
Page 1 of 4 
 

 

Culver Plan Commission 

Meeting Minutes 
July 19, 2022 

Summary of Council Actions: 

Items Motion Made By Seconded 

Vote (For – Against - 

Abstained) 

 

Motion to approve the 

June 2022, minutes.  

 

Mr. Gut 

 

 

 

Mr. Samuelson 

 

 

 

8– 0 – 0 Approved 

Motion to Adjourn Mr. Samuelson Mr. Miller  8 – 0 – 0 Approved 

 

1. Call to Order 

President Barry McManaway called to order a regularly scheduled meeting of the Culver Plan 
Commission at 6:33 PM on July 19, 2022, at the Culver Town Hall and via Microsoft Teams.   

2. Roll Call 
 

Mr. Fox conducted roll call. The following members were present: Barry McManaway, Andy Strati, 
Don Fox, Joel Samuelson, Dan Osborn, Chester Gut, Wayne Bean and John Miller along with 
Town Manager Ginny Munroe and Building Commissioner Chuck DeWitt. Bob Cooper was absent. 

3. Pledge of Allegiance    

Led by Mr. McManaway. 

4. Approval of June 2022 Minutes   

Mr. Gut moved to approve the minutes.  Mr. Samuelson seconded.  The motion was approved 8-0-
0 subject to correcting an erroneous reference to Mr. Easterday as the Town attorney rather than 
Mr. Clevenger.   

5. Approval of June 2022 Executive Session Minutes  
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Mr. Samuelson moved to approve the minutes.  Mr. Miller seconded.  The motion was approved 8-
0-0.  

6. Possible Zoning Ordinance Changes 

Mr. McManaway said the goal is to have a discussion and public hearing on possible changes at 
the August meeting. 

Rear Yard Setback in R-1.  One of those possible changes would be to modify rear yard setback in 
R-1 to 10 feet versus 25 feet.  Mr. Gut asked why?  Mr. McManaway noted an accessory structure 
can be 10 feet from the rear yard, so it would be consistent with that.  Mr. Gut expressed concern 
that we might be squishing houses together.  Mr. McManaway said possibly 70% of the lots in town 
couldn’t comply with a 25 foot rear yard setback.  Mr. Miller agreed.  Building Commissioner DeWitt 
observed that when the BZA gets repeated requests for zoning variances on the same subject, the 
Plan Commission has an obligation to look at amending the zoning ordinance.  Mr. Gut asked 
where the line should be drawn?  Is it two feet?  Mr. McManaway came back to Mr. DeWitt’s point 
about cases before the BZA.  Mr. Samuelson asked if this would impact accessory buildings.  Mr. 
McManaway said that would be a legitimate question for the BZA.   

Member of the public Mr. Kevin Berger asked if there should be different standards for lots that are 
conforming versus lots that do conform to current zoning requirements.   

Member of the public Mr. Mike Stallings referred to his own house, which doesn’t seem to meet any 
of the current setbacks.  He noted that depending upon what point in history an area was platted it 
was easier to meet modern setback requirements and that in older sections it was virtually 
impossible.   

Mr. Fox said he had no issue with moving to a 10’ rear setback.  Looking ahead to the next zoning 
ordinance to come from of the next comprehensive plan, he said the Commission needs to be more 
creative than the current R-1 zoning.  We should look to other communities for guidance such as 
South Bend and communities out of state.  We should value and encourage a variety of housing 
options, and under the current R-1 zoning we could not recreate places like the historic bungalow 
district.   

Mr. Stallings said he had visitors in town for the first time this past weekend, and that the visitors 
were astounded at the quality and variety of housing we had in town and the quality renovations 
that had been accomplished.   

There was further discussion of non-conforming lots.  Mr. Miller asked what the Commission should 
do about lots that do not conform to current zoning because they are under the current minimum lot 
size.  Mr. Osborn wondered if we were really ready to have a public hearing on proposed changes 
at the August meeting.   

Town Manage Ginny Munroe said the Commission also needs to consider setback requirements in 
the current PUD section of the ordinance and asked whether setbacks in that section should be 
done away with as a PUD plan will have the space between residences designated.   

PUDs.  There was further discussion about PUDs.  Mr. Fox suggested the Commission fix the issue 
of the R-1 setback and address PUDs and setbacks in the future. Mr. McManaway agreed.   
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Mr. Samuelson also wondered about the height limitation of 45 feet in the current PUD ordinance 
and whether that was desirable.   

Mr. Stallings noted that the Commission has the authority consider a variety of factors in the 
ordinance on PUDs.   

Front Yard Setback in L-1.  Mr. McManaway then brought up the question of the so-called “line of 
sight” restriction on front yard setbacks in L-1 at page 24 of the zoning ordinance.  Mr. Osborn said 
the rule should be the average of the setbacks on the property on either side.  Mr. Fox asked how 
often this issue comes before the BZA.  The answer was that it doesn’t come up very often.  He 
then speculated whether the ordinance needs to be changed if it doesn’t result in BZA cases.  Mr. 
McManaway noted one property where this rule required a house be built 95 feet from the Lake.  
Mr. McManaway said the Lake is the greatest asset the community has, and it needs to be 
protected.  In response to a question from Mr. Fox, Mr. Osborn clarified that his idea is to change 
the ordinance to strike any reference drawing a line because it implies – inaccurately - a right to a 
particular view and make the setback a simple mathematical equation by averaging the distance 
from the Lake of the homes on either side of the property in question to arrive at the setback for a 
property that is proposed to be built on. 

Member of the public Mike Stallings said that in building 30 or so homes on the Lake, and this issue 
has maybe come up once.   

Mr. DeWitt said he would prefer to just apply a 25 foot setback without any additional calculations.  
Mr. McManaway he felt the same way.   

Mr. Stallings said he could not recall the last time he built a lake house that was within 25 feet of the 
Lake.  They have been considerably further from the Lake.   

Mr. DeWitt recommended the Commission defer any action on this until the zoning ordinance is 
evaluated under the 2023 Comprehensive Plan.  The consensus of the Commission was to defer 
and possibly look at a large satellite map of the Lake to get a better handle on the issue.  

7. Old Business 

Mr. McManaway asked about the non-conforming fence adjacent to Mr. Berger’s property on 
Lakeshore Drive.  Mr. DeWitt reported that Town Attorney Jeanette Surrisi didn’t feel a case against 
the homeowner was winnable.   

Mr. Miller asked if we were going forward on the R-1 setback change next month.  He and others 
felt we could but needed to also look at non-conforming lots as well.   

 

8. Building Commissioners’ Report 

Mr. DeWitt shared the May building permits with the Commission.  In May, 60% of the building 
permits in the county were issued for Culver not including Plymouth.  In May of 2021, Culver 
accounted for 52% of all building permits issued in the County.   

9. Citizen Input  

There was no citizen input.   
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10. Member Concerns  

 

None other than those noted.    

 

11. Motion to adjourn    

Mr. Samuelson moved to adjourn.  Mr. Miller seconded.  The motion was approved 8-0-0, and 
meeting adjourned at 7:56 PM. 

 
Minutes approved by:  

_______________________________ _____________________________ 

Barry McManaway Robert Cooper 

_______________________________ ____________________________ 

Chester Gut Wayne Bean 

_______________________________ _____________________________ 

Don Fox  Dan Osborn 

_______________________________ ____________________________ 

Joel Samuelson Andrew Strati 

_______________________________ 
John Miller 


