there. I just
didn’t want to piece mail it to the staff, but once we get the as-builts, we should have everything
that they’ve requested from us.
IN FAVOR
There was no one present to speak in favor of this petition.
REMONSTRANCE
There was one person present to speak in remonstrance of this petition. They were:
Craig Anthony residing at 10412 McKinley Hwy., Osceola, IN: I don’t know if I’m favorable or
unfavorable. My property is directly west of the storage units. My concern is that I know that I
had to get a variance on a building down the road to go from 20’ to 8’ and I’m fine with the 8’. It
just appears that the previous two building that have been built on that property are built at an
angle to the property line. The front building seems like it’s only about 4’ off the property line,
the back corner is about 5’ roughly, the building behind it is roughly 6’ and then 7’ so the last
two buildings have been built at an angle and based on what I see here, if we’re keeping all these
buildings in a line, we’re going to end up well within the 8’ of the property line. I had talked to
Jim and I think he was under the impression that the property line was even in my driveway. At
that point, I called Terry Lang from Lang Feeney. I’ve had the property line marked and that is
where I get my setback numbers. I guess as long a this is all staying storage, I’m all cool with
that. I just want to make sure that the setbacks are going to be observed as it appears they have
not in the past.
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Nikki Reinoehl, residing at 10335 Cherrywood Lane., Osceola, IN: I live to the south of the
storage unit and a little bit to the east. My question is if what’s being built is going to be near
McKinley or back towards my property line because when he originally tried to expand the
storage units, he did not get a survey of property line and actually started removing trees going
into my property line a few years back and it just makes me nervous to add more out there
because it has already impacted the quietness of the road and there are just so many loud noises
and I’m just worried about adding more coming back there and what it going to cause with that
neighborhood being back there.

The January 20, 2021 Area Plan Commission meeting ended abruptly due to a technical error at
3:55 p.m.

________________________________
Adam DeVon,
President of the Commission

________________________________
Abby Wiles,
Secretary of the Commission
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THE AREA PLAN COMMISSION OF
ST. JOSEPH COUNTY, INDIANA
MINUTES
April 20, 2021
3:30 p.m.

Council Chambers, 4th Floor
County-City Building, South Bend, IN

MEMBERS PRESENT:

MEMBERS ABSENT:

ALSO PRESENT:

Adam DeVon
Robert Hawley
Jason Lambright
Elizabeth J. McCombs
James D. Moffitt
Rachel Rawls
Dr. Jerry Thacker

John R. McNamara, P.E., L.S.
Kirk Youell

Abby Wiles
Ryan D. Fellows
Shawn Klein
Mitch Heppenheimer, Counsel
Samantha Keultjes

PUBLIC HEARING - 3:30 P.M.
1. REZONINGS:
1 A proposed ordinance of JAMES H AND BARBARA K KIDDER to rezone from R:
Single Family District to I: Industrial District, property located at South Side of Old
Cleveland 0.3 miles West of Olive Rd, St. Joseph County - APC# 2952-21.
(Audio Position: 4:30)
Upon a request by the petitioner, a proposed ordinance of JAMES H AND BARBARA K
KIDDER to zone from R: Single Family District to I: Industrial District, property located at
South Side of Old Cleveland 0.3 miles West of Olive Rd, St. Joseph County is TABLED
until May 18, 2021.
2 A proposed ordinance of the Town of North Liberty to zone from no zoning district to R1
Single Family District, property located at 701 STATE ST, Town of North Liberty - APC#
2954-21.
(Audio Position: 4:45)
Ryan Fellows: This is a property that due to some administrative oversight in the past when
this property was annexed into the Town, it should have been given a zoning district, it was
not. So, this is simply to clarify or to fix this oversight. So, we’re proposing, and this was an
application submitted by the Town Council and the Town Council is asking us to favorably
consider to have this zoned to R1 Single Family District. As you can see, the property to the
north is already single family. There is already a strip along the highway that is zoned R
Single Family where the single-family home is already located. This is just continuing that
further to the back of the property. The next petition will take care of the other parcel that has

not been zoned yet. Because the town is the applicant, there’s not a presentation by the
applicant per se because we and the Town are the applicant.
Abby Wiles: I believe that Vicki from the Town of North Liberty appears to be on if there’s
any questions from the Town’s perspective.
PETITIONER
A presentation by the petitioner was not necessary.
IN FAVOR
There was no one present to speak in favor of this petition.
REMONSTRANCE
There was no one present to speak in remonstrance of this petition.
After due consideration, the following action was taken:
Upon a motion by Jason Lambright, being seconded by Elizabeth J. McCombs and
unanimously carried 7-0, a proposed ordinance of the Town of North Liberty to zone from no
zoning district to R1 Single Family District, property located at 701 STATE ST, Town of
North Liberty, is sent to the Town Council with a FAVORABLE recommendation. This
zoning is supported by the Town of North Liberty Comprehensive Plan, Section 5.4 "Policies
for Housing, Development, and Redevelopment," Goal A, which "provides a wide variety of
housing choices in order to accommodate and retain residents in all phases of life."
3 A proposed ordinance of the Town of North Liberty to zone from no zoning district to R1
Single Family District, unaddressed property of 3.47 acres (more or less), located directly
west of the parcel with an address of 701 S State St, Town of North Liberty - APC# 2955-21.
(Audio Position: 9:00)
Ryan Fellows: The conditions of this property are very much like the last petition. This again
was when this property was annexed into the Town it was not given a zoning District. This is
to correct that oversight. I did speak to the property owner over the phone and his concern
was that this might preclude the ability to hunt because it would be inside the Town limits. I
explained that zoning is not going to affect whether or not he’s in the Town limits or not.
That was already settled years ago when this was annexed into the Town and so whatever
action we take whether it’s zoned or not zoned, does not affect whether or not it counts as
being in the Town. This meeting does not pertain to that, that action has already happened.
PETITIONER
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A presentation by the petitioner was not necessary.
IN FAVOR
There was no one present to speak in favor of this petition.
REMONSTRANCE
There was one person present to speak in remonstrance of this petition. He was:
Craig Vanden Bossche, residing at 707 S State St., North Liberty, IN: I object to this. I’ve
spent over 20 years developing this property and taking it back to nature and it’s a classified
forest. I see no point in zoning a classified forest as R1 Residential. I’ve spent a lot of time
and my own personal money and to put it in the city, and they’ve already commented that the
next parcels, which is the rest of my property, that they want to put in the city. I do not want
this in the city. It’s been an oversight that took somebody 35 years to find, give me a break.
It’s a convenient thing that the two ladies that own the property, the one before this and this
one here were adamantly against this annex originally when it was done back in 84. Then all
of a sudden, they got quiet. Low and behold their two properties are the ones that just didn’t
get put into the city for their tax base. I think it very convenient that that happened.
Adam DeVon: It’s not really our job to say it’s in the city or not in the city. We’re just giving
it a classification because it needs to have a classification.
Craig Vanden Bossche: I understand. The R1 is that for the deer and the coyotes and the fox
and everything else that’s out there. They’re going to make them residents of the city of
North Liberty? You’re calling it R1 Residential, is somebody going to build a house on a
landlocked property?
Adam DeVon: We’re just trying to give it a classification of some kind.
Craig Vanden Bossche: Well the whole thing has been a mistake and that’s my opinion and
you asked if anybody had an objection to it and I said yes. And those are the reasons why sir.
Adam DeVon: Okay, thank you.
Abby Wiles: The classified forest could continue under the R1 zoning and that your role
would be to send it to the Town Council with your recommendation and they would have the
final action.
Ryan Fellows: For the Town, the R1 is the lowest classification available and so this is the
baseline if you will.
APRIL 20, 2021– AREA PLAN COMMISSION

3

After due consideration, the following action was taken:
Upon a motion by Robert Hawley, being seconded by Jason Lambright and unanimously
carried 7-0, a proposed ordinance of the Town of North Liberty to zone from no zoning
district to R1 Single Family District, property located at Unaddressed property of 3.47 acres
(more or less), located directly west of the parcel with an address of 701 S State St, Town of
North Liberty, is sent to the Town Council with a FAVORABLE recommendation. This
zoning is supported by the Town of North Liberty Comprehensive Plan, Section 5.4 "Policies
for Housing, Development, and Redevelopment," Goal A, which "provides a wide variety of
housing choices in order to accommodate and retain residents in all phases of life."
4 A proposed ordinance of HOSPICE OF ST JOSEPH COUNTY INC to zone from B
Business-Commercial District (site plan specific) to B Business-Commercial District (not site
plan specific), property located at 109, 111, and 135 SUNNYBROOK CT and unaddressed
property of 295 square feet (more or less) located north of 111 SUNNYBROOK CT, Town
of Roseland - APC# 2956-21.
(Audio Position: 16:40)
ABBY WILES: This property is within the Town of Roseland with a South Bend address. It
is located just off of 933 in a neighborhood that has a mix of smaller commercial buildings
and single-family homes. The rezoning for all four parcels appears to have been handled in
three separate rezoning hearings, each with a site plan attached to the approval which was a
common practice under the Area Plan Commission years ago. The site plans on file shows
the building and then parking area to the east. Included within the original approval was
some landscaping, screening the parking lot which is why when this project came through
plan review for the interior remodel and site improvements associated with the project, it was
flagged as needing to be rezoned to remove the site plan. The proposal is to rehab the
existing facility that was previously the Center for Hospice Care for the Milton Adult Day
Services. It is a day center for folks with dementia and Alzheimer’s and will offer therapy
and basically day services. In addition to the interior remodel, they’re proposing to do some
parking reconfiguration and some site improvements at the rear including a gazebo and
sidewalk area. Staff has been working with the Town of Roseland representatives,
specifically Pete Agostino their attorney, and it is our understanding that they are in favor of
it. There is some concern regarding the autobody shop being for therapeutic purposes and not
that it’s operational.
PETITIONER
Chris Chockley, of Jones Petrie Rafinski with offices located at 325 S Lafayette Blvd., South
Bend, IN presented on behalf of the petitioner.: Some clarification is when Abby mentioned
the garage, the automobile garage area. One of the things I wanted to let everybody know is
that this facility is going to be the first of its kind in the nation regarding immersive
programming and comprehensive caregiver training. Which means that like the garage is
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going to be representative of someone’s garage that they can go out and take a look at a car
and maybe tinker with it a little bit but there is going to be no operational vehicles or major
repairs. Interior space is going to have a theater and a diner and someone’s kitchen. So, it
helps them kind of get through their process. In addition to the outside, we’re looking at a
therapeutic garden. It will have a putting green and kind of a hands-on gardening as well as a
pathway with a gazebo for remembrance of their home. We’re proud to be representing the
Center for Hospice Care and really think this is a very important facility.
IN FAVOR
There was no one present to speak in favor of this petition.
REMONSTRANCE
There was no one present to speak in remonstrance of this petition.
Bob Hawley: I’d like to acknowledge the very nice letter that was written by Michael Wargo.
I thought that was very caring and I understood what they’re trying to do.
After due consideration, the following action was taken:
Upon a motion by Jason Lambright, being seconded by Robert Hawley and unanimously
carried 7-0, a proposed ordinance of HOSPICE OF ST JOSEPH COUNTY INC to zone from
B Business-Commercial District (site plan specific) to B Business-Commercial District (not
site plan specific), property located at 109, 111, and 135 SUNNYBROOK CT and
unaddressed property of 295 square feet (more or less) located north of 111 SUNNYBROOK
CT, Town of Roseland, is sent to the Town Council with a FAVORABLE recommendation.
The proposed reuse of the facility and associated improvements is appropriate for the B Business-Commercial District.
5 A proposed ordinance of WARD LIVING TRUST W TRUEX THELMA J AND
KUBLICK LAUREL L AS TRUSTEES AND LIFE EST FOR KUBLICK LAUREL L to
zone from A: Agricultural District to I: Industrial District, unaddressed property of 23 acres
(more or less) located at the southeast quadrant of Spruce Rd and Early Rd and unaddressed
property of 60 acres (more or less) located at the southeast quadrant of Edison Rd and
Elderberry Rd, together totaling 83.42 acres (more or less), St. Joseph County - APC# 295721.
(Audio Position: 23:05)
Ryan Fellows: This is in the same New Carlisle area that we’ve seen several petitions in the
last few months. The parcel that has the diagonal lines in the middle that’s kind of an L shape
in the southeast corner of Edison and Elderberry. To the north of it is the Town of New
Carlisle, that dark blue is a general industrial and then around it on all the other sides is
county industrial zones. When you look to the next parcel to the south, on the southeast
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corner of Spruce and Early, that’s the second parcel of this application and it is surrounded
on three out of the four sides by the county industrial zoning as well. As you can see from
this picture, you see I/N TEK I/N KOTE in the background with a dirt road on Elderberry.
Similarly, when you’re on Spruce you can also see I/N TEK I/N KOTE in the background
with a dirt road on it right now. There’s also a home on the property. As you can see from the
site plan, cutting across there is a faint outline of the overhead utility line by AEP, that is
their easement and that cuts across the entire property so that does limit what this property
can be used with on its own and it may have to be paired with other properties if projects are
large enough. This is a map of the 2002 Comprehensive Plan. This is the land use plan
section. The light blue on this map is the industrial growth area which is the parcel in the
north L shape and then on the other parcel of this application is part of the reserve area which
is reserved for the year 2000 and beyond which we’re in. So, both of those qualify per the
conditions of the Comprehensive Plan. Looking at the criteria found in State law, staff has
outlined them in the staff report and I’d be happy to go through them in any greater detail but
this comes to you with a favorable recommendation from staff to recommend to the County
Council favorably.
PETITIONER
Aaron Blank, of Lawson-Fisher & Associates, with offices located at 525 W Washington,
South Bend, IN presented on behalf of the petitioner.: Here to present the petition for
rezoning on this property to use it how it’s been acknowledged since the inception of the
Comprehensive Plan as an allowable or even a preferred use. I’ll start with some information
about the overall area. As APC staff has eluded to, some other rezonings have happened
around and some minor particularities about the property and then I’ll summarize. It terms of
the overall core development area that’s been identified by St. Joseph County
Redevelopment Commission, which has been working with the Town of New Carlisle and
Olive Township officials to create a development agreement that solidifies a core
development area and restricts certain uses and established development guidelines. The
basic vision of that core development area is to have a larger development site or sites
occupying the roughly 730 acres. The vision of the core development area outside of that 730
acres is for accompanying developments of the 80-100-acre size that are aligned to be
directly supporting the larger development uses. This property certainly fits into that category
as well. We have heard in the past that there’s already enough industrial zoned land in this
area and that rezoning should be limited until that property is developed. I’ll remind Plan
Commission members that we haven’t reached that complete industrial zoning acreage limit
of the Comprehensive Plan and as noted in the staff report, this property will meet all of the
goals of the Comprehensive Plan. In line with that, the only area we might be deviating at all
is terms of goal one which is to alleviate and minimize loss of agricultural land. I would
argue that the concept of the IEC core development area is in keeping with goal one and that
having a conglomeration of industrial uses in a defined area with a defined use aligns with
development standards. They’re using the same roadways, utility infrastructure, and potential
workforce goes a long way to meet that goal of alleviating and minimizing loss of
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agricultural land because alleviate means to temper control and temperament and control of
the industrial development is exactly what the IEC core development plan is intended to do
and that’s why it’s supported by the signatory stakeholders. This rezoning petition and other
like it are not ill-conceived or knee-jerk reactions that during the execution of a
Comprehensive Planning documents that lays out the vision for the county development
potential of St Joe County. I agree that it may seem sudden to some with the recent emphasis
on rezoning near this property, but this property has been designated as prime industrial
development since the inception of the Comprehensive Plan so rezoning this property to
industrial is another step in furthering the vision for St. Joseph County to lead the region in
economic development that totally benefits the residents of St Joseph County. The petitioners
are aware of the transformation of longstanding industrial nations neighborhood due to the
fact that their family has owned occupied or operated property under the Ward name since
sometime in the late 1960’s. There’s no site plan associated with rezoned petitions which has
urged some to consider this a speculative type zoning and we don’t know the user yet, I’ll
agree that there is speculation in that aspect but what’s not speculative about this is the level
of restricted use commitments that have been placed on the property that are part of the
petition that is presented to you and the input and decisions that have yet to be made by the
core development area stakeholders and eventually approved by St Joseph County officials
through the site plan process that are required for the eventual development of this property.
In summary you have the property before you that’s favorable recommendation from APC
staff that is requesting the rezoning that is in line with the Comprehensive Plan, industrial use
has been identified as the most desirable use based on the criteria set forth in the
Comprehensive Plan that include the property location, existing roadway, corridor, utilities
and infrastructure. The petitioner is respectfully requesting the rezoning to industrial with
restricted covenance in an area of the County that has been designated for industrial
development for the past 20 years and is completely congruent with the Comprehensive Plan
and the vision of the IEC core development area. We request that the Plan Commission pass
this rezone petition for industrial zoning with restricted covenance onto County Council with
a favorable recommendation.
Bob Hawley: The resident’s in the home, is that in the L shape property?
Aaron Blank: No, that is on the southern property.
Bob Hawley: South of Early Road then?
Aaron Blank: Correct.
Bob Hawley: Is it presently occupied by one of the petitioners?
Aaron Blank: I believe that it is, yes.
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Bob Hawley: Thank you very much.
IN FAVOR
There was one person on Zoom to speak in favor of this petition. He was:
Bill Schalliol, Economic Development Director for St. Joseph County, with offices located at
227 W Jefferson Blvd., South Bend, IN: I would like to speak favorably in favor of this
petition. We’re excited about the development opportunities that are continuing out in the
Indiana Enterprise Center. We’ve had several lead prospects that we’ve submitted this area
for. Our challenge has been the lack of rezoning on this piece of property so the opportunity
to have a 200 acre site at the southwest corner of Edison and Larrison really opens up some
new opportunities for us from a development perspective and we appreciate your
consideration of this request.
REMONSTRANCE
There was no one present to speak in remonstrance of this petition.
After due consideration, the following action was taken:
Upon a motion by Elizabeth J. McCombs, being seconded by Robert Hawley and
unanimously carried 7-0, a proposed ordinance of WARD LIVING TRUST W TRUEX
THELMA J AND KUBLICK LAUREL L AS TRUSTEES AND LIFE EST FOR KUBLICK
LAUREL L to zone from A: Agricultural District to I: Industrial District, property located at
SE Spruce-Early & SE Edison-Elderberry, St. Joseph County, is sent to the County Council
with a FAVORABLE recommendation. Rezoning will support the County's long-standing
economic development goals.
6 A proposed ordinance of LEININGER JOSEPH AND KRISTY to zone from A:
Agricultural District to R: Single Family District, property located at 54506 BUCKEYE RD
and 54620 BUCKEYE RD, St. Joseph County - APC# 2958-21.
(Audio Position: 36:25)
Ryan Fellows: As you can see, this property is to the northwest of the Northbridge Valley
Subdivision which is having its water and sewer supplied by the City of Mishawaka. This
proposed development will have that connection for the water and sewer, and the road
coming up from the Northbridge Valley Subdivision. So this proposes to connect Buckeye to
that Subdivision and it will create the connection between the two and because it will have
water and sewer, it will alleviate that need and as you can see in the packet the concept plan
was included that could be 115-130 homes developed. This is only a concept though and the
petitioner will be able to provide more information. As you can see in the concept plan, they
are contemplating perhaps moving Willow Creek in order to accommodate this. But that
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would be a step taken during the subdivision process which the Plat Committee would
review. For this property as you can see it’s currently being used agriculturally. There is a
telecommunication tower in the middle of this area along Buckeye Road. Looking at the
overall aerial, we reviewed this with the best available floodplain information, and it is
shown that along Willow Creek there is a floodplain on the west side of Buckeye Road. The
best available information does not show it on the east side where this property is but the
petitioner is familiar with that and when they do the work, if they do indeed move the Willow
Creek ditch, they’ll be cognizant of that as well. It is not on the FEMA floodplain map at this
time. I’d be happy to answer any questions, but this comes to you with a favorable
recommendation from staff, primarily due to the interconnectivity with the subdivision to the
south with the connection of municipal water and sewer. We believe that this will create a
really good subdivision for the community.
PETITIONER
Mike Huber, of Abonmarche Consultants, with offices located at 315 W Jefferson Blvd.
South Bend, IN presented on behalf of the petitioner.: I represent the Leininger’s and we are
also working with the perspective buyers of the property. As noted, the property includes two
parcels about 58 acres total on the east side of Buckeye Road. The site plan you saw is
conceptual at this point, but we do think that we’re probably in the 120-130 lot subdivision.
As noted in the report, residential uses are pretty prevalent, becoming more and more
prevalent here with the housing shortage we have in St. Joe County and this region generally.
We know there’s a lot of pressure in particular this part of the County for new residential
properties to become available with the proximity to Granger and Mishawaka and the quality
of life amenities that those two communities afford. What we think is best about this
proposed subdivision is we’re leveraging the municipal utilities through the Northbridge
Valley subdivision and the connectivity of the Northbridge Valley subdivision that’s located
to the south to allow us to capture the density and to also not impact the area negatively
through septic fields and the use of private septic systems. I think the staff report also notes
that the soils here are not the most desirable for continued agricultural use. These soils are a
little bit low in the organic matter and they also have a lower water capacity which make
them a little more susceptible to drought so continued farming there is not as productive as it
could be on some of the other properties nearby, making it a little more conducive to being a
residential development as well. We appreciate the opportunity to be here. The staff report’s
recommended additionally beyond what was included and they have recommended us take a
subarea planning approach to looking at this to try and find ways to provide some different
amenities or things and capitalize on some of the natural features of the site, recognizing that
our initial site plan is very conceptual. We are planning to relocate the creek and I think as
we do that, we’ll be very conscious in listening to staff’s comments and trying to see if there
are opportunities we can find in there to preserve some of the naturally wooded areas or
provide some trails or some amenity opportunities, possibly along the relocated creek or how
we can implement some of those things in with the drainage design of the subdivision. We
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will take a fresh look at that when we move from conceptual into final design. I’d be happy
to answer any other questions.
Bob Hawley: I know that the layout is a preliminary thing, will there be any entrance off of
Buckeye Road?
Mike Huber: Yes, there will be an entrance on Buckeye and then it will connect through to
Northbridge Valley in the southeast corner of the subdivision.
IN FAVOR
There was no one present to speak in favor of this petition.
REMONSTRANCE
There was one person on Zoom to speak in remonstrance of this petition. He was:
Vince Beam, residing at 11382 Douglas Rd., Osceola, IN.: I have just a few concerns,
Northbridge Valley Estates is obviously to the southern part of my property and I already
have some nosey neighbors wanting to come on my property as it is even though I have no
trespassing signs up. I have a huge concern that potential new homes along my property line
will bring more people onto my property that I don’t want which becomes a big liability issue
for me. We are in the process of potentially re-growing Christmas trees; my property is an
old Christmas tree farm so I have concerns of people damaging my property. As well as
you’re taking away area for wildlife, I know deer follow that creek line. So those are just
some of concerns as a potential neighbor to 130 homes that weren’t there before.
Mike Huber: If I understand, this gentleman owns the property that would be just to the east
of our property. I think in terms of property line, boundary crossing, those will be the
backyards of individuals homes. I’m not sure how many people will be going over and across
the property line into his property. I would assume a lot of people like to privacy fence their
backyards and things like that. I don’t know if I can respond to what the individual
homeowners, how that would be handled.
Vince Beam: Right. I do have one question actually. I’ve noticed that there’s a wood section
that’s in this proposed area that’s already being logged. So, has work already started before
this petition has even passed? Or is that from the current owners logging on that ground?
Mike Huber: I am not aware that any work has started in conjunction with the project. It
could be the current owners are doing some work on the property themselves.
John Piraccini, of Coldwell Banker, with offices located at 1539 N Ironwood Dr., South
Bend, IN: I represent both parties here. The owners, the Leininger’s are clearing the woods
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right now. They wanted the opportunity to log it. They weren’t going to farm it anyway. So
that was their idea. Just to reiterate what Mike said, we do have a lot of demand in this area,
especially with the sewer and there’s going to be some protections I would think, I mean
there are requirements to protect against properties and I understand his concerns when you
live out in the County, you get pushed by this growth. But those are probably more civil
issues than issues dealing with the County but hopefully he doesn’t have a problem with that.
You know, these are going to be $350,000-$400,000 homes so you would hope that that
doesn’t happen. But if you have any questions, I’d be glad to answer them.
After due consideration, the following action was taken:
Upon a motion by Elizabeth J. McCombs, being seconded by Robert Hawley and carried 6-1,
a proposed ordinance of LEININGER JOSEPH AND KRISTY to zone from A: Agricultural
District to R: Single Family District, property located at 54506 BUCKEYE RD and 54620
BUCKEYE RD, St. Joseph County, is sent to the County Council with a FAVORABLE
recommendation. Rezoning this property will support the County's Comprehensive Plan
residential development goals.
2. TEXT AMENDMENTS:
1. A proposed ordinance of Area Plan Commission amending Title XV, Land Usage,
Chapter 154, Planning and Zoning, of the St. Joseph County Code, Section 154.277
University District Development Standards, and Sections 154.420, 154.421, and 154.423
Off-Street Parking Regulations. - APC# 2959-21.
(Audio Position: 49:40)
Shawn Klein: There’s really two parts to this text amendment. They both pertain to the
university district. The first of which is actually an effort to correct an unforeseen
consequence from a 2019 text amendment to the zoning ordinance. This text amendment
added private streets to the definition of street and really the purpose of this text amendment
was to allow for consistency in the development of residential subdivisions that front on
private and public streets. Unfortunately, the way that the zoning ordinance is structured, this
also led to private streets that are interior to campuses within the university district. The
properties that abut these, traditionally these were treated as side properties and only the side
setbacks would apply there. As a result of that text amendment, we now had to treat these as
front property lines and impose the more stringent front setback. If we were to continue to
impose this front setback, it would lead to inconsistency in the placement of many of the
campus buildings and furthermore we really don’t see that there’s any public purpose in
imposing this setback within these internal streets that are within college and university
campuses. Here is an example. You can see along this private right of way within the
university of Notre Dame for instance, just within that block there are two buildings that
would not meet the setback that would currently be applied as a result of this 2019 text
amendment that we are looking to correct here. The second part of this text amendment
before you would actually exempt the university district from off-street parking for motor
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vehicles and bicycles. The impetus for this is just staff recognition that these campuses
within the university district are really a diverse mix of many uses so it’s kind of difficult for
staff to gauge what the parking needs are and how an interior renovation, for example, or
construction of a new building on campus would really alter these needs. We feel that the
university and colleges are in a much better position to determine their own parking needs
and we have no doubt that they’ll provide adequate parking to ensure for a well-functioning
campus. These come to you with a favorable recommendation from staff. We worked closely
with a couple representatives from Notre Dame and it was well received by the University as
well. If you have any questions, let me know.
IN FAVOR
There was one person on Zoom to speak in favor of this petition. He was:
Craig Tiller, with the University of Notre Dame Planning Design and Construction
Department located at 200 Facilities Building, Notre Dame, IN: Would just like to speak on
behalf of the University, we certainly do favor both parts of this text amendment. It will
allow us to continue with the appropriate flexibility to plan the campus community
consistently with our campus plan which has been in place for about the last 20 years and
continues to be a great guiding document for us. As well as certainly it’s a benefit for the
greater community we believe with the ability to plan the building placement and the parking
placement to provide a campus environment that’s both very accessible and also very safe.
We are in full support of this.
REMONSTRANCE
There was no one present to speak in remonstrance of this petition.
After due consideration, the following action was taken:
Upon a motion by Robert Hawley, being seconded by Elizabeth J. McCombs and
unanimously carried, a proposed ordinance of Area Plan Commission amending Title XV,
Land Usage, Chapter 154, Planning and Zoning, of the St. Joseph County Code, Section
154.277 University District Development Standards, and Sections 154.420, 154.421, and
154.423 Off-Street Parking Regulations, is sent to the County Council with a FAVORABLE
recommendation. Private streets within the U: District were held to less stringent setback
requirements prior to 2019. Imposing front setbacks on new buildings along private streets
within college or university campuses will result in inconsistent building layouts and reduce
the developable area of campus property without providing a benefit to the public.
Exempting the University District from minimum parking requirements is consistent with the
intent of the district stated in Section 154.275 of the Zoning Ordinance as it promotes the
development of a "diversity of uses, functions, and facilities" by not subjecting the
establishment of each new use to a full campus parking analysis. Required off-street parking
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regulations are tailored toward sites with more rigid and limited uses and not applicable or
appropriate for the dynamic mix of uses commonly associated with a campus of higher
learning.
ITEMS NOT REQUIRING A PUBLIC HEARING
1. Miscellaneous:
None for consideration at this time.
2. Executive Director's Report: (Audio Position: 56:00)
Abby Wiles: I apologize that I didn’t get anything to you in written format so I will just hit
the highlights today. Even though you wouldn’t know it by looking outside, we are headed
into construction season. So, we have a meeting full for ABZA, I think we have 12 petitions,
rezonings are going to be light next month, I believe we only had one filed. Then we
continue to stay busy with ILP submittals and plan reviews. The big-ticket item that everyone
is aware of is the comprehensive plan. The selection committee met to discuss the proposals
last Friday and settled on a short list of three teams to interview. Interviews for the finalists
are being scheduled for a week from Friday at which time after that is complete, the selection
committee will likely get together and then make a recommendation to the Commissioners
on a consultant to move forward with to enter into a contract. Appropriation requests are also
under way. I have a request on the council agenda for a committee hearing at the next
meeting for an appropriation and then I’m working through the Redevelopment Commission
on an appropriation to also financially support the project. The Redevelopment Commission
if you recall had passed a resolution at the end of last year during their budgeting process
affirming their support and their commitment to financially supporting the project but
actually need to take the request forward and have them approve the final amount.
Adam DeVon: Just a note, it was narrowed down from 12 initial submittals down to three so
there was a lot of support and a lot of people interested in the project, so I think that was
promising. A lot of good candidates.
Abby Wiles: What was surprising to me is how, I think we’re going to be in an excellent
position whichever way we go. Multiple capable proposals.
Adam DeVon: I think a lot of them were well qualified but definitely some stood out better
than others, but we’ll keep you updated.
Bob Hawley: That item number one that we tabled, is that the second or third time we’ve
tabled that?
Adam DeVon: I believe that was the second.
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Abby Wiles: They can table per our bylaws up to I believe six times. And if they go past that,
then they’ll have to re-file the petition.
3. Minutes:
A. Approval of the minutes from the March 16, 2021 Area Plan Commission Meeting
(Audio Position: 59:23)
Upon a motion by Jason Lambright, being seconded by Elizabeth McCombs and
unanimously carried 7-0, the minutes from the March 16, 2021 Area Plan Commission
meeting were approved.
4. Adjournment:
Upon a motion by Elizabeth McCombs, being seconded by Bob Hawley and unanimously
carried 7-0, the April 20, 2021 Area Plan Commission meeting adjourned at 4:31 p.m.
________________________________
Adam DeVon,
President of the Commission

________________________________
Abby Wiles,
Secretary of the Commission
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